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1 Intro: Verbal reflexives and the theory of argument structure

Syntax is not wysiwyg: E.g. thematic roles do not track surface grammatical function.

(1) Transitive
Marie
subject
Agent

[vp shut the door
object
Patient

].
(2) Passive/unaccusative

The door
subject
Patient

[vp (was) shut ].

And yet, the mapping between thematic interpretation and syntactic structure is principled.
— E.g. it is not accidental that, in language after language, (2) is in fact (3):

(3) [The door] [vp (was) shut [the door] ]. (e.g. Legate 2021; Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995; Perl-
mutter 1978; Perlmutter & Postal 1977; 1984)

— Such observations have given rise to two influential ideas:

(4) Homomorphism: The initial syntactic position of arguments predicts their thematic role.
(e.g. the UTAH, Baker 1988; 1997)

(5) Biuniqueness: The mapping between thematic roles and argument positions is one-to-one.
(e.g. the Theta Criterion, Chomsky 1981; Collins 2024)

— Understanding (4)-(5) involves examining cases that place them under strain.

Verbal reflexives - where reflexivity lacks an overt pronominal source - are one such case:

(6) Verbal reflexive
John
Agent+Patient

shaved.
(7) Transitive with pronominal reflexive

John
Agent

shaved himself.
Patient

— (6) ostensibly challenges biuniqueness: more thematic roles than arguments;
— Ditto forhomomorphism, if the surface subject receives a role atypical for its initial position.

Approaching these challenges empirically hinges on the proper analysis of cases like (6):

(q1) Arity question
What is the {transitivity of the verb / valence of the predicate} in verbal reflexives?

(q2) Position question
What is the derivational history of the surface subject of verbal reflexives?

— If the answer to q1 is ‘transitive’, then biuniqueness is unaffected, cf. (7).
— The challenge to homomorphism is impossible to evaluate without answering q2.
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State of the art: The potential of q1 and q2 has been long recognized, but not fully exploited.
(important prior work includes Alexiadou 2014; Baker 2022; Bruening 2006; Chierchia 2004; Dimitriadis 2008; Dim-
itriadis & Everaert 2014; Jo 2019; Kastner 2017; Kobayashi 2020; Lidz 1996; 2001a; b; Marantz 1984; McGinnis 2022;
Papangeli 2004; Pesetsky 1995; Reinhart & Reuland 1993; Reinhart & Siloni 2004; 2005; Reuland 2018; Siloni 2012;
Spathas et al. 2015; Sportiche 2022; Tsimpli 1989)

— This is in part because the questions themselves have proven to be recalcitrant on two fronts:

1. Diagnostic difficulties: (Alexiadou & Schäfer 2014; Dimitriadis & Everaert 2014; Haiden 2019)

◦ Many standard, cross-linguistically stable tests of argument positioning are themat-
ically grounded: they test for e.g. the presence of agentivity.

◦ Applied to verbal reflexives, they tell us nothing we didn’t already know.
2. Architectural priors:

◦ These are inevitably superimposed on, and thus artificially limit, the range of an-
swers to q1 and q2 that we are willing to consider.

◦ But we can keep q1/q2 separate from yet another question q3:

(q3) Locus question
Where in the grammar are verbal reflexives built?

Today: Lessons from Turkish verbal reflexives (TVRs) (Akkuş & Paparounas to appear).
— This is a language whose verbal reflexives are underinvestigated (but see Key 2021a; b; to appear)...
— ...and which has a cluster of positional argument placement diagnostics that we can leverage.

The talk in a nutshell

(8) Case study: TVRs
Leyla
Leyla.nom

yıka-n-dı.
wash-nact-pst

‘Leyla washed herself.’

(9) Outline of the analysis

VoiceP

VoicereflVP

V
wash

DP

Leyla

DP

Leyla

1. q1, Intransitivity/Monadicity: The subject is the sole argument.
2. q2, Low origin: TVRs look like passives because they have a basic passive syntax: the

surface subject is a deep object.
3. q2, VoiceP-internal movement: The subject raises to the specifier of a reflexivizing

Voice head, deriving the reflexive reading.
4. Upshots on q3: Results unexpected under lexical word-formation.
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2 Background

Voice morphology: Turkish verbs mark certain voice distinctions morphologically.
— All active transitives are realized with unmarked ‘active’ voice morphology (10)
— Nonactive morphology is syncretic, e.g. in both passives and many unaccusatives (11)

(e.g. Bahrt 2021; Embick 1997; 1998; Haspelmath 1990; Kemmer 1993; Oikonomou & Alexiadou 2022; Pa-
parounas 2023)

(10) Leyla
Leyla.nom

kapı-yı
door-acc

aç-tı.
open-pst

‘Leyla opened the door.’ (transitive)

(11) Kapı
door.nom

aç-
open

ıl-
nact

dı.
pst

3‘The door opened.’ (unaccusative)
3 ‘The door was opened’ (passive)

Enter verbal reflexives, which go hand-in-hand with nact:
(Embick 2004; Geniušiené 1987; Paparounas 2023; Spathas et al. 2015; Wood 2014)

(12) Leyla
Leyla.nom

soğuk
cold

su-yla
water-with

yıka-
wash

n-
nact

dı.
pst

3‘Leyla was washed with cold water’ (passive)
3‘Leyla washed herself with cold water’ (reflexive)

(13) Leyla
Leyla.nom

soğuk
cold

su-yla
water-with

yıka-
wash

dı.
pst

?‘Leyla washed [salient object of washing] with cold water’ (transitive)
8‘Leyla was washed with cold water’ (passive)
8‘Leyla washed herself with cold water’ (reflexive)

— Pronominal reflexives always involve a transitive verb in the ‘active’:

(14) Leyla
Leyla.nom

kendi-ni
self-acc

soğuk
cold

su-yla
water-with

yıka-
wash

(*n-)
nact

dı.
pst

‘Leyla washed herself with cold water.’ (transitive with pronominal reflexive)

Root-specificity: Not every Root in the language can form a verbal reflexive, e.g.:

(15) Leyla
Leyla.nom

suçla-
blame

n-
nact

dı.
pst

3‘Leyla was blamed’ (passive)
8‘Leyla blamed herself ’ (reflexive)

— Common assumption: The set of Roots that can form verbal reflexives is

◦ small in cardinality; and
◦ circumscribed to those Roots that describe prototypically self-oriented eventualities

(for Turkish, see Kornfilt 1997: p. 140; and cf. Embick 2004; Geniušiené 1987; Reuland 2018)

— Both are incorrect, at least for Turkish (see Akkuş & Paparounas to appear); and verbal reflexives
are thus no different to other kinds of voice (see e.g. Alexiadou & Doron 2012).
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3 Arity and transitivity

Monadicity/Intransitivity diagnostics

The crux: striking contrasts between verbal and pronominal reflexives.
(see Reuland 2018 for recent summary of some standard diagnostics; cf. Abusch 1989; Dimitriadis & Everaert
2014; Jackendoff 1992; Labelle 2008; Lidz 2001a;Marelj &Reuland 2016; Reinhart&Reuland 1993; Reinhart&
Siloni 2004; 2005; Reuland 2001; Reuland &Winter 2009; Safir 2004; Sells et al. 1987; Zec 1985)

Pronominal reflexive Verbal reflexive
Causee case dat acc

only bound and free only bound
VP ellipsis/VP anaphora strict and sloppy only sloppy
Comparative ellipsis three readings one reading

De re readings 3 8

Proxy readings 3 8

— Some diagnostics are syntactic, others interpretive.
— Both types consistently pick out the verbal reflexive as distinct from transitive verbs

with a pronominal reflexive object...
— ...a result mysterious if the verbal reflexive is a transitive verb in disguise.

Indirect causatives in Turkish (e.g. Akkuş 2021a; Zimmer 1976) show a Case alternation on the
Causee, conditioned by the transitivity of the causativized base.

— Causativized transitives have dat causees:

(16) a. Bütün
all

misafir-ler
guest-pl

araba-yı
car-acc

temizle-di-ler.
clean-pst-3pl

‘All the guests cleaned the car.’
b. Ali

Ali
bütün
all

{misafir-ler-e
guest-pl-dat

/ *misafir-ler-i
guest-pl-acc

} araba-yı
car-acc

temizle-t-ti.
clean-caus-pst

‘Ali made all the guests clean the car.’

— Causativized intransitives (specifically unergatives) have acc causees:

(17) a. Sporcu
athlete

koş-tu.
run-pst

‘The athlete ran.’
b. Antrenör

trainer
{ sporcu-yu
athlete-acc

/ *sporcu-ya
athlete-dat

} koş-tur-du.
run-caus-pst

‘The trainer made the athlete run.’

— Verbal reflexives always pattern with the intransitives: (cf. Kayne 1975: ch.5)
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(18) a. (ben)
I.nom

bu
this

ara
while

berbat
terrible

besle-n-iyor-um.
feed-nact-prog-1sg

‘I feed myself terribly these days.’
b. Merve

Merve
{ ben-i
I-acc

/ *ban-a
I-dat

} bu
this

ara
while

berbat
terrible

besle-n-dir-iyor.
feed-nact-caus-prog

‘Merve is making me feed myself terribly these days.’

— Compare verbs with pronominal reflexive objects, which are clearly transitive:

(19) a. Çocuk
child

kendi-ni
self-acc

besle-di.
feed-pst

‘The child fed itself.’
b. Ebeveynler-i

parents-poss
{ çocuğ-a
child-dat

/ *çocuğ-u
child-acc

} kendi-ni
self-acc

besle-t-ti.
feed-caus-pst

‘The parents made the child feed itself.’

The argument

— The dat/acc alternation on the Causee tracks the transitivity of the causativized base.
— (18b) is accordingly incompatible with transitive analyses of Turkish verbal reflexives.1

◦ NB this is as syntactic as a transitivity test can get!

4 Internal argumenthood diagnostics

LowOrigin Diagnostics

Transitive (subj) Unergative Transitive (obj.) Unaccusative/passive Verbal reflexive
Resultatives 8 8 3 3 3

Stative participles 8 8 3 3 3

Restitutive again 8 8 3 3 3

— Reflexive verbs pattern with unaccusatives/passives, and not with unergatives.
— Where they pattern with transitive structures, their surface subject patterns with the

internal, not external, argument of those structures.

Adjectival resultative secondary predicates: A robust test for deep objecthood (Levin &
Rappaport Hovav 1995; Simpson 1983)

1Note thatwe cannot explain (18b) away by taking the purported null anaphoric argument to be somehowdeficient,
and thus invisible for Case assignment/competition: Turkish transitives with pseudo-incorporated (or clausal) objects
pattern with transitives, not intransitives, for Causee Case (Akkuş 2021a: pp. 272–273).
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(20) Turkish resultatives track deep objects (Turgay 2013)
a. Leyla

Leyla
masa-yı
table-acc

(ter-temiz)
redup-clean

sil-di.
wipe-pst

‘Leyla wiped the table (completely clean).’ (Turgay 2013:(27a)) transitive
b. Masa

table
(Leyla
(Leyla

tarafından)
by)

ter-temiz
redup-clean

sil-in-di.
wipe-nact-pst

‘The table was wiped completely clean (by Leyla).’ passive
c. Nehir

river
kas-katı
redup-solid

don-du.
freeze-pst

‘The river froze solid.’ (Turgay 2013: p. 112) unaccusative
d. *Ceren

Ceren
yop-yorgun
redup-tired

koş-tu.
run-pst

‘Ceren ran tired.’ (based on Turgay 2013: p. 69) unergative (predicate OK as depictive)
(21) No unselected objects

*Leyla
Leyla

demliğ-i
teapot-acc

boş
empty

iç-ti.
drink-pst

Intended: ‘Leyla drank the teapot empty.’ (Turgay 2013: p. 89)

(22) No resultatives of missing objects
a. Q: Ne

what
ol-du?
happen-pst

‘What happened?’
b. A: Leyla

Leyla
*(masa-yı)
table-acc

ter-temiz
redup-clean

sil-di.
wipe-pst

‘Leyla wiped *(the table) completely clean.’
(23) Resultative of pro-dropped objects

a. Q: Leyla
Leyla

masa-ya
table-dat

ne
what

yap-tı?
do-pst

‘What did Leyla do to the table?’
b. A: Sadece

only
proobj ter-temiz

redup-clean
sil-di.
wipe-pst

‘She just wiped it completely clean.’

Crucially, resultatives combine with verbal reflexives perfectly easily:

(24) Ter-temiz
redup-clean

yıka-n-dı-m.
wash-nact-pst-1sg

‘I washed myself clean.’

(25) Kendi-m-i
self -1sg.poss-acc

ter-temiz
redup-clean

yıka-dı-m.
wash-pst-1sg

‘I washed myself clean.’

(26) “...Bir sürü Himba insanı görebiliyorsunuz, özellikleri ... (you can see a number of Himba folks,
their distinctive feature is ...)”
kıp-kırmızı-ya boya-n-mış ol-ma-lar-ı.
redup-red-dat paint-nact-ptcp be-inf-pl-poss
‘that they are self-painted completely red.’ https://tinyurl.com/5yea9vcn, 15:45.
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Interim summary

(27) The structure so far
TP

T
[epp]

VoiceP

VP

V
wash

DP

Leyla

Voice
[•-d]

1. Low origin: The surface subject originates low –
whence e.g. resultatives.

2. Intransitivity: Voice bears [•-d] – an instruction
not to Externally Merge a DP

— This is the same feature borne by Voice in
passives and unaccusatives…

— ...that conditions the insertion of non-active
morphology (Paparounas 2023: ch. 2)

3. Grammatical subjecthood: EPP-driven move-
ment to spec, TP places the object in grammatical
subject position.

Now, for one last refinement...

5 External argumenthood diagnostics

A striking observation: The surface subject of TVRs has external argument properties as well.

External argumenthood diagnostics

Unaccusative/passive Transitive Unergative Verbal reflexive
Episodic impersonals 8 3 3 3

Agent nominals 8 3 3 3

Indirect causatives 8 3 3 3

Voice matching under -ArAk gerundive reflexive only matches transitives/unergatives
Long object movement no LOM with reflexive (vs. passive)

— For these tests, the surface subject of TVRs patterns with that of unergatives and tran-
sitives.

Episodic impersonals: A diagnostic sensitive to the presence of a filled spec, VoiceP. (see Akkuş
2021a; Dikmen et al. 2022; Legate et al. 2020; Nakipoglu-Demiralp 2002 and references therein)

— Unergatives form impersonals in both habitual and episodic aspects:

(28) a. Her
every

gece
night

dans
dance

ed-il-ir.
do-impers-aor

‘People/one dance(s) every night.’ 3habitual impersonal
b. Dün

yesterday
gece
night

dans
dance

ed-il-di.
do-impers-pst

‘People/one danced last night.’ 3episodic impersonal

— Transitives behave on a par with unergatives in this respect:
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(29) a. Otobüs-e
bus-dat

bin-il-ir.
board-impers-aor

‘People/one boards the bus.’ 3habitual impersonal
b. Dün

yesterday
otobüs-e
bus-dat

bin-il-di.
board-impers-pst

‘People/one boarded the bus yesterday.’ 3episodic impersonal

— But unaccusatives only license habitual impersonals, never episodic ones:

(30) a. Türkiye-de
Turkey-loc

her
every

gün
day

trafik
traffic

kaza-lar-ı-nda
accident-pl-cm-loc

öl-ün-ür.
die-impers-aor

‘In Turkey people/one dies in traffic accidents every day.’ 3habitual impersonal
(Nakipoglu-Demiralp 2002: p. 140)

b. *Dün
yesterday

burada
here

öl-ün-dü.
die-impers-pst

Intended: ‘People/one died here yesterday.’ 8episodic impersonal

— Passives behave like unaccusatives: no episodic impersonals of passives (Akkuş 2021a; Legate
et al. 2020).

(31) a. Harp-te
war-loc

vur-ul-un-ur.
shoot-nact-impers-aor

‘One is shot (by one) in the war.’ (Özkaragöz 1986: p. 77) 3habitual impersonal
b. *Harp-te

war-loc
vur-ul-un-du.
shoot-nact-impers-pst

‘Onewas shot (by one) in thewar.’ (cf. Dikmen et al. 2022: (50b))8episodic impersonal

Observation: Episodic impersonals are only possible with structures that have a filled spec,
VoiceP.

— Verbal reflexives initially have an empty spec, VoiceP.
— If this position remains empty, they should not license episodic impersonals.
— And yet they freely do, thereby patterning with unergatives/transitives:

(32) a. Dün
yesterday

bu
this

nehir-de
river-loc

yıka-n-ıl-mış.
wash-nact-impers-pst

‘Yesterday people/one washed in this river.’ 3episodic impersonal
b. Misafir-ler-in

guest-pl-gen
göz-ü
eye-poss

ön-ün-de
front-poss-loc

giy-in-il-di,
dress.up-nact-impers-pst

süsle-n-il-di.
doll.up-nact-impers-pst

‘People/one dressed up/dolled up in front of the guests.’ 3episodic impersonal
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A new observation: Movement

— We previously diagnosed the surface subject of TVRs as originating within the VP, thus
patterning with the surface subject of passives and unaccusatives.

— Yet it turns out to also pass external argument diagnostics – patterning unlike passives
and unaccusatives for the relevant tests.

Coherence check: The same argument passes external and internal argumenthood diagnos-
tics in the same example; what we’re detecting is not a case of structural ambiguity (cp. Romance in
McGinnis 2022).

— For example, episodic impersonal + resultative:

(33) Dün
yesterday

bu
this

nehir-de
river-loc

ter-temiz
redup-clean

yıka-n-ıl-dı.
wash-nact-impers-pst

‘People/one washed (themselves) clean in this river yesterday.’

6 Analysis and upshots
6.1 Implementing and interpreting movement

Step 1: Syntactic movement to the intermediate landing site.
— [◁±d] on a given head governs InternalMerge of a DP to the specifier of that head (see Hewett

2023 for extensive recent defense, albeit from A′ phenomena; cf. e.g. Abels 2012; Deal 2023; Georgi 2017).
— The locus of themovement feature is Voicerefl, selected by the relevant verbs. (for reflexive Voice

without movement see Alexiadou 2014; Kallulli & Roberts 2025; Labelle 2008; Oikonomou & Alexiadou 2022;
Paparounas 2023; Raghotham 2022; Spathas et al. 2015; for pronominal reflexives see Ahn 2015, cf. Baker 2022;
Kratzer 2009; Murphy & Meyase 2019; Paparounas & Akkuş 2023)

(34) Leyla
Leyla.nom

yıka-n-dı.
wash-nact-pst

‘Leyla washed (herself ).’

(35) A-movement

VoiceP

Voicerefl
[•−d]
[◁+d]

VP

V
wash

DP

Leyla

DP

Leyla

Step 2: Specifying the interpretation of Voicerefl.
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— Thatwe find a step ofmovement towards spec, VoiceP in verbal reflexives – andnot in passives
and unaccusatives – is very likely not an accident.

— Proposal: Voicerefl and movement work together to effect the identification that yields a ver-
bal reflexive.

— Implementation: a free variable n introduced by Voicerefl (cf. Akkuş 2021b)

(36) Interpretation: ‘Pre’-movement

λe′.wash(e′) ∧ TH(e′) = Leyla ∧ AG(e′) = n

Voicerefl
λf<s,t>.λe

′.f(e′) ∧ AG(e′) = n
VP

λe.wash(e) ∧ TH(e) = Leyla

V
wash

λy.λe.wash(e) ∧ TH(e) = y

DP

Leyla

¬

­

— n is bound via movement:2 raising of the internal argument yields a λ-abstract that binds
both the trace and the free variable.

(37) Interpretation: ‘Post’-movement

VoiceP

λx.λe′.wash(e′) ∧ TH(e′) = x ∧ AG(e′) = x

λe′.wash(e′) ∧ TH(e′) = g(1) ∧ AG(e′) = n

Voicerefl
λf<s,t>.λe

′.f(e′) ∧ AG(e′) = n
VP

λe.wash(e) ∧ TH(e) = Leyla

V
wash

λy.λe.wash(e) ∧ TH(e) = y

DP

Leyla

1

DP

Leyla

¬

­

®

(See Hornstein 2001 for a related view of reflexivization. Kastner (2017) advances a similar analysis for Hebrew,
but without explicit evidence for movement and on the basis of a non-standard view of how movement is in-

2In fact, it must be stipulated that n can only be bound via movement: if the possibility of coreference were left
open, we would mispredict the existence of sloppy readings here. Altshuler et al. (2019) presents one concrete way of
separating indices into discourse-related and trace-related that may be of relevance; cf. the BIER of Büring (2005)
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terpreted. Many analyses take movement to be crucial but only consider movement to the grammatical subject
position; see e.g. Spathas et al. 2015.)

— n is neither syntactically projected nor bound by an abstract distinct from that of the internal
argument. Instead, its presence, coupled with movement, has the effect of reflexivizing the
Agent role.

6.2 Revisiting homomorphism and biuniqueness

(38) Homomorphism: The initial syntactic position of arguments predicts their thematic role.
(39) Biuniqueness: The mapping between thematic roles and argument positions is one-to-one.

— The Turkish results reinforce homomorphism: it cannot be an accident that we find move-
ment between internal and external argument positions just with those verbs whose subject
is read as both an Agent and a Theme.

— They also call for a relaxation of biuniqueness, pace recent invocations of such principles
(Collins 2024).

◦ One upshot of biuniqueness-enforcing principles is the so-called ban on movement
to theta positions.

◦ But the theory advanced here doesn’t have classical theta positions to begin with: the-
matic roles are functions at LF, not syntactic entities.

◦ Thus nothing guarantees that a given functional head has to introduce both a thematic
function and a nominal whose extension will come to saturate that function.

◦ This view of thematic roles (Alexiadou et al. 2015; Heim&Kratzer 1998; Marantz 2013; Pylkkänen
2008) thus predicts mismatches between these two dimensions;

◦ and such mismatches have already been argued to exist (e.g. Bruening 2013; Legate 2014;
Legate et al. 2020; Myler 2016; Wood 2015).

◦ Verbal reflexives are simply another type of mismatch.

6.3 The locus of reflexivization: A new argument for the role of syntax

(q3) Locus question
Where in the grammar are verbal reflexives built?

Three classes of answers to q3:
1. Only in the lexicon: a lexical rule bundles thematic roles presyntactically (e.g. Bouchard 1982;

Bresnan 1982; Grimshaw 1982; Wehrli 1986)

2. Only in the syntax (or later): thematic role identification is effected in the syntax via move-
ment of one sort or another (Hornstein 2001; Kastner 2017; Spathas et al. 2015), or after the syntax,
via delayed saturation (Wood 2014; 2015) or a (stipulated) identificational semantics on Voice
(Oikonomou & Alexiadou 2022; Paparounas 2023)

3. In the lexicon or the syntax: lexical and syntactic routes to reflexivization co-exist as a para-
metric option (Reinhart & Siloni 2004; 2005; see Marelj & Reuland 2016 for a revisionist
view and cp. Embick 2004)
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Empirical arguments for or against each view are not always easy to mount – especially in the
case of view 3.

— View 3 nonetheless typically takes languages like Turkish to instantiate the lexical route…
— ...in part because the ‘lexical restrictedness’ of verbal reflexives in such languages is taken to

be a hallmark of lexical word-formation.

Schematizing a lexical account:
— First, posit pre-syntactic bundling of theta roles, presumably triggered by affixation of the

relevant morpheme to a Root:

(40) Bundling à la Reinhart & Siloni 2005: General schema
verb(agent,theme)

Bundling−−−−→ verb(agent+theme)

— Second, assign the theta role to a syntactic argument.3

The issue: Why move?
— If theta-role identification has taken place pre-syntactically…
— ...then why does the syntax move an argument that has already received a composite role in

its base position to an entirely different position (one canonically associated with one half of
the composite role...)

— ...and why does it do so only for arguments of reflexive verbs?

7 Conclusion: Consequences, questions, predictions

Broad point: Turkish suggests that phrasal movement – a bona fide narrow-syntactic operation
– is a possible route to reflexivization in natural language.

— This is an empirical argument – arrived at by considering q1-q3 for a single language.

(q1) Arity question
What is the {transitivity of the verb / valence of the predicate} in verbal reflexives?

(q2) Position question
What is the derivational history of the surface subject of verbal reflexives?

(q3) Locus question
Where in the grammar are verbal reflexives built?

— Inevitably, we must ask a meta-question:

(q4) Generality question
To what extent do the answers to q1–q3 stay constant across languages?

Some first thoughts follow.
3Reinhart & Siloni (2004) stipulate for reasons internal to the framework of Reinhart (2016) that the composite

role can universally only be assigned to external arguments. Languages with passive-like reflexives are incompatible
with this view (Embick 2004; Kastner 2017; Spathas et al. 2015), and Turkish is among them.
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7.1 Movement for all reflexives?

The account evidently vindicates movement-based approaches to construal (Drummond et al. 2011;
Hornstein 1999; 2001) – but only partially.

— It is a stated ambition of these proposals to derive all reflexive interpretations via movement.
E.g.:

(41) [John] shaved [himself ] .

— But assigning the same derivation to verbal and pronominal reflexives (in Turkish and be-
yond) would leave the many differences between them unexplained.

— This on top of many independent problems with (41), many familiar from parallel critiques
of movement-based approaches to control (Bobaljik & Landau 2009; Landau 2003; Sigurðsson 2008;
Wood 2012).

— A sensible conclusion is that some, but not all, reflexive dependencies aremovement-derived,
again paralleling arguments from control (Grano 2015; Martinović 2024).

7.2 Movement for all verbal reflexives?

A possibility: Perhaps movement is part-and-parcel of what it means to be a verbal reflexive.
— The answer depends in part on what wemean by ‘verbal reflexive’... (cf. Legate 2021 on ‘passives’);
— but obvious problems aren’t hard to find.
— E.g., for English, much depends on evidence for low origin of the surface subject in the first

place, e.g. the status of (42):

(42) John shaved smooth / washed clean / ... .

— That being said, here are some ways of testing the broader applicability of the analysis.

7.3 Predictions

Predictions from movement: If reflexivization is driven by (A-)movement, then it should be
subject to the same constraints as A-movement. At least two specific predictions:

(p1) A-(im)mobility predicts (non-)reflexivizability
If you can(’t) A-move, you can(’t) be identified with the Agent, all things being equal.

— Ask me about defectively intervening datives!

(p2) A-locality constrains reflexivization
Given two arguments c-commanded by Voicerefl, only the most A-local one can be identified
with the Agent.

— Ask me about Turkish transitive locational reflexives!
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(p3) Agent-orientedness
If a verbal reflexive involves Voicerefl, then reflexivization is obligatorily agent-oriented.

— Indeed, it is exceedingly common for verbal reflexives to be agent-oriented cross-linguistically
(Reuland 2018).

— E.g. experiencer predicates typically don’t form good verbal reflexives (see e.g. Alexiadou 2014;
Paparounas 2023; Raghotham 2022)

(p4) Origin of reflexivity
If a verbal reflexive involves Voicerefl, then reflexivity originates outside the VP.

— Ask me about Turkish tekrar ‘again’, and possible Turkish-Greek differences!
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