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Agreement, case and licensing: Evidence from Tatar!

1. Argument licensing

Argument licensing has been a hot topic in syntax at least since [Chomsky 1965]. The natural hypothesis to
consider was the idea that arguments are licensed via projection, that is, their appearance in the syntactic struc-
ture is determined by semantic properties of lexical heads. To ensure that the right number of arguments is in-
serted in the projection of the predicate the theory made use of theta-roles: every argument had to be assigned
a (distinct) theta-role, and every theta-role of a given lexical predicate had to be discharged by a (distinct)
DP/PP/CP.

This theory by itself appears to be not restrictive enough: it seems that nominal arguments have to meet
some additional requirements in order to be licensed. Thus, in (1a), the Theme CP is fine as an argument of
proof, but the DP-complement is illicit (1b) unless mediated by PP-shell (1c). Examples in (2) demonstrate that
the overt subject of the infinitive clause, although equally projected by the lexical head, is only allowed in
Exceptional Case Marking/raising constructions.

(1) a. the proof that the Earth is round
b. *the proof the theorem
c. the proof of the theorem

(2) a. Bill decided [*John/PRO to come].
b. Bill decided [for John to come].
c. Bill wanted [John to come].

In his famous letter, Vergnaud [Vergnaud 1977] proposed that the principle governing the distribution of
nominal arguments is availability of (abstract) case: NPs have to receive case in order to be licensed. This hy-
pothesis, although implemented in different ways, underlies the mainstream GB / minimalist Case theory.

The next step is to observe that not all nominals need case equally. Typological and language-specific stud-
ies of (morphologically observable) case reveal a regular pattern of asymmetrical differential argument marking
[Malchukov, de Swart 2008] whereby case-marked form varies with a caseless one, as in example (3) from Turkish:

(3) a. Ali bir kitab-1  al-di.
Ali one book-AcCC buy-PST
‘Ali bought a certain book.’
b. Ali bir kitab al-d.
Ali one book  buy-PST
‘Ali bought one book.” (adapted from [Eng 1991: 5])

Although several attempts have been made to save the universality of the Case filter and to analyze the case-
less form in (3b) as a special inherent/weak case [Belletti 1988; de Hoop 1996], data like (3a-b) have lead to a
variety of proposals assuming that certain structural types of nominals can escape the Case filter (e. g. by being
(pseudo)incorporated [Massam 2001; Baker, Vinokurova 2010] or by lacking a DP layer and therefore lacking
uCase feature [Danon 2006; Pereltsvaig, Lyutikova 2014; Lyutikova, Pereltsvaig 2015a; 2015b; Bianchi, Bel-
letti 2014]. Such nominals typically exhibit a certain structural deficiency, syntactic rigidity and special inter-
pretation (narrow scope/predicate).

In many languages exhibiting differential argument marking (DAM), 1*/2™ person pronouns are among
those nominals that never participate in asymmetrical DAM but are obligatorily case-marked. This fact is easily
explained under the assumption that personal pronouns are DP-proforms [Déchaine, Wiltschko 2002] and thus
have uCase feature.

1/2™ person pronouns are also involved in the person case constraint (PCC) phenomena. In many lan-
guages, including Romance languages, Greek, Czech, Basque, and Georgian, certain person combinations are
restricted when two phonologically “weak” arguments (pronouns, clitics) occupy the same domain. Thus, in
French, in combinations of a direct and indirect object, both of which are phonologically weak, the direct object
may not be 1% or 2™ person [Bonet 1991; Béjar 2003; Béjar, Rezac 2003].

! This paper is a part of the RFBR research project #16-06-00536 “Syntax-Semantics Interface in Uralic and Altaic
Languages”.
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26 EKATERINA LYUTIKOVA

@) Il la/*me/*te lui a présenté(e).
he 3.SG.F.ACC/1SG.ACC/2SG.ACC 3.SG.DAT AUX.3SG present.PP
‘He introduced her/*me/*you to him.’

Béjar and Rezac propose that PCC effects derive from Person Licensing Condition (PLC) axiom (5) under
the assumption that «...¢p-features are not a homogeneous block, but separate person [r] and number [#] entities,
which Probe separately (but in that order), and Agree separately» [Béjar, Rezac 2003: 52].

(5) Person Licensing Condition (PLC) axiom
An interpretable 1%'/2" person feature must be licensed by entering into an Agree relation with a func-
tional category.

PCC effects follow if there is a single licenser in the verbal domain and the dative clitic intervenes between
the licenser and the accusative clitic, thus preventing the latter from establishing the AGREE relation with the
[r]-probe.

Recently, Kalin [Kalin 2015] put forward a proposal unifying the two phenomena. She claims that both
DAM? and PCC phenomena result from a generalized feature licensing condition. Adopting Harley and Ritter’s
approach to geometric representation of morphosyntactic features [Harley, Ritter 2002], Kalin proposes that
among ¢-features nominals can possess there are two basic types of features: n-features (person feature further
decomposed into [participant] and [author]) and y-features that comprise not only number and gender, but also
animacy, specificity, definiteness etc.). Languages differ as to which features have to be licensed by entering the
AGREE relation with a @-probe. Kalin suggests that the feature [participant] always needs licensing, and there-
fore 1%/2™ person nominals need to agree with a m-probe to be licensed. y-features, on the other hand, may re-
quire or not require licensing in a given language. If some y-feature, e. g. [animate], needs licensing, then 3™
person animate nominals need to agree with a y-probe. Given that structural case assignment is often taken to be
a reflex of AGREE [Chomsky 2000, 2001], this mechanism derives obligatorily case-marked 1/2™ person pro-
nouns and animacy-conditioned DAM. In this way, uCase is superficial and can be eliminated.

In order to explain the obligatory subject-predicate agreement which takes place even if the argument has no
feature to be licensed by AGREE, Kalin distinguishes between obligatory and secondary licensers®. Obligatory
licenser is a complete @-probe that is merged in every clause and attempts to Agree with the closest goal. Sec-
ondary licensers merge when needed for convergence of the derivation. Thus, in a transitive clause, T, by virtue
of being an obligatory licenser, always merges with a complete ¢-probe, but v, a secondary licenser, merges
with the @-probe only if the object features need licensing.

In this paper, I present data from Tatar, a Turkic language spoken in Russia, that contribute to our under-
standing of the phenomena outlined above*. Tatar is of special interest in several respects.

First, it shows an asymmetrical differential case marking in many structural positions, including direct ob-
ject, noun phrase possessor, preposition object, embedded nominalized and finite clause subject. In this paper,
only the first three positions will be considered.

Secondly, Tatar has three loci of morphologically observable agreement — predicate agreement within the
finite clause, possessive agreement within the noun phrase and postposition agreement within the postpositional

2 Kalin discusses differential object marking (DOM) exclusively, but it seems that the proposal can be extended to
other contexts of differential structural case assignment, including subject and possessor.

3 The idea that every clause has one obligatory locus of agreement, with secondary loci merging only when needed for
convergence, dates back at least to Bobaljik’s “obligatory case parameter” [Bobaljik 1993].

4 Tatar data, unless specially indicated as coming from corpora of literary Tatar, come from my field work with native
speakers of Kazan Tatar and represent the literary Tatar langauge. In what follows I use the phonetically adjusted translit-
eration of the Cyrillic script. Examples marked as coming from corpora have the following sources: «2013 YHuBepcuanacsl
6nore» (web site) — (18a), (49a); «be3nen roxur» razeracsl (web site) — (16a), (40a), (48a), (49b), (50), (51a), (52a);
«cnam — Tatapmap hom mecenmannap» (web site) — (20a); «Kbbur Tan» raseracel (web site) — (27a), (41c);
«CeeMbOuKay xypHaibl (web site) — (48b); «Tazoam» (web site) — (23); «TaTtap onuruiope» nopraisl (web site) — (41a);
«Tarap-undopm» MA Tarapcran PecryOnukacsl Morsiiymar areHmibirsl (web site) — (51b); «Tarapcran kuran HompH-
stei» (web site) — (25a); «Tarapcran simbiiope» raseracel (web site) — (19); «Xe3mor maHb» raseracel (web site) —
(24a), (25b); «IlIohpu Kazam» razeracsr (web site) — (53a); bapu Mcnam, «buk ragu 19, cepie 10 CHH, TOPMbIID — (22);
Taguvokas [eritnemManoB, «Anbdacteuiap» — (40b); Tanmuvokan Mopahumos, «Ke3bur gagakiop» — (16b); Suda Kamsiposa,
«CarpbIpebiH — MuH Oynmmam» — (28); hagn Takram, «Kusty» — (16¢); @annc Apymmmn, «Ceeneunap Oynenry» — (15a);
®iyco lopumnosa, «MuneM cesrs 6ymorem» (Lursipeiop) — (16d); XacanoB M. X., Axmanymmus A. I., Famamymmia ©. T
«Tatap omobusater. 10 ceritaeip» — (18b).
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Agreement, case and licensing: Evidence from Tatar 27

phrase. Agreement reflects person and number of the goal, and its obligatoriness differs depending on the fea-
tures of the goal and on the structural type of agreement.

Thirdly, case-marking and agreement overlap only partially. In some structural configurations, e. g. posses-
sive construction, both differential case marking and agreement obtain. In other configurations, only differential
case marking or differential agreement can be observed. Moreover, discrepancies of case-marking and agree-
ment are partially based on the features of arguments: 1%/2" person arguments are always case-marked and
control person and number agreement; some 3™ person nominals are obligatorily case-marked and can, but do
not have to control predicate agreement in number.

I claim that in Tatar, two distinct mechanisms of argument/feature licensing are at work. The marked person
feature [participant] is to be licensed via AGREE. Structural case marking is NOT an exponent of AGREE, but
represents a separate type of licensing, which I’ll call Vergnaud-licensing® and which can be viewed as licens-
ing of DP (as argued in [Lyutikova 2014; Lyutikova, Pereltsvaig 2015a; 2015b] and elsewhere) or, in feature-
driven syntactic system, as licensing of the feature of syntactic category D. As 1%/2™ person pronouns are also
DP-proforms, they are case-marked agreement controllers in all the relevant configurations.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, Tatar data are discussed in more detail. Section 3
presents the proposal. In section 4, an apparent counter-evidence to the proposed analysis is discussed. Section 5
concludes the paper.

2. Structural case and agreement in Tatar

The 6 cases of Tatar include nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, ablative and locative. Among them,
three are of a high relevance for our discussion. Accusative (markers -n:/-n is the case of the direct object, genitive
(marker -n1y) is the case of the possessor, and nominative (unmarked) is the case of the subject. They are exem-
plified in (6). The subject Marat ‘Marat’ is nominative, the possessor Alsuniy ‘Alsu’s’ is genitive, and the two
coordinated direct objects demonstrate possessive (kitabin ‘book’) and bare (ddfidrne ‘notebook’) accusative.

(6) Marat Alsu-miy  kitab-1-n ~ hdm bu ddftdr-ne al-du.
Marat Alsu-GEN book-3-ACC and this notebook-ACC take-PST
‘Marat took Alsu’s book and this notebook.’

The unmarked noun phrase can also function as a (non-specific) direct object or possessor (7a—Db), the fact
that led descriptive grammars to attribute direct object and possessor functions to nominative [Zakiev 1992:
118, 127; Zakiev 1993: 46—47; Galieva 2014]. I prefer to label this form as unmarked or caseless, since I am
going to argue, following [Lyutikova 2014] and subsequent work, that bare direct objects and possessors have
no case rather than zero-marked nominative.

(7) a. Marat kitap al-di
Marat book  take-PST
‘Marat took a book/books.’

b. xatin-kiz-lar  kijem-e
woman-girl-PL  clothing-3
‘women’s clothing’

Below I present the characterization of the morphosyntactic processes in the three structural configurations
that correspond to three basic grammatical relations: subject, object, possessor. But before that, a short discus-
sion of structural types of nominals and their features is due.

2.1. Nominals and their features

As argued in [Lyutikova 2014; Pereltsvaig, Lyutikova 2014; Lyutikova, Pereltsvaig 2015a; 2015b], Tatar
noun phrases come in different size: some are full-fledged DPs and others are Small Nominals (in the sense of
[Pereltsvaig 2006]), that is, they lack all or some functional projections that DPs possess. Although Tatar noun
phrases are maximally DPs, not all noun phrases are fully projected. Various constructions involve nominals of
different sizes: N°, NP, NumP or DP can be embedded in different constructions.

For instance, the nominal element in complex predicate constructions (CPCs) is N° (8a). It cannot contain
the plural marker -lar (8b) or modifiers of any kind (8c).

31 owe this term to [Pesetsky 2013].
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28 EKATERINA LYUTIKOVA

(8) a. Ati-se  Marat-ka masina biilik it-te.

father-3 Marat-DAT car gift make-PST
‘His father gave Marat a car (as a gift).’

b. *Ati-se Marat-ka masina(-lar) biilik-ldr  it-te.

father-3 Marat-DAT car-PL gift-PL make-PST

intended: ‘His father gave Marat cars (as gifts).’

c. Ati-se  Marat-ka masina (*jaxsi/ *ber/ *tege) biilik it-te.
father-3 Marat-DAT  car good/one/such gift make-PST
intended: ‘Father gave Marat a car as a good/one/such gift.”

The same is true of the nominal element embedded in the so-called ezafe-1 construction. There are three
nominal embedding constructions in Tatar, as well as in other Turkic languages, labeled traditionally as ezafe-1,
ezafe-2, and ezafe-3. As we show below, ezafe-1 embeds a bare N°, ezafe-2 embeds a NumP, and ezafe-3 em-
beds a DP.

The embedded element of ezafe-1, which is used typically for materials, is a bare noun, as in (9a). Like the
nominal component in CPCs, it cannot contain the plural marker -/ar (9b), or any modifiers (9c¢).

(9) a. altin jozek
gold ring
‘gold ring’
b. tas-(*lar) jort
stone-(*PL) house
intended: ‘house from stones’, ‘stone house’
c. ¥¢in altin  jozek
real gold  ring
intended: ‘ring from real gold’

In contrast, the embedded element of ezafe-2 is a NumP: unlike the nominals considered above, it can in-
clude the plural marker -/ar (10a) or certain modifiers (it can be the ezafe-2 construction itself, (10b)), but still
cannot be a personal pronoun or a proper noun (10c-d)°.

(10) a. kwsak-li  xatin-nar  kijem-e
belly-ATR  woman-PL  clothing-3
‘clothing for pregnant women’

b. bala-lar xastaxand-se tabib-1
child-pL  hospital-3 doctor-3
‘a doctor in a children’s hospital’
c. *min  ddftdir-em/-e
I notebook-1/-3
intended: ‘my notebook’
d. *zefdr ata-si
Zufar dad-3
intended: ‘Zufar’s dad’ [Grashchenkov 2007: 84]

Unlike the ezafe-2 marker, the marker of ezafe-3 shows person and number agreement with the possessor,

which can be a pronoun or a proper name, unlike with ezafe-2. I claim that the embedded nominal in ezafe-3 is a
genitive-marked DP.

(11) a. minem ddftir-em
I.GEN  notebook-1SG
‘my notebook’
b. Marat-my ddftir-e
Marat-GEN  notebook-3
‘Marat’s notebook’

As it turns out, ezafe-3 itself is a DP; hence, can be embedded only in ezafe-3 but not in ezafe-2.

® The ezafe-2 construction also involves the possessive suffix on the head noun glossed here as “3” for 3™ person; it does
not show agreement.
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(12) a. ezafe-2:
*ukuci-my  ddftdr-lir-e]  papka-si]
student-GEN notebook-PL-3  folder-3
‘folder for student’s notebooks’
b. ezafe-3:
[[ukuci-niy ddftir-ldr-e-neny]  papka-si|
student-GEN  notebook-PL-3-GEN  folder-3
‘folder for student’s notebooks’

In addition to the constructions described above, Tatar also has a number of attributivizing constructions
which differ as to the amount of nominal structure allowed for embedding. Thus, attributivizer -/t selects a bare
NP, while attributivizer -gi selects a case-marked DP (giving rise to the complex morphemes -dag: ‘LOC.ATR’
and -ntkt ‘GEN.ATR’, [Zakiev 1992: 42, 164; Tumasheva, Irisov 1989; Sulejmanov 1996].

(13) a. [Np...]-llN
b. [[pp...]-LOC]-gt N

The nominal selected by attributivizer -/ cannot contain the plural marker -/ar (14b), but unlike the nominal
element in CPCs or the embedded nominal in ezafe-1, it can contain certain modifiers (14c).

(14) a. cacik-le cinajak
flower-ATR cup
‘a cup with a flower/with flowers’
b. *cédcdk-lir-le  cimajak
flower-PL-ATR  cup
intended: ‘a cup with flowers’
c. kiik Ccdcdk-le cinajak
blue flower-ATR cup
‘a cup with a blue flower / with blue flowers’

In contrast, the nominal selected by attributivizer -gz is a full-fledged case marked DP: it can be a locative-
marked personal pronoun (15a) or an ezafe-3 (15b), which I showed above to be a DP.

(15) a. Ibrahim abiy-miy  min-dd-ge ikence kitab-1 — “Poet iz derevni Kirlaj”.
Ibrahim uncle-GEN I-LOC-ATR  second  book-3 “Poet from the Kyrlaj village” (Rus.)
‘The second book by uncle Ibrahim that I’ve got is “Poet from the Kyrlaj village”.” [TT]
b. Marat-my Sdhdr-e-ndd-ge uram-nar
Marat-GEN  city-3-LOC-ATR  street-PL
‘streets of Marat’s city’

To recapitulate, Tatar distinguishes between full-fledged DPs and structurally deficient SNs. Some structural
types of nominals are obligatorily DPs: those are personal pronouns and ezafe-3 constructions. SNs include bare
N° and NP, as well as some intermediate structural types of nominals, such as NumP.

Let’s turn now to formal features of nominals in Tatar. As Tatar has no gender/class feature, person and
number are the only features that are syntactically relevant.

Person and number in the nominal domain come in two varieties: interpretable and uninterpretable. Positive
values of the interpretable person feature characterize personal pronouns exclusively. Interpretable number feature
enters the derivation with the Num® head; so N° and NP have no iNumber and demonstrate number neutrality
(cf. examples (9b) and (14)). In Table 1, feature specification for various structural types of nominals is represented.

Table 1
Structural types of nominals and their interpretable features in Tatar
DP
NumP NP/N°
personal pronouns others
iPerson 15/ — — —
iNumber SG/PL SG/PL SG/PL —

Uninterpretable person and number characterize several types of constituents in Tatar. First, finite clauses
exhibit predicate agreement with their subject in person and number (16a—b) or, if the subject is 3™ person,
only in number (16¢). However, in absence of person agreement, number agreement is optional (16d).
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(16) a. Min kabat bu tarix-n1 is-kd toSer-de-m.
I again this story-ACC mind-DAT drop-PST-1SG
‘I remembered this story again.” [WCTL]

b. Bez 3iy-de-k!
we win-PST-1PL
‘We won!” [WCTL]

c. Kiiz-ldr biktdm-le, bikrdxdt it-ep jomil-di-lar.
eye-PLvery pleasure-ATR very delightdo-CONV close-PST-PL
‘The eyes closed with pleasure and delight.” [WCTL]

d. Awil-im-da jaya jort-lar kalka.
village-1SG-LOC new house-PL rise.PRS
‘In my village, new houses grow.” [WCTL]

Secondly, ezafe-3 nominals contain a possessive affix that agrees with the genitive possessor. If the posses-
sor is 1°/2™ person pronoun, the ezafe affix reflects its person and number features (17a—b). With the 3™ per-
son possessor, the ezafe affix does not show agreement in number: the plural marker in (17c) can only be inter-
preted as denoting plurality of friends, i. e. as an interpretable Number feature of the whole DP’. The same in-
variable form of the ezafe affix obtains in ezafe-2 constructions, cf. (10) above.

(17) a. minem dus-lar-im

I.GEN  friend-PL-1SG
‘my friends’

b. bez-nen dus-lar-ibiz
we-GEN  friend-PL-1PL
‘our friends’

c. bala-lar-miy dus-lar-1
child-PL-GEN  friend-PL-3
‘the children’s friends’/*‘the children’s friend’

Other contexts exhibiting person and number agreement derive from possessive constructions. These are
postpositional phrases headed by denominal postpositions (see section 4) and nominalizations. Nominalizations
of various types show possessive agreement with their 1¥/2™ person genitive subject (18a); 3™ person genitive
subjects trigger the non-agreeing ezafe affix (18b). They will not be considered here, although the analysis I am
going to propose can be extended to nominalizations as well®.

(18) a. Minem elegrik Uniwersiada-da bul-gan-im  juk ide.
I.GEN before Universiade-LOC ~ be-NML2-1SG absent AUX.PST
‘I did not participate in the previous Universiade.” [WCTL]
b. Awtor-miy  mont  Sulaj esld-w-e ocrak-I1 gina  tiigel.
author-GEN  such ~ manner work-NML1-3 accidental-ATR EMPH  NEG.COP
‘The author’s working in such way is not accidental.” [WCTL]

To sum up, person and number agreement is found in two types of constituents: finite clauses and possessive
DPs. I take this as an evidence that finite T° and possessive D° can merge with a complete @-probe, that is,
uPerson and uNumber.

2.2. Case assignment and agreement: subject, object, possessor

Now we are in a position to discuss variation in case assignment and agreement with different structural
types of nominals.

7 Here my data differ slightly from what descriptive grammars assume for Tatar. Zakiev [Zakiev 1993: 34—35] notes
that the affix -lar ‘PL’ in examples like (17c) can also be interpreted as an exponent of number agreement; similar interpre-
tation is attested for Mishar dialect of Tatar ([Lyutikova et al. (eds.) 2007: 317]). However, my consultants who are native
speakers of Kazan Tatar coherently deny this interpretation. In what follows, I will base my analysis on the data obtained
from and approved by my consultants.

8 One more type of constructions where agreement in person and number is attested is a postpositional phrase headed
by a denominal postposition. I address these constructions in section 4.
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2.2.1. Subject

Subjects of finite clauses bear no case affix. This poses the problem of classifying this form as a nominative
or as a caseless nominal. The problem is not specific to Tatar but arises in all Turkic languages. Different ap-
proaches are found in the literature, including “only nominative”, “only caseless” and “both nominative or case-
less” hypotheses (e. g. [Kornfilt 2003; 2008; Oztiirk 2005; Baker, Vinokurova 2010; Kornfilt, Preminger 2015]).
The analysis I am going to develop requires that unmarked nominals be ambiguous between nominative and
caseless form and that caseless nominals be available in subject position. There is indirect evidence that this
stipulation is true.

The evidence comes from nominalizations like those in (18). As we see in (18a—b), the subject of nomi-
nalizations receives genitive like the DP possessor. However, non-specific subjects of nominalizations may re-
main unmarked, as in (19). Since no nominative is available in this configuration (cf. (20)), I conclude that the
subject of nominalization is caseless in (19). Therefore, some (structural types of) subjects are licit without case
assigned to them (cf. [Oztiirk 2005] for a similar claim about Turkish).

(19) [Biigen-ge kon-di 18 wrin-da  preparat-lar  sat-il-u-i] bilgele  bul-di.
today-ATR  day-LOC 18 place-LOC medicine-PL sell-PASS-NML1-3 known  be-PST
‘It became known that today drugs were sold in 18 shops.” [WCTL]

(20) a. Minem Sdxsi tan-1l-u-im tiigel...
[.GEN personally know-PASS-NML1-1SG NEG.COP
‘I’'m not personally known (to him)...” [WCTL]
b. *Min  Sdxsi tan-u-u-1m/-1 tiigel...
ILNOM  personally know-PASS-NML1-1SG/-3  NEG.COP

Additional evidence comes from the possibility of number-neutral interpretation of nominals in the subject
position. Zakiev ([Zakiev 1993: 38]) gives examples of numberless subjects which denote pluralities:

(21) Biilméi-ne kitap bas-kan. Ostil-lir-ge di  kitap  Oj-el-gen, tiirdze
room-ACC  book  flood-PF  table-PL-DAT EMPH book  put-PASS-PF window
top-lir-e-n-d dd, iddn-ndr-ge  dd... Kistd-ldr-dd dd kitap.
sill-PL-3-OBL-DAT EMPH  floor-PL-DAT EMPH  shelf-PL-LOC EMPH book
‘Books flooded the room. Books lay on the tables, on the windowsills, on the floor... On the shelves
there were books as well.’

Since number neutrality points to structural deficiency of a nominal (namely, lack of NumP and higher func-
tional projections) and since structural deficiency is incompatible with case marking, (21) demonstrates that
number neutral, hence caseless subjects are available in Tatar. To sum up, it is possible to maintain the hypothe-
sis that unmarked subjects can be nominative or caseless.

Let’s now turn to subject-predicate agreement. As mentioned above, 1/2™ person pronouns obligatorily
trigger person and number agreement (22).

(22) A sin, Baris (amisi min  bula-*(m) inde), kem bul-irga teli-*(sen)?
and you Baris this I be.PRS-*(1SG) EMPH who be-INF want-*(2SG)
‘And you, Baris (I was this one), who would you like to be?” [WCTL]

Other nominals, including proforms, ezafe-3 nominals can trigger only number agreement, which seems to
be optional, cf. (16c—d) and (20). It is worth noting that uninterpretable person on DP (kajsilaribiz ‘some of us’,
lit. “‘our which ones’) is never agreed with.

(23) Kajsi-lar-ibiz  beld-(*bez), kajsi-lar-ibiz  bel-mi-(*bez).
which-PL-1PL  know.PRS-(*1PL) which-PL-1PL  know-NEG.PRS-(*1PL)
‘Some of us know (it), some of us do not know (it).” [WCTL]

The distribution of plural agreement marker is more controversial. Tatar descriptive grammars and lan-
guage-specific papers [Zakiev 1992; 1993; Fattakhova 2002; Garyaev 2009; Kamalova 2010; Lutfullina 2011]
report that plural marker is optional on the predicate, its presence being a matter of definiteness/animacy/indi-
viduation of the subject participant. I remain rather agnostic as to which of these features is determinative and,
if several of them are relevant, how they interact in contributing to number agreement. However, my own re-
search leads me to the conclusion that the relevant feature here is collective/distributive distinction. Consider
(24a—Db). In (24a), the plural participant is said to take the third prize as a team, and the verb shows number
agreement. In (24b), on the contrary, different athletes are reported to take prizes separately, as individuals, and
the plural marker is absent from the verb.
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(24) a. Alar priz-hi 6cence urm-mi  al-p kajt-ti-lar.
they prize-ATR third place-ACC take-CONV return-PST-PL
‘They took the podium in third place (as a team).” [WCTL]
b. Alar priz-l1 urm-nar-ni  al-ip kajt-t1.
they prize-ATR place-PL-ACC take-CONV return-PST
‘They took prizes (as individual athletes).’

Moreover, collective adverbials, such as ‘together’, ‘both’, ‘teamwise’ etc. strongly favor plural agreement (25a),
whereas distributive adverbials are compatible with non-agreeing predicates (25b). In sum, I assume that plural
agreement shows up if the plural subject is collective.

(25) a. Alar Joldiz-mi  inde ocdiildp — ezli basla-di-lar.
they Yolduz-AcC then all.three  search begin-PST-PL
‘Then they started looking for Yolduz all three of them.” [WCTL]
b. Bala-lar kaisi-kaja taralis-tn  inde...
child-pL  which-where disperse-PST EMPH
‘The children dispersed...” [WCTL]

2.2.2. Object

Like all other Turkic languages, Tatar exhibit differential object marking (DOM): direct objects can bear the
accusative suffix or remain caseless. No morphologically visible object agreement is attested in Tatar, so the
case marking is the only morphological exponent of DOM.

In [Lyutikova 2014; Pereltsvaig, Lyutikova 2014; Lyutikova, Pereltsvaig 2015a; 2015b] it is argued that in
Tatar DOM is structurally determined: the accusative case marker attaches to a DP, and unmarked objects are
Small Nominals, as shown in (26a—D).

(26) a. Marat [ppmasinal-nt  sat-ip al-d.
Marat car-ACC sell-cONV  take-PST
‘Marat bought a/the car.’
b. Marat [npNumpmasinal sat-ip al-du.
Marat car sell-CONV  take-PST
‘Marat bought a car/cars.’

The arguments presented in previous work include coordination constraints (case-marked and unmarked ob-
jects cannot be coordinated), special interpretation of unmarked objects (narrow scope, number neutrality in the
absence of the plural marker) and their syntactic deficiency (failure to control syntactic anaphora and PRO,
strictly preverbal position). [Lyutikova, Pereltsvaig 2015a] also argues against two alternative analyses pro-
posed for DOM in other Turkic languages (and some non-Turkic languages as well): that DOM has a purely
semantic motivation (e. g. that only definite or specific objects receive accusative marking, cf. [En¢ 1991] for
Turkish) and that DOM is positionally determined (e. g. objects that leave the VP receive accusative and objects
that stay in their VP remain caseless, cf. [Baker, Vinokurova 2010] for Sakha).

The data that challenge the semantic analysis for Tatar involves ezafe-3 construction. As mentioned above,
an object which is an ezafe-3 construction must receive structural (accusative) case. However, it may simultane-

ously receive a non-specific interpretation and take narrow scope in relation to other quantifiers or negation, as
shown in (27a, b).

(27) a. Berence tur-da har ukucr  Zinnur  Najsibullin-nip
first place-LOC every student Zinnur  Najsybullin-GEN
ber  jaki ike Sigir-e-*(m) ... jattan  sojld-de.
one or two poem-3-ACC ... by.heart tell-PST

‘In the first round, every student recited one or two poems by Zinnur Najsybullin.” [WCTL]
1-2>VorV>1-2
b. Marat Alsu-niy ber fotografia-se-*(n)  kiir-md-de.

Marat Alsu-GEN one photo-3-ACC see-NEG-PST
‘Marat didn’t see a photo of Alsu.’
3> Neg or Neg >3

Alternative theory places the burden of explanation on the position of the object in the clausal structure. The
problem for the positional alternative is that ACC-marked objects need not leave the VP. In particular, they can
appear to the right of the VP boundary marked by adverbs (28) or indirect objects.
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(28) Bajras  kat-kat xat-ni uki-di,  ni-der ayla-rga tris-ti.
Bayras  again-again letter-ACC read-PST what-INDEF understand-INF  try-PST

‘Bayras read the letter again and again, trying to understand anything.” [TT]

These data lead us to the conclusion that case marking in the object position is structurally determined: DPs
receive accusative and Small Nominals remain caseless. More generally, we can hypothesize that only DPs must
receive structural case, while SNs are not subject to such case licensing requirements and may remain morpho-
logically caseless. If this hypothesis is correct, the distribution of case-marked and caseless subjects must obey the
same principle: full-fledged DP subjects are assigned nominative, structurally deficient Small Nominals are caseless.

2.2.3. Possessor

In previous sections, either agreement (subject position) or case (object position) had visible exponents. Posses-
sive construction is the configuration where both case assignment and agreement are morphologically observable.

Nominal possession is structurally expressed by ezafe-3 and ezafe-2 constructions. In [Pereltsvaig, Lyuti-
kova 2014] it is argued that the two ezafe constructions differ in many respects. Ezafe-3 is headed by possessive
D¢ that case-marks its DP-specifier and agrees with it. Ezafe-2 has less functional structure and cannot case-
mark the embedded nominal which, consequently, cannot be a DP but only an SN.

Ezafe-3 constructions are of a particular interest for our story, because they clearly show that case-marking
and agreement are not two sides of the same coin. Let us return to example (17), repeated here as (29). (29a—b)
show ezafe-3 construction with a 1% person possessor. The straightforward analysis of these data would be that
possessive D°, in virtue of having uPerson and uNumber, probes for interpretable @-features, finds a ¢-complete
active goal in its c-command domain, agrees with it, becomes able to assign it genitive and attracts it to Spec,
DP. However, this analysis fails to explain (29¢). 3™ person DPs never control number agreement on D° (al-
though they are able to do it on T°) but are still assigned genitive. Moreover, the ezafe affix, which is glossed as
‘3, is in fact the default ezafe marker that also licenses the ezafe-2 possessor but never assign case to it.

(29) a. minem dus-lar-im

1.GEN friend-PL-1SG
‘my friends’

b. bez-ney  dus-lar-ibiz
we-GEN friend-PL-1PL
‘our friends’

c. bala-lar-my dus-lar-1
child-PL-GEN  friend-PL-3
‘the children’s friends’/*‘the children’s friend’

I conclude that in ezafe constructions, the possessor is case-marked (and attracted to Spec, DP) if and only if
it is a DP and needs case. Possessive D° agrees only with 1%/2™ person pronouns and does not agree with
3" person DPs.

The interim summary is given in Table 2. DPs are obligatorily case-marked in object and possessor posi-
tions, whereas SNs are not; I hypothesize that the same distribution obtains in the subject position. In all the
configurations where agreement is morphologically observable, 1°'/2™ person pronouns trigger obligatory per-
son agreement, but for 3 person nominals, no person agreement is attested. Additionally, number agreement
with plural collective 3™ person subject takes place.

In the next section, I present my analysis of Tatar case and agreement system based on the generalizations
obtained.

3. Analysis

I propose that in Tatar, two conditions on syntactic structure are at work: Person licensing condition (30)
and Vergnaud-licensing condition (31).

(30) Person licensing condition (to be reformulated)
An interpretable 1%/2™ person feature must be licensed by entering into an AGREE relation with a
functional category.

(31) Vergnaud-licensing condition
A DP must be licensed by a case-assigning head.
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Table 2
Case assignment and agreement in three structural positions
DPs
1°/2™ person others SNs
Subject
case ) ) (—)
agreement + number number
Object
case + + —
agreement — — _
Possessor
case + + —
agreement + — _

I claim that these conditions are independent from each other and that the fact that 1*/2™ person pronouns are
always case-marked follows trivially from their DP-status. Moreover, I claim that only positive values of features
exist [Harley, Ritter 2002] and that 3 person DPs are actually DPs without interpretable person feature. Conse-
quently, they cannot be agreed with in person and make a case-assigning probe ¢-complete and able to assign
case to them. Accordingly, I dismiss the case assignment under AGREE model; instead, I develop a model where
case and agreement, although coexistent in many structural configurations, involve different licensing mechanisms.

I start with reorganizing the feature system of Tatar preliminarily sketched in 2.1 above. I follow [Harley,
Ritter 2002; Béjar, Rezac 2003; Kalin 2015] in distinguishing between two major classes of interpretable fea-
tures — 7 (representing the speech act role) and # (individuation, representing quantity, animacy, gender, class etc.).
For Tatar, the following feature geometry obtains:

(32) [¢]
/\
[7] [#]
[partilipant] [plu‘ral]
[speaker] [hearer] [collective]

(32) states that no such features as definite or specific are presented under [#]. Here my proposal diverges
from Kalin’s approach, who claims that those features can influence DAM directly, by their need of licensing
via AGREE [Kalin 2015]. As I demonstrated in section 2.2, no interpretable feature of such kind can be taken as a
licensor of DAM in object and possessor position; instead, a separate formal feature — the syntactic category of
a nominal — is responsible for DAM. The familiar interpretational effects of case-marked arguments (availabil-
ity of the wide scope and definite reading) are not separate formal features of these nominals but rather by-
products of the semantics of full-fledged DPs (i. e. referentiality) and their mobility in both overt syntax and LF.

Now, the Person licensing condition (30) can be reformulated as in (33):

(33) Person licensing condition
An interpretable [participant] feature must be licensed by entering into an AGREE relation with a func-
tional category.

The functional categories that visibly license [participant] by agreeing with it are finite T® and possessive D°:
we find a morphological exponent of this AGREE operation on the predicate and ezafe-3 marker. Let us see how
this happens.

In (34), T° merges with a complete ¢-probe, which is decomposed into n-probe and #-probe. m probes first
and finds a subject DP that has a [participant] feature. m-probe on T° agrees with it and values its n-feature as 1
person. The [participant] feature of subject DP is thereby licensed. Then # probes, finds no relevant feature on
subject DP and receives the default value “singular”®. The valued features of T° surface as 1% person singular
predicate agreement.

? In the diagrams below, succeeded agreement is marked with a solid line, failed agreement — with a dashed line.
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(34) a. Min kil-de-m.
1 come-PST-1SG
‘I came.’

= [participant]
— — —> [speaker]

In (35), the same structural configuration is represented, except that subject DP is not a personal pronoun
and has no [participant] feature that needs licensing. As finite T° is an obligatory licenser, it merges with a com-
plete @-probe. m probes but fails to find a [participant] feature and receives the default value. Then # probes and
finds [plural] [collective] featured on subject DP. #-probe agrees with it and values its #-feature as [collective].
I assume that [#: collective] amounts to the number agreement on T°.

(35) a. Alar kil-de-ldr.
they come-PST-PL

‘They came (together).’

b' /\
T
[m: ]
\ [# ]
- DP

\
AN

— —> [plural]
[collective]

In configurations where subject has only [plural] feature or no positive #-feature, no agreement on T° will
show up.

Now let us turn to ezafe configurations. I assume that possessive D merges with a complete @-probe only if
there is a nominal with [participant] feature that need licensing via agree. So in (36), a secondary licenser is re-
quired in order to meet Person licensing condition (33). The derivation proceeds exactly as in (34), the
o-features on D° get valued as [n: speaker] [#: plural] and are spelt out as an agreeing ezafe marker -biz ‘1PL’.

(36) a. bez-ney ukituci-biz
we-GEN  teacher-1PL

‘our teacher’
b.
D ..

[7[: - ] /\
DP
[participant]

[speaker]

[plural]
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The difference between an obligatory licenser and secondary licensers becomes crucial in ezafe construc-
tions with a 3" person possessor (37). As it has no [participant] feature, no ¢-probe is merged with D°. Accord-
ingly, [plural] or [collective] features of the possessor never show up in possessive agreement.

(37) a. alar-my ukituci-si
they-GEN teacher-3
‘their teacher’
b.

DP
[plural]
[collective]

At this point, one may wonder how the [participant] feature is licensed in other structural positions, namely,
in the direct object position and in oblique positions, where no morphological exponents of person agreement
are attested. I believe that these two cases are to be treated separately. The [participant] feature in direct objects
is licensed via establishing morphologically invisible AGREE relation with the secondary licenser — transitive
light verb vTR. For a [participant] feature in indirect objects (datives) and obliques (locatives and ablatives),
I assume the analysis along the lines of [Béjar, Rezac 2003]. I believe that these complements are structurally
more complex than accusatives and correspond to PPs headed by zero postpositions; another option is to con-
sider dative, locative and ablative case morphemes as postpositions. These postpositions merge with @-probes
when it is required to license the [participant] feature of their complements.

Two arguments supporting this analysis are as follows.

The first argument is morphological and comes from the possessive paradigm of Tatar nouns. As Table 3
shows, in the possessive declension attachment of dative, locative and ablative case affixes is mediated by an in-
fixal -n- glossed here as OBL, following the convention in [Lyutikova et al. 2007]. Tatar grammars consider it as
a part of case affixes used in possessive declension [Zakiev 1993: 50—53]. It is tempting to hypothesize, how-
ever, that this -»n- is an exponent of an oblique (or even accusative) case assigned by dative, locative and ablative
postpositions, as represented in (38).

Table 3
Possessive paradigm as compared with bare paradigm in Tatar
‘village’ ‘his/her/their village’
NOM awil awil-1
village village-3
GEN awil-niy awil-1-ny
village-GEN village-3-GEN
ACC awil-ni awil-1-n
village-AcCC village-3-ACC
DAT awil-ga awil-1-n-a (< awil-1-n-ga)
village-DAT village-3-OBL-DAT
LOC awil-da awil-1-n-da
village-LOC village-3-OBL-LOC
ABL awil-dan awil-1-n-nan
village-ABL village-3-OBL-ABL

(38) a. awil-1-n
village-3-ACC
‘his/her/their village (ACC)’
b. awil-1-n-da
village-3-ACC-P.LOC
‘in his/her/their village’
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However, this hypothesis, albeit very attractive, can hardly be maintained. Dative, locative and ablative case
affixes differ from overt postpositions in their syntactic behavior. Compare (39a—b), where the overt postposi-
tion beldn ‘with’ is exemplified. Beldn can take a coordinate nominal structure as its complement, as (39b)
demonstrates. As for a locative case affix, it cannot be attached to a coordinate structure where both conjuncts
contain the oblique -x- (39d), although the word internal coordination is possible in Tatar (39¢).

(39) a. kitap-lar beldn hdm ddftdr-lar beldin
book-pL  with  and notebook-PL  with
‘with books and with notebooks’

b. [kitap-lar hdm ddftar-ldr] beldn
book-PL  and  notebook-PL with
‘with books and notebooks’

c. §dhdr-e-n-dd  ham awil-1-n-da
city-3-0BL-LOC and  village-3-OBL-LOC
‘in his city and in his village’

d. *[Sdhdr-e-n hdm awil-1-n]-da
city-3-OBL and  village-3-OBL-LOC
‘in his city and his village’

e. [Sdhdr-e hdm awil-1]-n-da
city-3 and village-3-OBL-LOC
‘in his city and his village’

Another argument against this hypothesis is that in Tatar, some overt postpositions assign dative and abla-
tive [Zakiev 1993: 326—330]. Therefore, I prefer the zero-postposition hypothesis for the dative, locative and
ablative. The morphological argument then becomes weaker, but nevertheless it can be used as evidence that the
three postpositional cases are morphologically different from the three grammatical cases — nominative, geni-
tive and accusative.

The second argument supporting the postpositional analysis of oblique cases comes from the absence of PCC
effects both in double object ditransitive constructions (DOCs) and in dative-nominative constructions (DNCs).

[Béjar, Rezac 2003] derives obviation of PCC effects in relevant configurations from the presence of an ex-
tra [n] probe in contrast to PCC derivations. One way to get an extra [rn] Probe is to add a functional category
such as a preposition that projects a shell embedding the argument and licensing its person feature via AGREE.
Therefore, if the three oblique cases in Tatar are indeed PPs headed by phonologically empty postpositions, we
expect that PCC effects will never arise with them.

This expectation is borne out. In both DOCs and DNCs any combination of pronouns is licit, and there is no
evidence that nominative/accusative pronoun in such configurations undergo movement past the dative (which
would independently obviate the PCC). This is shown in (40) — (41).

(40) DOCs
a. Alar-ga mine ‘jJawa xezmdtkdr” di-p tamistir-di-lar.
they-DAT 1.ACC new colleague say-CONV present-PST-PL
‘They presented me to them as a new colleague.” [WCTL]
b. Aya sine djrit-md-de-m meni dle?
it.DAT yOou.ACC teach-NEG-PST-1SG Q yet
‘Haven’t I taught you that yet?” [WCTL]

(41) DNCs
a. Kem-ge min kirdk-men?
who.DAT 1 necessary-1SG

‘Who needs me?’ [WCTL]
b. Alar-ga sin  ocra-di-n.
they-DAT you  meet-PST-2SG

‘They met you by chance.’
c. Apa min  kiiren-gdn-men.
(s)he.DAT 1 be.visible-PF-1SG

‘I was visible to her/him’ [WCTL]

Given this evidence, I conclude that [participant] feature of argument nominals is always licensed by estab-
lishing AGREE relation with a dedicated head. In subject, direct object and possessor positions, [participant] is li-
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censed by finite T°, transitive v° and possessive D°, respectively. In oblique arguments, [participant] is licensed
by a (silent) postposition. Finite T° is an obligatory licenser and thereby always merges with a complete o-
probe. Other heads are secondary licensers and thereby merge with a @-probe only if an argument in their do-
main bears [participant] feature that needs licensing. This difference between T° and other heads results in the
fact that only finite verbs can agree in number with a 3™ person nominal.

Now let us turn to case assignment. As (31) states, Tatar case is a morphological reflex of another type of li-
censing, which I call Vergnaud-licensing. Only DPs are subject to Vergnaud-licensing, hence no case-marking
appears on structurally deficient Small Nominals lacking DP-shell.

Since case-marking in Tatar is treated separately from @-agreement, different formal models of case assign-
ment are compatible with the current analysis. In particular, along the Chomskyan model of case assignment by
syntactic heads, an alternative configurational case assignment model can be considered.

In the modern Minimalist syntactic approach [Chomsky 2000; 2001], which inherits many features of the
GB Case theory [Chomsky 1981; 1986], case is considered as an unvalued uninterpretable feature of a noun
phrase that has to be valued in order to prevent the derivation from crashing. In the Chomsky-style model, case
is assigned to a noun phrase by a dedicated case-assigning head. It is worth noting that this model of case as-
signment is couched in the feature-driven syntax: case assignment is a by-product of the AGREE relation be-
tween an active probe bearing unvalued ¢-features and an active goal bearing an unvalued case feature and val-
ued @-features.

A competing approach dates back to the seminal paper of Alec Marantz [Marantz 1991]. The gist of this ap-
proach is that (morphological) case can be assigned to noun phrases not only depending on the governing heads,
but also depending on the presence of other noun phrases (“case competitors”) in the same local domain. Marantz
distinguishes four distinct kinds of case, forming a disjunctive Case realization hierarchy [Marantz 1991: 24].
This hierarchy determines the order in which the different kinds of case shall be assigned. First, lexically-
governed case is assigned. Next, the rule of dependent case assignment applies. The dependent case rule requires
a configuration where there are at least two caseless NPs in the clausal (or nominal) domain. If this requirement
is met, these noun phrases enter into case-competition. In accusative languages, the lower NP is marked with the
“dependent” accusative case, and in ergative languages, the higher NP is marked with the “dependent” ergative
case. Finally, if neither of the previous rules applied to an NP, it receives the default case. It is important that the
universal availability of the default case realization in Marantz’s system means that case assignment is set apart
from licensing: case only interprets the syntactic structure, but does not filter it out.

As some adherents of the approach pursue the morphology-internal analysis of case issues [McFadden 2004;
Bobaljik 2008], several attempts have been made to incorporate the appealing idea of the “dependent” case as-
signment into a more familiar syntactic scene. Thus, papers like [Bittner, Hale 1996; Baker 2014; 2015;
Preminger 2011; Levin, Preminger 2015] explore various paths of implementing configurational case assign-
ment within the “Case-as-licensor” model. It is important that even within narrow syntax, configurational case
assignment is construed as independent from agreement of lexical or functional heads, i.e. AGREE operation of
Chomskyan model. The relation between case and agreement is reverse: morphological case marking can influ-
ence the agreement process. Thus, Bobaljik proposes that agreement is case-discriminating, in the sense that
only those DPs that bear a specific case are visible as goals for a probe looking for a source of valued ¢-features
[Bobaljik 2008].

At first glance, the configurational case model, implemented into syntax and combined with DP-licensing
function, seem more appropriate for our purposes, in that the Chomskyan model relies heavily on AGREE,
which, as I argued above, affects only a subclass of case-marked nominals. Besides, configurational account of
case assignment has been recently proposed for several Turkic languages, including Sakha and Turkish [Baker,
Vinokurova 2010; Levin, Preminger 2015; Kornfilt, Preminger 2015; Baker 2015].

However, in Tatar, there are reasons to opt for the Chomsky-style case assignment model rather than for the
Marantz-style configurational model. A number of arguments in favor of this decision are given in [Lyutikova,
Ibatullina 2015]. Here, I present only two of them which concern accusative case assignment and compare con-
ditions on accusative marking in Sakha and Tatar.

As [Baker, Vinokurova 2010] claims, accusative case assignment in Sakha is sensitive to the presence of
another NP in the specific local domain: it is assigned in the clausal domain to the lower of the two caseless DPs.
So accusative is a “dependent” case of the clausal domain. This analysis captures perfectly the important prop-
erty of the Sakha clause syntax: accusative direct objects appear outside the VP (that is, strictly to the left of VP-
level adverbials and indirect objects), whereas unmarked, or nominative, direct objects appear within the VP, in
their base position (cf. (42)). When the definite direct object raises out of VP to avoid existential closure,
it lands in the clausal domain of case competition and is assigned accusative in the presence of a still-caseless
subject DP.
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(42) a. Masha tirgennik  salamaat-(*y)  sie-te.
Masha  quickly porridge-(*ACC)  eat-PST.3SG
‘Masha ate porridge quickly.’
b. Masha salamaat-*(y) tirgennik  sie-te.
Masha  porridge-AcC  quickly eat-PST.3SG
‘Masha ate the porridge quickly.” (Sakha; [Baker, Vinokurova 2010: 602])

The crucial argument in favor of the Marantz-style accusative case assignment in Sakha comes from the de-
pendent clauses with accusative subject like the one in (43). It appears that the availability of accusative does
not depend on the presence of an accusative-assigning head in the main clause, since (43) contains an intransi-
tive main verb; what really matters is the presence of another NP in the main clause, as (44) demonstrates.

(43) Keskil Aisen-y  [kel-bet dien] xomoj-do.
Keskil  Aisen-ACC come-NEG.AOR.3SG that become.sad-PST.3SG

‘Keskil became sad that Aisen is not coming.” (Sakha; [Baker, Vinokurova 2010: 617])

(44) Biigiin munnjax-xa Masha-(*ny) [ehiil Moskva-qa  bar-ya dien] cuolkajdan-na.
today meeting-DAT Masha-(*ACC) [next.year Moscow-DAT go-FUT.3SG that] become.certain-PST.3SG
‘It became clear today at the meeting that Masha’ll go to Moscow next year.” (Sakha; [Baker, Vinoku-
rova 2010: 619])

Unlike in Sakha, in Tatar accusative direct objects do not have to move out of their VP: accusative direct ob-
jects are perfectly grammatical in their base position (see section 2.2.2 and example (28). Therefore, accusative
and unmarked direct objects in Tatar may belong to the same case competition domain, which makes configura-
tional analysis problematic. Moreover, if subjects of embedded clauses are taken into account, we find accusa-
tive case assignment with transitive matrix verbs (45a) and no accusative case assignment with intransitive ma-
trix verbs (45b—c). This is so regardless of whether the matrix clause contains a case competitor (45¢) or not.

(45) a. Sin|| Sine kil-er-sen dip  koétd-m.

you|| you.ACC come-FUT-2SG that wait.PRS-1SG
‘I’m waiting for you to come.’

b. Sin || *Sine kil-er-sen dip  két-el-d.
you| you.ACC come-FUT-2SG that wait-PASS-PRS
‘It is expected that you would come.’

c. Sin|| *Sine kil-er-sen dip  Satlan-di ul.
you| you.ACC come-FUT-2SG that become.glad-PST (s)he
‘(S)he is glad that you would come.’

Therefore, I conclude that configurational model of case assignment is not suitable for Tatar and stand by
the traditional case assignment by (functional) heads model, albeit deprived of ¢-agreement as a prerequisite.

If p-agreement is dismissed as a motivation for case assignment, what can a mechanism of Vergnaud-
licensing look like? It seems promising to apply the recent approach advocated in [Pesetsky 2013] and [Lyuti-
kova 2015], which takes case morphology on the nominal as an exponent of a category feature of the governing
head. To be more precise, we can hypothesize that a DP has an unvalued feature uF that receives valuation via
agreement in syntactic category with the nearest c-commanding functional head. Then, genitive reflects valua-
tion of uF by a possessive D, nominative — by a finite T, accusative — by a transitive v. Thus, these functional
heads are involved in two licensing processes, but different features and therefore different classes of nominals
are licensed via @g-agreement and via syntactic category agreement.

The last question concerns the EPP feature and its relation with person licensing and Vergnaud-licensing.
The best configuration to address this issue is the possessive construction, as it exhibits morphological expo-
nents of both person licensing (agreement) and Vergnaud-licensing (case). As it turns out, movement to Spec,
DP correlates with case, not agreement. Genitive possessors, be they 1%/2™ person or not, invariably occupy the
leftmost position in the DP. This indicates that the EPP is a (first-order) feature of a functional head rather than
a (second-order) feature of a @-probe.

4. Postpositional phrases: apparent counter-evidence

In this section, I deal with postpositional phrases headed by denominal postpositions that at first glance pre-
sent a counter-example to the generalizations drawn in the previous sections. I show that this seeming refutation
is imaginary and this phenomenon is due to mismatches in syntax-morphology interface.
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A large class of Tatar postpositions are historically derived from nouns with locative semantics, e.g. ara
‘gap’ — ara-da (gap-LOC)/ara-si-n-da (gap-3-OBL-LOC) ‘between, among’; aldi ‘front” — aldi-n-da (front-
OBL-LOC) ‘before’, jan ‘side’ — jan-1-n-a (side-3-OBL-DAT) / jan-i-n-da (side-3-OBL-LOC) ‘near, by’, etc. Not
surprisingly, these postpositions form a kind of ezafe configuration with their complements, thus governing
genitive (like in ezafe-3) or unmarked (like in ezafe-2) form and retaining person agreement:

(46) a. minem jan-im-da
I.GEN side-1SG-LOC
‘near me’
b. minem bakéa-m-da
[.GEN garden-1SG-LOC
‘in my garden’ (ezafe-3)

(47) a. bala-lar jan-i-n-da
child-pL  side-3-OBL-LOC
‘near children’
b. bala-lar bakca-si-n-da
child-PL  garden-3-OBL-DAT
‘in the kindergarten’ (ezafe-2)

The problem is that the distribution of genitive vs. unmarked form of the complement diverges from the dis-
tribution of genitive vs. unmarked form of the possessor in the ezafe constructions. [Zakiev 1993: 253] claims
that all the pronouns, including 1¥/2™ person pronouns, 3™ person pronouns (u/ ‘he/she/it’, alar ‘they’), inter-
rogative pronouns (e. g. kem ‘who’), indefinite pronouns (e. g. ber-kem ‘noone’, narsa-der ‘something’), reflex-
ive and reciprocal pronouns (ziz ‘self’, ber-berse ‘each other’) take the genitive affix, whereas all the nouns, in-
cluding proper names, remain unmarked (nominative in the traditional terminological system). It appears that
the distribution of the genitive is even more restricted. My search in the “Written corpus of Tatar” [WCTL]
shows that only 1%/2™ person pronouns and the 3.SG pronoun u/ ‘(s)he, it” are invariably used in the genitive
form with this class of postpositions. Other types of pronouns show a tendency to be used in the unmarked form.
The distribution of formal properties of different classes of pronouns in postpositional phrases is summarized in
Table 4 for the postposition janina ‘near’.

Table 4
Case forms of pronouns in postpositional phrases headed by janina ‘near’ [WCTL)]
Genitive Unmarked

min ‘T’ 267 0

sin ‘thou’ 191 0

ul ‘(s)he, it’ 2344 (10)!°

alar ‘they’ 14 801

tize ‘himself/herself/itself’ 41 372

tizldre ‘themselves’ 1 103

kem ‘who’ 0 44

kemndr ‘who (pl)’ 0 9

kajsibiz ‘which of us’ 0 4

This state of affairs seem to contradict our previous generalization that DPs are obligatorily case-marked
and that all the pronouns, as well as ezafe-3 nominals are DPs. Indeed, in examples like (48), it is unclear how
the DP complement is Vergnaud-licensed since it bears no case marker.

(48) a. Min ddi [pp alar] janina kil-de-m.

I EMPH they  near come-PST-1SG
‘I also approached them.” [WCTL]
b. Tynak iiz-lir-e [ppcit keSe-ney dstil-e] jamna utir-mij-lar da.

modest self-PL-3 foreign man-GEN table-3 near  sit.down-NEG.PRS-PL EMPH
‘Being modest, they do not sit at someone else’s table.” [WCTL]

19 1n these 10 examples, it is impossible to determine whether the unmarked pronoun is a postposition complement or a
subject of the clause, so I put the number in parentheses.
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I believe that the solution to this puzzle is that denominal postpositions are no longer nouns but form a sepa-
rate syntactic category. They assign a specific “postpositional” case to their complements. Postpositional case is
morphologically non-independent (cf. discussion on Russian accusative in [Zaliznyak 1973: 74]) and makes use
of the two forms — genitive for personal pronouns and nominative for other DPs. Under this view, DPs in
(48a—Db) are case-marked with the postpositional case which is realized as a zero morpheme.

Two pieces of evidence support this analysis. First, consider emphatic pronominal constructions that consist of
the personal pronoun and the emphatic reflexive pronoun. When used as intensifier, reflexive pronoun does not
have to be bound, hence it is licit in any structural position, including the subject position. The internal shape of
this construction, however, differs for nominative and other case forms. In the nominative construction, exem-
plified in (49a), both pronouns are nominative. In all other cases, the structure differs and the “oblique” variant
of the emphatic pronominal construction obtains: the personal pronoun invariably comes in the genitive, regardless
of the case assigned to the whole construction, and the reflexive pronoun bears the corresponding case affix (49b).

(49) a. Min/ *Minem iiz-em bu xaldt-ne anly-m, trener-lar-im da  aply...
I /*LGEN self-1SG this situation-ACC understand.PRS-1SG coach-PL-1SG EMPH understand.PRS
‘I myself understand the situation, my coaches understand it, too...” [WCTL]
b. Am nisldp minem / *min iiz-em-ndn  sora-mij-lar  ikdn son?
this.ACC  why LLGEN [/ *I self-1SG-ABL  ask-NEG.PRS-PL AUX EMPH
‘Why don’t they ask myself about it?” [WCTL]

It turns out that in the context of denominal postpositions, the “oblique” variant of the emphatic pronominal
construction is used, as shown in (50). Therefore, the complement of the postposition bears the oblique case,
which differs from the subject’s nominative, although it may coincide with it morphologically.

(50) Bu bit minem/ *min iiz-em  6cen kirdk, rdxmdt sez-gd!
this very L.GEN / *I self-1sG for necessary thanks you-DAT
“This is very necessary for myself, thanks to you!” [WCTL]

The second piece of evidence comes from coordinate constructions. In Tatar, coordinate noun phrases can
share the case affix ([Zakiev 1992: 148]; cf. (51), as well as (39¢) above).

(51) a. Ul  bez-ne [rus tel-e hdm  dddbijat-1]-n-nan ukita ide.
(s)he we-AcCc Russian language-3 and literature-3-OBL-ABL  teach.IPF AUX.PST
‘She taught us Russian language and literature.” [WCTL]
b. mdddnijat ham sdngat-kd  bitaraflik  kiir-sdt-ii
culture and art-DAT indifference see-CAUS-NMLI1
‘showing indifference to culture and art” [WCTL]

It is worth noting that if the two coordinate nominals represent different morphological contexts for a case
affix, the form of the affix is chosen with respect to its morphological host, that is, in accordance with the last
conjunct nominal. Thus, in (52a), the ablative case affix has the form -dan, which is used in non-possessive de-
clension because it attaches to the nominal algebra ‘algebra’, which contains no possessive affix. In (53a),
on the contrary, the ablative case affix is mediated by the oblique -n- and looks like -nan, because it attaches to
the host containing the possessive affix.

(52) a. [rus tel-e hdm algebral-dan bul-gan imtixan-nar
Russian language and  algebra-ABL be-PART.PF  exam-PL
‘exams in Russian and algebra’ [WCTL]

b. *rus tel-e-dan bul-gan imitxan
Russian language-3-ABL be-PART.PF  exam
intended: ‘exam in Russian’

(53) a. [matematika hdm tatar tel-e]-n-ndn sinau
maths and  Tatar language-3-OBL-ABL test
‘test in maths and Tatar’ [WCTL]
b. *matematika-n-nan  sinau
maths-OBL-ABL test

intended: ‘test in maths’

Now let us consider coordinate structure consisting of a personal pronoun and a noun phrase as a comple-
ment of a denominal postposition, which would require genitive affix on the personal pronoun and unmarked
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form of the noun. As I noted in section 2.2.2 above, case-marked and caseless forms cannot be coordinated in
Tatar. Therefore, in examples (54) and (55) we observe the morphologically conditioned realization of the same
case: if the host is a personal pronoun, the genitive form obtains; if the host is a noun, the whole coordinate
structure looks unmarked.

(54) a. Min Marat hdm sinep ara-giz-ga utira-m.
I Marat and you.GEN  between-1PL-DAT sit.down.PRS-1SG
‘I’11 sit between Marat and you.’
b. Min sinhim Maratara-si-n-a utira-m.
I you and Marat between-3-OBL-DAT sit.down.PRS-1SG
‘I’11 sit between you and Marat.’

(55) a. Tapsiru-da mdktib-ebez  him  bez-ney  turinda sojld-de-lir.
TV.program-LOC school-1PL and we-GEN about tell-PST-PL
‘In the TV program, they reported about our school and us.’
b. Tapsiru-da bez  hdm mdktib-ebez  turinda  sojld-de-ldr.
TV.program-LOC we  and school-1PL about tell-PST-PL
‘In the TV program, they reported about us and our school.’

To sum up, the puzzle presented in this section has a straightforward explanation if we assume that denomi-
nal postpositions assign a special postpositional case. If we try to maintain the traditional analysis and claim that
denominal postpositions assign genitive/nominative, or even suppose that genitive/caseless forms vary in this
context, the puzzling data presented in this section remain enigmatic.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, I presented a study of case and agreement phenomena in Tatar. I argued that the same mecha-
nisms underlie case marking in different structural positions and that case can be viewed as a morphological ex-
ponent of Vergnaud-licensing — licensing of argument DPs by governing heads. I explored case assignment by
denominal prepositions which seems to diverge from the generalization on case assignment drawn from the dis-
tribution of case-marked and caseless nominals in other structural positions and presented new arguments sup-
porting the uniform analysis of case assignment coupled with a special morphological status of the syntactic
case governed by denominal postpositions.

I also argued that person-number agreement in Tatar is a morphological reflex of a separate process, person
licensing, which applies to 1¥/2™ personal pronouns exclusively. The only structural configuration where 3™
person nominals can enter into AGREE relation is a subject-predicate configuration where number agreement is
available. I claimed that this asymmetry reflects the contrast of obligatory and secondary licensers first proposed
in [Bobaljik 1993] and reintroduced by Kalin [Kalin 2015].

This study has several implications, both language-specific and theoretically oriented. On the one hand, the
proposed view on case and agreement in Tatar can hopefully contribute to deeper studies of these phenomena,
especially in those structural configurations where no one-to-one correspondence between case and agreement is
attested — e. g. finite embedded clauses, relative clauses, coordinate structures in different syntactic positions.
On the other hand, the data presented in this paper provide a strong evidence against elimination of syntactic
case from the system of licensing conditions governing well-formedness of syntactic representations. Neither
can case marking be reduced to licensing some interpretable feature, be it person, number, animacy etc. via
AGREE, nor is case marking a purely morphological phenomenon that only interprets syntactic structure but
never filters it out. From a broader perspective, then, Tatar data seem to question the perspectives of an entirely
interface-driven grammar.

Abbreviations
1 — 1* person AUX — auxiliary
2 —2" person CONV — converb
3 — 3" person COP — copula
ABL — ablative DAT — dative
ACC — accusative EMPH — emphatic particle
AOR — aorist F — feminine
ATR — attributivizer FUT — future
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GEN — genitive OBL — oblique

INDEF — indefinite PART — participle

INF — infinitive PASS — passive

IPF — imperfective PF — perfect/perfective
LOC — locative PL — plural

NEG — negation PP — past participle
NML1 — nominalization 1 PST — past

NML2 — nominalization 2 Q — question particle

SG — singular
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PE3IOME

B cTaTbe uccneaytoTcs NagexHoe MapkupoBaHWE W COracoBaHue B TaTapckoM sidbike. XOTS 3T (PeHOMEHDI B 3HaYM-
TENbHOI CTEMEHN NEpecekalTcs, B CTaTbe AENaeTCs YTBEPKAEHUE, YTO OHU CBSA3aHbl C Pa3nUYHbIMI CUHTAKCUYECKUMM
MexaHuamamu. lMagex paccMaTpuBaeTcsl Kak MOPAONIOrNYECcKMil SKCMOHEHT MNULIEH3NPOBAHUS apPTyMEHTHbIX UMEHHbIX
rPYNN NOMHON CTPYKTYpPbI YNPaBRSoLMMU BEPLUMHAMM. JIMYHO-YMCIIOBOE COrMlacoBaHUe SBNSeTCs pedhnekcoM OTAENbHOro
npouecca, NMLEH3NpOBaHMs Npu3Haka nula, KOTopbIi 3aTparuBaeT UCKMIYUTENBHO MecTouMerus 1-ro/2-ro nuua. Eauh-
CTBEHHas CTPYKTYpHasi KOHGMrypaLysi, B KOTOPONA UMEHHbIE TPyNMbl 3-r0 f1La MOTYT KOHTPONMPOBATbL COrlacoBaHue, —
9TO NpeauKkaTMBHOE COrNAcoBaHMe, rae BO3MOXHO COrlacoBaHue No uucny. OTa acUMMETpUs OTpaXKaeT KOHTPacT Mexay
06s13aTeNbHBIM JINLEH30POM NIMYHO-YMCTIOBBIX MPU3HAKOB, KOTOPbIA COAEPXUT Kaxaas (MHUTHAS Knayabl, N BTOPUYHBIMA
NULEH30paMu, KOTOpble BBOASATCS B CUHTAKCUYECKYH) CTPYKTYPY TOMbKO B Criyyae HeobXoaMMoCTU. SA3bIKOBbIE AaHHble,
npeacTaBneHHble B CTaTbe, CBUAETENLCTBYIOT O HEOBXOAMMOCTY TEOPETUYECKOTO Pa3AeNieHNsl COrNacoBaHUs U NULEH3N-
POBAHNS UMEHHbIX rPYMM; NPy 3TOM, OAHAKO, NaZeX Kak CUHTaKCUYeCKuil eHOMEH JormkeH BbiTb CoXpaHeH B cucTeMe Nu-
LIEH3NPYIOLLMX MEXaHU3MOB Si3blKa.

SUMMARY

The paper presents a study of case assignment and agreement phenomena in Tatar. Although these processes overlap
to the great extent, | argue that they are brought about by two distinct mechanisms. Case can be viewed as a morphological
exponent of Vergnaud-licensing — structural licensing of argument DPs by governing heads. Person-number agreement in
Tatar is a morphological reflex of a separate process, person licensing, that applies to 1st/2" person pronouns exclusively.
The only structural configuration where 3 person nominals can enter into agreement relation is a subject-predicate configu-
ration where number agreement is available. This asymmetry reflects the contrast of obligatory licensers, which every finite
clause contains, and secondary licensers, which are merged only when needed for convergence. The data presented in this
paper provide a strong evidence for divorcing agreement from structural licensing, but against elimination of syntactic case
from the system of licensing conditions governing well-formedness of syntactic representations.

Kntoyesble crnoga: CMHTaKCUYECKMIA MafeX, COrnmacoBaHWe, NWULEH3VPOBaHME MMEHHBIX Tpynn, CTPYKTypa WMEHHOM
rpynnbl, auddepeHLMpPOBaHHOE MapKNPOBAHME apryMEHTOB, NULIEH3MPOBaHIWe NULA, TaTapCKui S3bIK

Keywords: syntactic case, agreement, DP licensing, noun phrase structure, differential argument marking, person licensing
condition, Tatar
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