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Turkish partitive constructions
and (non-)exhaustivity

Turkish exhibits explicit partitive constructions as hayvan-lar-dan bes fil (animal-
PL-ABL five elephant ‘five elephants from / of the animals’) with two overt nouns,
one for the superset (animal) and one for the subset (elephant). These explicit
partitive constructions show optional accusative case marking on the subset
denoting noun in direct object position, i.e. Differential Object Marking (DOM).
In an earlier paper (von Heusinger, Kornfilt & Kizilkaya 2019), we argue that the
results of a grammaticality judgment task described in that paper can be inter-
preted as showing that accusative case marking of explicit partitives encodes
specificity. However, the results are also compatible with an interpretation of the
accusative-marked partitives as definite expressions, encoding definiteness, i.e.
exhaustivity. In the present paper we present a follow-up acceptability judgment
task that shows that these partitives can easily be interpreted as indefinite, i.e. as
non-exhaustive expressions. These original results also support the more general
assumption of von Heusinger & Kornfilt (2005) that accusative case marking in
Turkish encodes specificity rather than definiteness.
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1 Introduction

Turkish has different types of partitive constructions. In this paper we focus on
what we call explicit partitive constructions, i.e. partitives that show lexical nouns
for the superset as well as the subset. In (1) the partitive meyve-ler-den ii¢ elma
(‘three apples from / of the fruits’) consists of the DP meyve-ler-den expressing the
superset and the DP ii¢c elma expressing the subset. The two DPs stand in the rela-
tion of part-whole on the level of referents, without lexical identity between the
two nouns; therefore, this construction qualifies as a proper partitive construc-
tion. The whole construction can take any argument position in the sentence.
If it takes the direct object position, it can be differentially object-marked by the
accusative suffix -(y)I,' as in (2) vs. (1).

(1) Meyve-ler-den ii¢ elma ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL three apple eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate three apples of the fruits.”

(2) Meyve-ler-den ii¢ elma-y1 ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL three apple-Acc eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate three apples of the fruits.’

Following work on Differential Object Marking in Turkish (Johanson 1977, Ergu-
vanl1 1984, Dede 1986, Enc 1991, Kornfilt 1997, von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005), we
assumed in earlier work that accusative-case marked explicit partitives in object
position, e.g. (2), denote a specific referent, while unmarked explicit partitives,
e.g. (1), denote a nonspecific referent (von Heusinger, Kornfilt & Kizilkaya 2019).
In an acceptability judgment task, we tested the acceptance of accusative case
marked and unmarked explicit partitives in specificity vs. non-specificity induc-
ing contexts. In the scopal context (3), we found a statistically significant inter-
action: Accusative case marked partitives were more acceptable in the scopally

1 We use citation forms that conform to relevant traditions in Turkological as well as generative
literature: Capital letters for vowels whose ultimate shape depends on vowel harmony, and for
consonants whose shape depends on (de)voicing rules; parentheses around segments which are
deleted after relevant segments. Thus, here, /s/ in -(s)I(n) and /y/ in -(y)I are deleted after a con-
sonant; /n/ in -(s)I(n) is deleted in word-final position. The vowel /I/ undergoes both backness
and rounding harmony.

2 We use the uncommon plural form for “fruit”, to signal the reading that there are different
kinds of fruit in this example (and in other relevant examples elsewhere in the paper), with ap-
ples being one of them. Note that the Turkish noun meyve has the plural suffix -ler.
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specific, i.e. wide scope, interpretation (i) than in the scopally non-specific, i.e.
narrow scope, interpretation (ii). For unmarked partitives we found the reverse
pattern. The effect was strongest for inanimate nouns (see von Heusinger, Kornfilt
& Kizilkaya 2019).

(3) Scopal context

Biitiin miidiir-ler okutman-lar-dan bir asistan(-1)

All director-PL instructor-PL-ABL an assistant(-Acc)

kutla-d1.

congratulate-PST

‘All directors congratulated an assistant from amongst the instructors.’

i) scopally specific: All of them congratulated ilhan.

ii) scopally non-specific: Fiisun congratulated ilhan, Omer congratulated
Emre, Cahit congratulated Demir.

We interpreted the results as confirming the general claim that accusative case
marking of indefinite direct objects encodes specificity and lack of the case
marker encodes non-specificity. However, this interpretation contradicts the
observation that direct objects without overt indefinite markers are interpreted
as definite when the accusative case is overtly marked and as indefinite or incor-
porated if there is no case marker (see Section 2.2). With respect to the reported
experiment, we were not able to exclude the option that accusative case marked
partitives are definite, i.e. exhaustive, rather than indefinite specific (and thus
non-exhaustive). This option was also suggested to us by two reviewers of a
pre-publication version of von Heusinger & Kornfilt (2017). They claimed that
the exhaustive reading (ii) is the only available or at least the strongly preferred
reading of examples such as (4).3

3 Reviewer 1 notes: “However, what is also significant is that in (10) [= (4)], in which the head
noun bears the ACC marker, there is a very strong interpretation of the ‘exhaustive’ reading of the
head. One of the readings, if not the most salient one, of (10) [= (4)], is one in which there were
three apples in the set of fruits to start out with and that the speaker ate them all.” Reviewer 2
makes a similar claim: “The translation “I ate three (specific) apples of the (set of) fruits” for
(10) [= (4)], is not felicitous either; the sentence signifies I ate the three apples from among the
fruit’, with the implication, without additional context, — both in English and in Turkish - that
there were exactly three apples and that the speaker ate all of them. Just as the accusative defi-
nite article in German Ich habe den Kuchen gegessen [‘I ate the cake‘] as against Ich habe vom
Kuchen gegessen [‘] ate of the cake] implies that the whole cake — not just a part of it — was eaten,
the presence of the Turkish accusative suffix in (10) [= (4)], normally implies the eating of the
complete set of apples; this is not implied (though not excluded either) when uttering (9) [ = (4)
without accusative case marker].”
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(4) Meyve-ler-den ii¢ elma-y1 ye-di-m.
fruit-pL-ABL three apple-acC eat-PST-1.SG
(i) ‘I ate three apples of the fruits.” (and there might be more apples)
(ii) ‘I ate the three apples of the set of fruits.” (and there are no more apples)

Thus, (4) would only express that the speaker ate all the apples contained in the
set of fruits (4) expresses that the speaker ate all three apples. The exhaustive and
thus definite reading in (4) would support the more general claim that Differential
Object Marking contributes to the definiteness of the direct object (Oztiirk 2005).

In countering the views just expressed, we argue in this paper that the accu-
sative case marking in partitive constructions as (4) does not express exhaustiv-
ity, but specificity, see Hypothesis 1 (H1). Alternatively, and following reviewer
2 in footnote 3, one could make the weaker claim that there is not a semantic
exhaustivity effect, but a pragmatic one, namely, an exhaustivity implicature.
However, we do not think that the weaker claim is correct, either. Therefore, we
formulated also Hypothesis 2.

H1  Accusative case-marked partitives do not have a semantic exhaustivity
effect
H2  Accusative case-marked partitives do not trigger an exhaustivity implicature.

To be clear: We do not claim that the accusative-marked partitive construction
in (4) is incompatible with an exhaustive reading, i.e. we do not claim that it
expresses a non-exhaustivity constraint. What we are claiming is that Differential
Object Marking is neutral with respect to exhaustivity and thus is also neutral
with respect to encoding definiteness. We rather want to uphold our claim (von
Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005, 2017 and von Heusinger, Kornfilt & Kizilkaya 2019)
that accusative case marking of direct objects encodes specificity, see discussion
in Section 2.2.

Our paper is structured as follows: After this introduction, in Section 2, we
provide an overview of partitive constructions in Turkish and argue that explicit
partitives, as in (4), qualify as proper partitive constructions. We further give
a short overview on the condition of differential accusative marking (DOM) in
Turkish and discuss the interaction of partitivity and accusative case marking.
In Section 3 we present the design and contents of an acceptability task and the
results of the questionnaire as well as a discussion of the results. Section 4 sum-
marizes our findings, and we discuss their implication for a more general theory
of partitives and differential accusative marking in Turkish.
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2 Partitive constructions, DOM and specificity
in Turkish

Turkish is a nominative-accusative language with case suffixes. It shows
Differential Case Marking, i.e. overt structural case marking vs. the lack of an overt
structural case suffix, for the direct object with respect to its accusative marking
as well as for the subject in nominalized argument embedded sentences with
respect to its genitive marking (see Kornfilt 2008, 2020 for Differential Subject
Marking). Differential Object Marking (DOM) follows information structural
properties, the Referentiality Scale and the Animacy Scale, see Section 2.2 for
the particular conditions. Since En¢ (1991), DOM in Turkish has been taken in
the literature to be closely related to partitivity and specificity. In von Heusinger
& Kornfilt (2005), we have argued that partitive constructions in direct object
positions are not necessarily morphologically accusative case marked and that
partitivity and specificity are independent linguistic categories. We claim that
accusative case marking of indefinite noun phrases and of explicit partitive noun
phrases in direct object position encode specificity, and in this paper, we defend
this view against the assumption that accusative case marked explicit partitives
encode definiteness. In Section 2.1, we provide a brief overview of different
partitive constructions in Turkish and argue that explicit partitive constructions
are proper partitives with two overt nouns. In Section 2.2, we then summarize the
main conditions for DOM in Turkish, and in Section 2.3, we discuss the original
examples of Enc (1991) that suggest that all partitives in direct object position are
accusative case marked. We argue that this is an overgeneralization, since some
partitives show differential accusative marking. This raises the issue of whether
differential accusative marking depends on definiteness or specificity.

2.1 Partitive constructions in Turkish

Partitivity, i.e. a part-whole relation, can be expressed by different linguistic
means, such as partitive pronouns or partitive case markers (see Giusti & Sleeman
2021, this volume, Ihsane & Stark 2020, and Thsane 2020 for an overview). In the
following, we focus on partitives or partitive constructions as they were intro-
duced and discussed by Jackendoff (1977), Hoeksema (1996), de Hoop (2003),
Ionin et al. (2006), Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2006) and Falco & Zamparelli (2019).
Giusti & Sleeman (2021, this volume, ex. (40)) call complex structures, as in (5),
“proper partitive constructions” or “true partitives”. These structures are charac-
terized by a part-whole relation between an indefinite subset, expressed by the
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quantifier many, and a definite superset, expressed by the noun phrase the girls
I know in (5):

(5) many of the girls I know

Falco & Zamparelli (2019: 1) provide a somewhat more general definition of a par-
titive construction: “The partitive construction is a noun phrase, like the subject
of (1b) [= (6b)], which is used to refer to a subset or subpart of another referent,
the antecedent, typically one which has been previously introduced in the dis-
course, as in (1a) [= (6a)].”

(6) a [Twenty students]; took the exam.
b [Two of {them,/ the students;/ these students;}]; . ; got top grades.

In the following, we use partitive construction or partitives as terms for this kind
of noun phrase consisting of an expression denoting a superset (them, these stu-
dents) and an expression denoting a subset of it (two students). The subset expres-
sion typically consists of a quantifier or a numeral with an empty noun. Falco &
Zamparelli (2019: 24) provide the following structure for the English example (7):

(7) a two of the pens
b [pptwo Ne [pp of [pp the [yp, pens]]]]

Partitive constructions follow certain semantic restrictions (Hoeksema 1996,
Chierchia 1997, Barker 1998, Zamparelli 1998, Falco & Zamparelli 2019): (i) the
subset expression must be indefinite (with certain exceptions), (ii) the superset
expression must be definite (or specific), (iii) the superset expression must be
plural (if it is headed by a count noun), and (iv) the expressed relation is a part-of
relation.

Turkish, like other Turkic languages, provides a broad variety of elements
denoting the subset in explicit partitive constructions, as in (8)-(11) (von Heusinger
& Kornfilt 2017 for a comprehensive overview).* (8a-b) correspond most closely to
the notion of “true”, “proper” or “canonical partitive” with a quantifier bazilan
(‘some’) as a subset and a definite noun phrase meyvelerden (‘of the fruits’) in the
ablative (8a) or meyvelerin (‘of the fruits’) in the genitive (8b). There is no difference

4 Goksel & Kerslake (2005: 476):“partitive construction: a composite noun phrase (made up of
a modifier noun phrase followed by a head noun phrase) used to express part of a whole, or to
select one or more items from a type or set; the modifier has either ablative or genitive case mark-
ing, and the head may or may not have a 3rd person possessive suffix.”
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in meaning between the use of the ablative or the genitive in this construction (see
Kornfilt 1997, Goksel & Kerslake 2005, von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005).

(8) a Meyve-ler-den bazi-lar-in-1 ye-di-m.
fruit-pPL-ABL some-PL-3.5G-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate some of the fruits.’
b Meyve-ler-in  bazi-lar-in-1 ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-GEN some-PL-3.5G-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate some of the fruits.’

Note that Turkish does not have a definite article. The combination of an indefi-
nite article or an indefinite pronoun with the superset results in ungrammatical-
ity. Luraghi & Kittila (2014: 55) observe that many instances of markers of partitive
constructions derive from (case) markers of separation, as the ablative, or from
case markers for possession, as the genitive. Most Turkic languages have both
sources of their partitive construction: the genitive and the ablative.> Instead of
the quantifier bazilan (‘some‘), one can also use a numeral, as in (9a-b). Note
that in constructions with quantifiers and numerals the nominal agreement mor-
pheme, otherwise encoding agreement between a possessee and a possessor and
showing up in this context in its default value of 3.sG, is obligatory,6 which by
itself triggers structural case marking, here accusative case (see von Heusinger &
Kornfilt 2017 for discussion).

5 Yakut (Sakha) has a specialized partitive case; see Stachowski & Menz (1998) and Baker &
Vinokurova (2018).

6 von Heusinger & Kornfilt (2017) attribute this to a morpho-syntactic constraint which requires
that nominal phrases must have an overt nominal head. Where there is no such head, a default,
3.sg. nominal agreement marker is inserted into the head position, to provide such an overt head.
The pronoun-like properties of the nominal agreement marker require the presence of overt struc-
tural case, given that pronouns are high in specificity hierarchies cross-linguistically; see, for
example, the Definiteness Scale in Aissen (2003: 437). Please note that in this usage, there is no
genuine agreement relationship between the subset expression with this default nominal agre-
ement morphology and the ablative superset, given that, in contrast to the genitive, the ablative
does not require (morphological and thus syntactic) agreement with a subset; this can be seen in
examples where the subset does have an overt nominal head; e.g.:

(i) Meyve-ler-den alti elma(*-sin-1/*-larin-1)) ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL six apple(-3.5G-AcC/-3.PL-ACC) eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate six apples of the fruits.’

See also the contrast between the ablative and genitive partitive constructions in (10) and (11)
in the text.



270 —— Klaus von Heusinger & Jaklin Kornfilt

(9) a Meyve-ler-den alti-sin-1 ye-di-m.
fruit-pPL-ABL Six-3.SG-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate six of the fruits.’
b Meyve-ler-in  alti-sin-1 ye-di-m.
fruit-pL-GEN Six-3.5G-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate six of the fruits.’

We also find constructions with classifer (-like) expressions such as tane ‘item’,
which can exhibit the default nominal agreement marker and therefore the accu-
sative case marker -(y)I, as in (10), when the partitive construction is a direct
object. However, it can also stand without the default nominal agreement marker
(and without an accusative marker) if the superset is expressed by ablative case,
as in (11a),” but not if the superset is expressed by a genitive, as in (11b), since the
genitive always requires agreement on the subset expression.®

(10) a Meyve-ler-den fiic tane-sin-i ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL three item-3.5G-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate three (specific entities) of the (set of) fruits.’
b Meyve-ler-in g tane-sin-i ye-di-m.
fruit-pPL-GEN three item-3.SG-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate three (specific entities) of the (set of) fruits.’

(11) a Meyve-ler-den ii¢ tane ye-di-m.
fruit-pPL-ABL three item eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate three (non-specific entities) of the (set of) fruits.’
b *Meyve-ler-in f{i¢ tane ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-GEN three item eat-PST-1.SG

Turkish also allows for the generalized partitive (or bare / naked partitive), where
the ablative is in direct object position (Kornfilt 1996a). These constructions are
not discussed in what follows.

7 von Heusinger & Kornfilt (2017) assume that this classifier-like element can undergo head mo-
vement into the nominal head position of the partitive expression, so as to satisfy the “overt
nominal head constraint” referred to in the previous footnote, when that position is empty. This
results in expressions such as (11a). When the constraint is satisfied by the insertion of a default
3.sg agreement marker, as in (10a), the obligatory accusative marker is exhibited, as mentioned
in the previous footnote. See also Sag (2019) for a discussion of optional classifiers in Turkish.

8 This is a general requirement of the genitive and is not limited to partitive constructions; it is
found in possessive expressions as well as in nominalized embedded clauses (see Kornfilt 2003a
and 2009, among others).
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(12) Meyve-ler-den ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate of the fruits.’ (= ‘I ate some of the fruits.’)

Most interestingly, Turkish also allows, as a direct object, an ablative partitive
construction with two overt, lexically not identical full nouns, i.e. with a full noun
in the subset expression such as ii¢ elma (‘three apples’). In this construction, the
subset may take accusative case, as in (13b), or not, as in (13a). This construction
is not possible with a genitive superset, as in (14a-b).

(13) a Meyve-ler-den ¢ elma ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-ABL three apple eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate three apples of the (set of) fruits.’
b Meyve-ler-den {i¢ elma-y1  ye-di-m.
fruit-pPL-ABL three appleAcc eat-PST-1.SG
‘I ate three apples of the (set of) fruits.’

(14) a *Meyve-ler-in ii¢ elma ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-GEN three apple eat-pPST-1.5G

b *Meyve-ler-in uc elma-y1  ye-di-m.
fruit-PL-GEN three appleAcc eat-PST-1.SG

The discussion of the Turkish partitive constructions shows that the subset
expression either has to have a nominal head, as in (13), or the “default agree-
ment marker”, as in (8)-(11) in the position of the nominal head, i.e. as the head
of the subset expression (see von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2017). This situation seems
to be different from Romance, Germanic or Slavic languages, where a nominal in
the subset expression is not very frequent (see SerZant 2020: 9-10 for a corpus
search for Russian) or is less acceptable (see Falco & Zamparelli 2019: 38 for dis-
cussion). Falco & Zamparelli (2019: 40ff) discuss a particular kind of partitives
with two overt nouns (“double-noun partitives”)’ and report that the judgments
of such examples are controversial. Cardinaletti & Giusti (2006) judge the Italian
equivalents as ungrammatical, but Falco and Zamparelli report that judgments
of the English example in (15a) in crowd-source data show that they are (partly)
acceptable.

9 See Sauerland & Yatsushiro (2017) for a comprehensive discussion of double-noun partitives
in Japanese.
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(15) a °M only got two packages of the mail you sent me.
b I read two novels of the books you gave me.

They also observe that in these constructions, the NP of the subset nominal
should be a lexical hyponym (or maybe meronym) of the superset (packages is a
subset of mail; but not the other way around). It seems that this lexical relation of
hyponym-hyperonym is crucial to this kind of construction (this was also pointed
out to us by Elisabeth Stark, p.c.).

With respect to the Turkish partitive construction with two full nouns, Falco
& Zamparelli 2019: 4; 48) suggest the possibility of analyzing these ablative
partitives as “among”-partitives, rather than as exemplifying a genuine parti-
tive construction. Elisabeth Stark (p.c.) has made the same suggestion. Giusti
& Sleeman (2021, this volume, ex. (43)) and Giusti (2021, this volume) discuss
“among-partitives” as “circumstantial partitives” and assume that the partitive
preposition of is replaced by another preposition, such as among or out of that is
not assigned by the partitive quantifier. In such constructions, a definite subset
these girls is felicitous, as in (16a):

(16) a. these girls out of the children who were at the party
b. many girls out of the children who were at the party

We do not think that the Turkish partitive constructions with two full nouns are
“among-partitives”. First, Turkish does have an “among”-construction which
includes a P-like element, arasindan ‘from between, from among’, which however
is not used in our partitive constructions. Second, the ablative can also appear
with generalized, bare or “naked” partitives, as in (12). Third, a prepositional
phrase would not be felicitous in the direct object position of the verb ‘to eat’.
Fourth, the superset expression in Turkish ablative partitives can consist not only
of a count noun, as in the examples above, but also of a mass noun, as in (17).
Clearly, this is not an “among”-construction and cannot be translated as such:
“*Ali drank two glasses from among the wine.’

(17) Ali sarap-tan iki bardak ic-ti-&.
Ali wine-ABL two glass  drink-pST-3.SG
‘Ali drank two glasses of the wine.’

Summarizing, we think that there is simply no grammatical constraint that pro-
hibits the partitive construction with two full nouns described above in Turkish.
Furthermore, the presentation of the different partitive constructions in Turkish
suggests that such a double noun partitive is an explicit form for all partitives.
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Partitives without such a head noun which is modified by a quantifier, numeral
or an adjective are obligatorily marked by the default nominal 3.sg agreement
suffix.

In the following, we will use “explicit partitive construction” or “explicit
partitive” for this constructions, cf. (18). This stands in an appropriate descrip-
tive and theoretical contrast to “implicit partitives” (also “covert partitives”, see
Serzant 2021, § 2.3; Falco & Zamparelli 2019: 6), where the definite superset is only
implicitly recoverable from the context, as in (19):

(18) a. Gecenhaftasonu hayvanatbahcesine yeni hayvan-lar; ekle-n-di.

last weekend to the zoo new animal-PL add-PASS-PST
‘Last week, new animals were added to the zoo.’
b. [Hayvan-lar-dan; bes fil(-) Ji besle-di-m.

animal-PL-ABL five elephant(-acc) feed-pPsT-1.SG
‘I fed five elephants of the animals.’

(19) a. Gegenhaftasonu hayvanatbahgesine yeni hayvan-lar; ekle-n-di.

last weekend to the zoo new animal-PL add-PASS-PST
‘Last week, new animals were added to the zoo.’
b. [Bes fil(-) i besle-di-m.
five elephant(-acc) feed-pST-1.SG
‘I fed five elephants.’

In summary, as illustrated by the examples we have seen so far, the subset
expression of partitive constructions is the head of such constructions, given
the head-final syntax of Turkish. Partitive constructions are marked with case,
depending on their syntactic function in a sentence. Of central interest for us
is the fact that in direct object position, the accusative marking (DOM) is deter-
mined by the interaction of semantic and morphological constraints.

2.2 DOM, definiteness and specificity

Differential Object Marking (DOM) in Turkish is often associated in the literature
with definiteness or with specificity (Johanson 1977, Erguvanli 1984, Dede 1986,
Enc 1991, Kornfilt 1997, von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005). The definiteness view is
supported by the contrast between a noun in the direct object position without
a determiner or an indefinite marker, cf. (20a), and its case-marked counterpart
in (20b). The bare noun (phrase) does not introduce a referential argument and
is semantically interpreted as non-referential, i.e. a “pseudo-incorporated” noun
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(phrase),'® which forms a complex predicate with the verb, informally speaking;
cf. (20a). A noun in direct object position without an indefinite determiner, but
with the accusative case suffix —(y)I, is unambiguously interpreted as a definite,
cf. (20b). With demonstratives or possessives, direct objects always receive overt
accusative case.

(20) Referential options for the direct object in preverbal position
a. (Ben) elma vye-di-m. “(pseudo-)incorporated”
I apple eat-PST-1.SG
‘I was apple-eating.’
b. (Ben) elma-y1 ye-di-m. definite
I apple-AcCc eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate the apple.’
c. (Ben) birelma vye-di-m. indef. non-specific
I anapple eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate an apple.’
d. (Ben) bir elma-y1  ye-di-m. indef. specific
I a  apple-Acc eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate a certain apple.’

For noun phrases with the indefinite article bir, the picture is somewhat differ-
ent: Case marking of indefinite direct objects cannot signal definiteness, it rather
signals specificity. An indefinite direct object without accusative case is inter-
preted as non-specific, cf. (20c), while an indefinite direct object with accusative
case is interpreted as specific, cf. (20d) (see Sezer 1972, Erguvanli 1984, Dede 1986,
Eng 1991, Erguvanlh & Zimmer 1994, Kornfilt 1997, Aydemir 2004, von Heusinger &
Kornfilt 2005, Oztiirk 2005, Kornfilt & von Heusinger 2009, Ozge 2011).

The contrast between (20a) and (20b) suggests that accusative case expresses
definiteness. At first glance, this observation seems to be corroborated by the con-
trasts in (21), where we have noun phrases without an indefinite determiner. The
noun phrase modified by a numeral in (21a) is interpreted as indefinite if there is
no accusative case, but with accusative case, as in (21b), it is interpreted as defi-
nite. Also, the plural noun phrase without accusative case in (21c) is interpreted

10 We are using the term “pseudo-incorporated” as a neutral term (rather than as a technical
term), because we don’t want to take a stand with respect to the debate in the literature about
whether a bare noun that is (almost) obligatorily confined to the position adjacent to and preced-
ing the verb has undergone head-incorporation (an option entertained as a possibility in Kornfilt
2003b) or whether such a noun is actually a phrase which is fixed in this position, as posited by
Massam (2001) and Oztiirk (2005). See Seidel (2019) for a comprehensive overview.
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as indefinite, and its case-marked corresponding form as definite.!! However, if
we add the indefinite modifier baz: (‘some’) in (21e), case marking in addition to
the plural signals specificity.

(21) a. (Ben) iic elma ye-di-m

I three apple eat-PST-1.5G
‘T ate three apples.’
b. (Ben) ii¢ elma-y1 ye-di-m
I three apple-AcCc eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate the three apples.’
c. (Ben) elma-lar ye-di-m
I apple-PL eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate apples.’
d. (Ben) elma-lar-1 ye-di-m
I apple-PL-ACC eat-PST-1.SG
‘T ate the apples.’
e. (Ben) bazielma-lar-1 ye-di-m
I some apple-PL-ACC eat-PST-1.SG

‘T ate some specific apples.’

We can observe a clear contrast between the accusative case-marked and the
unmarked direct object. In the absence of indefinite markers, this contrast is
often assumed to express definiteness. However, once we use indefinite markers
like the indefinite article bir or indefinite quantifiers like bazi ‘some’, we see that
this contrast cannot be related to definiteness, but rather to specificity, as shown
by a possible continuation with “but the other apples I did not touch”.
Summarizing this brief review of different views on the function of accusa-
tive case marking of direct objects, we can say that some data suggest that case
marking signals definiteness and other data suggest that it signals specificity.

11 Example (20c) is not very natural without an appropriate context. However, if we have a rich-
er context as in (i), the direct object with plural marking and without case marking is much more
natural:

(i) Biitin Omr-im boyunca kirmizi elma-lar ye-di-m,

all life-1.sG  during red apple-PL  eat-PST-1.SG
fakat  bugiin ilk kere sarl elma-lar ye-di-m.
but today first time yellow apple-PL eat-pPST-1.SG

‘My whole life I ate red apples, but today I ate yellow apples for the first time.’
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In what follows, we will take partitives as an additional test field. As reported
in Section 1, some experts believe that accusative case marking of explicit parti-
tives yields an exhaustive reading, i.e. that it signals definiteness. However, we
dispute this claim, and we will present in Section 3 a questionnaire test whose
results support our view that accusative case marking of explicit partitives is
related to specificity. But before we turn to the experiments, we define the notion
of specificity as we will use it.

As just mentioned in the previous section, DOM in Turkish is associated with
specificity (see Erguvanli 1984, Dede 1986, Enc 1991, Kornfilt 1997, Aydemir 2004,
von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005, among others). However, there are different kinds
of specificity, and the literature is not always very clear about which kind is
assumed to be determined by DOM. Here we follow Fodor & Sag (1982) and von
Heusinger (2002, 2019) and assume that there are three main types of specificity:
(i) referential specificity, (ii) scopal specificity, and (iii) epistemic specificity.

The term referential specificity is used for the contrast between different
indefinite noun phrases in opaque contexts. For example, the intensional verb
aramak (‘to look for’) creates an opaque context with respect to its direct object,
as in (22).

(22) a Zeynep parti icin bir elbise ara-di-&.
Zeynep party for a  dress look.for-pST-3.5G
‘Zeynep looked for a dress (or other) for the party.’
b Zeynep parti icin bir elbise-yi ara-di-&.
Zeynep party for a  dress-acc look.for-pST-3.5G
‘Zeynep looked for a (particular) dress for the party.’

Indefinites in these positions can either get a referentially specific reading, a
reading according to which the object is determined and identified by the speaker,
or they can get a referentially non-specific reading. There is a clear semantic con-
trast between these two readings: the referentially specific reading allows for an
existential inference (‘there is an object of that kind’), while the non-referential or
non-specific reading does not allow for this. The referentially specific reading is
consistent with the continuation (i) that there is such an object, while the referen-
tially non-specific reading is consistent with the continuation (ii) that there is no
such object. It is claimed that the accusative case marked indefinite bir elbise-ye
(‘adress’) in (22b) encodes the referentially specific reading, while the unmarked
indefinite encodes the referentially non-specific reading.

The term scopal specificity describes the contrast between readings of indef-
inite noun phrases in the scope of (extensional) operators such as all and every.
The indefinite noun phrase might have wide scope or narrow scope with respect
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to that operator. An accusative case marked indefinite direct object typically
exhibits wide scope, and the unmarked indefinite direct object exhibits narrow
scope.

(23) a Biitiin oyuncu-lar bir kostiim dene-di.
all player-PL a  costume try-pST™
‘All actors tried a costume (or other).’
b Biitiin oyuncu-lar bir kostiim-ii dene-di.
all player-PL a  costume-ACC try-PST

‘All actors tried a (particular) costume.’

The third type of specificity is generally known under the term epistemic spec-
ificity, which refers to the contrasts found in contexts without any other opera-
tors and that are triggered by the mere option of a referential intention (Fodor &
Sag 1982, Farkas 1994). In this context, the specific vs. non-specific contrast is
not reflected in truth conditions and is said to be of arguably pragmatic nature
(Heim 1991, but see von Heusinger 2002, Kamp & Bende-Farkas 2019 for a differ-
ent view). The epistemic specific reading is consistent with a continuation that
asserts the knowledge of the speaker about the identity of the referent, while the
non-specific reading is consistent with a continuation that expresses the igno-
rance of the speaker. Following the literature, we assume that the case marked
indefinite encodes epistemic specificity and the unmarked indefinite encodes
epistemic non-specificity.

(24) a Mustafa bir sandalye satinal-di-J.
Mustafa a  chair buy-pST-3.5G6
‘Mustafa bought a chair.’

b Mustafa bir sandalye-yi satin al-di-&.
Mustafa a  chair-acc  buy-pPST-3.5G
‘Mustafa bought a chair.’

In an acceptability judgment task, von Heusinger & Bamyaci (2017a, 2017b) tested
the felicity of i) a specific or ii) a non-specific continuation in a) a transparent
context for testing epistemic specificity, b) a context with the universal quantifier

12 In Turkish, in most stylistic levels, there is no plural third person agreement marking on the
predicate of tensed clauses, if the overt third person plural subject is marked with the plural suf-
fix. (When a third person plural subject is not overt, i.e. when it is pro, the full third person agree-
ment marker on the predicate is obligatory.) In such instances, we do not gloss for agreement on
the predicate. For some additional information, see Kornfilt (1991) and (1996b), among others.
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for testing scopal specificity, and c) an intensional contexts for testing referential
specificity. They found that overt DOM clearly expresses referential specificity,
as sentences of type (22b) with the overt accusative marker clearly preferred a
referentially specific interpretation. For scopal specificity, they found that overtly
accusative-marked indefinites show wide scope and unmarked indefinites show
narrow scope. But for neutral contexts, cf (24), they did not find an effect of accu-
sative case marking on specificity. The results of an unpublished replication of
this experiment supports the findings reported here, but also shows a significant
effect of accusative-case marking for specificity in neutral contexts (=-0.89, SE=
0.33, p=0.007). We take this as support for the assumption that accusative case
marking encodes all three types of specificity.

DOM in Turkish also depends on animacy. In an acceptability judgment study,
Krause & von Heusinger (2019) tested the acceptability of indefinite direct objects
with and without accusative case marking in simple transparent contexts. The
indefinite direct objects in the experimental sentences denoted entities belonging
to three animacy categories (human, animal, and inanimate). The results show
a significant main effect of animacy and revealed that the acceptability of DOM
depends on the animacy categories (see Krause & von Heusinger 2019: 181-183 for
a Linear Mixed Effects (Ime) analysis).

We have seen that there is an inconsistency with respect to the function of
the accusative case when it is found on direct objects: It seems that direct objects
without an indefinite determiner are definite with case and indefinite without
case. This, however, cannot be the (sole) contribution of the case marker, as for
direct objects with an indefinite determiner, case marking signals specificity,
rather than definiteness. We have shown that case marking encodes referential
and scopal specificity, and in one experiment also epistemic specificity. Finally,
we have mentioned empirical evidence that animacy is also a determining factor
for accusative case marking: human direct objects prefer case marking, while
inanimates prefer to be expressed by noun phrases which are unmarked for case.
We will also see this animacy effect in our questionnaires, discussed in Section 3.

2.3 Partitivity, specificity and case marking

Before we can discuss the (non-)exhaustivity of explicit partitive constructions,
we have to discuss the relation between partitivity, specificity and case marking.
Enc (1991) combines the observation that accusative case marking, i.e. Differen-
tial Object Marking (DOM), is closely related to specificity with the observation
that partitives often (and in her view always) take accusative case when they
are direct objects. She argues in her seminal paper (Enc¢ 1991) that case signals
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specificity, which, according to her view, is based on partitivity. She illustrates
this claim by offering examples that we repeat as (25). (25a) introduces a set of
children, out of which the case-marked direct object iki kiz1 in (25b) selects two
girls. In other words, the specific direct object iki kiz1 is an implicit partitive, and
the specificity is explained by the discourse givenness of the set out of which the
indefinite direct object selects one element (i.e. here, a subset consisting of two
entities). The unmarked direct object iki kiz in (25c), however, is not linked to
the set of children, i.e. it refers to a set of girls not included in the set of children
introduced in (25a):

(25) a. (Enc1991: #16; Enc’s translation, our glosses)
Oda-m-a birka¢ cocuk gir-di-&.
room-1.SG-DAT several child enter-psT-3.SG
‘Several children entered my room.’

b. (Eng 1991: #17; Enc’s translation, our glosses)
ki kiz1 tani-yor-du-m.
two girl-AcC  know-PROG-PST-1.SG
‘T knew two girls.’

c. (Enc 1991: #18; Enc’s translation, our glosses)
ki kiz tani-yor-du-m.
two girl know-PROG-PST-1.SG
‘T knew two girls.’

Enc (1991: 10) argues, based on (26), that case marking is obligatory not only for
implicit partitives, as in (25b), but for explicit partitives, as well. The numeral
ikisini in (26a) exhibits an agreement marker -(s)I(n) as well as the accusative
marker —(y)I, while the form ikisi without case (but with the same agreement
marker) is ungrammatical, as seen in (26b).

(26) a. (Enc1991: #129a; Enc’s translation, our glosses)
Ali  kadin-lar-dan  iki-sin-i tani-yor-du-&.
Ali  woman-PL-ABL two0-3.SG-ACC know-PROG-PST-3.SG
‘Ali knew two of the women.’
b. (Enc 1991: #129b; En¢’s translation, our glosses)
*Ali kadin-lar-dan  iki-si tani-yor-du-&.
Ali  woman-PL-ABL tw0-3.5G Kknow-PROG-PST-3.SG

To summarize, Enc (1991) argues that accusative case expresses specificity and
is based on partitivity. She argues that case marking of an indefinite direct object
always signals a partitive reading, which has to be interpreted as specific, and
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that likewise a specific object is partitive and therefore must be overtly marked as
accusative. Oztiirk (2005) even goes a step further in assuming that overt case is
the bearer of referentiality.

While we agree with the judgments in (25) — (26), we disagree with both authors
on their analyses and argue that neither of these views can be correct. While En¢’s
approach was an important step forward in understanding the syntax and semantics
of structural case in Turkish, there are some important modifications to be made.

First, we have shown (Kornfilt & von Heusinger 2009, von Heusinger & Kornfilt
2017) that the correlation claimed by Eng to hold between case marking, partitiv-
ity, and specificity is not valid. This is already illustrated by the contrast between
the accusative case marked explicit partitive in (2) and its counterpart without
accusative marking in (1). Second, the subset denoted by partitive expressions
can be interpreted as specific or non-specific; see examples in (27) from English,
where the continuation (i) forces the specific reading and continuation (ii) the
non-specific reading.”

(27) a. One of the students has cheated in the exam.

(i) Iknow who.
(ii) Ido not know who.

b. Every student has to read one of the novels of Orhan Pamuk.
(i) ..namely, The White Castle.
(ii) ...each student can choose one.

c. Ann wants to marry one of the two nice Norwegians.
(i) ..namely, Lars.
(ii) ...either one would do.

Third, the ungrammaticality of the subset expression iki-si, which is unmarked
for accusative in (26b), follows from a more general constraint that requires the
3.sg agreement marker -(s)I(n) (whether used as a default nominal marker, as in
our examples, or as a genuine agreement marker elsewhere) to be followed by
morphological case (see von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005, also mentioned earlier in
this paper, in footnote 6); thus, the ill-formedness of such examples is independ-
ent from partitivity — again, contra Eng (1991).

To summarize, En¢’s claim of a correlation between (structural) case marking,
partitivity, and specificity has initiated very interesting research, but we see that

13 Note that these examples do not allow us to decide whether English indefinites are under-
specified with respect to specificity or whether they are ambiguous. Note further that in (27c),
both readings are presuppositional.
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her claim is not fully correct, once we take more data into consideration. While
partitive constructions show typical behavior for specific indefinites, partitivity
and specificity are two independent semantic-pragmatic categories. They both
contribute to a restriction of the set of referents associated with the descriptive
content of the respective subset, but they differ in that partitive indefinites are
existential indefinites, which allow for scope interactions and specificity con-
trasts, as in (27). Specific indefinites are referentially anchored and always show
wide scope behavior or epistemic determined referents.

Furthermore, not all partitives are overtly case-marked when they are in posi-
tions of structural Case (such as the position of direct object of a transitive verb,
or the position of canonical subject in a finite clause), and the obligatoriness of
case marking for subsets that are expressed without a lexical noun as their head
depends on the presence of a “default agreement marker” (e.g. the suffix -(s)I(n)
in example (26a)), which occupies the position of the lexical head of the partitive
construction.”

3 Experiment and results

3.1 Experimental design

To test the two hypotheses with respect to the exhaustivity of accusative case
marked explicit partitives in direct object position repeated below, we designed

14 There is additional evidence that one should not link partitivity too closely to accusative
marking, as other cases can host a partitive reading as well (such examples can be found in
Nakipoglu 2009: 1255, ex (4)).

(i) a. Bahce-de bes aga¢ var-di-d.

garden-LOC five tree  exist-PST-3.5G
‘There were five trees in the garden.’

b. Cocuk-lar bir agac-a tirman-mis-t1-&J.
child-pL  one tree-DAT climb-PRFCT.PART-PST-3.SG
‘Children had climbed on one (of the) tree(s).’

c. Kus-lar iki agacta yuva vyap-mis-ti-&.
bird-PL two tree-LOC nest make-PRFCT.PART-PST-3.SG
‘Birds had made their nests in two (of the) trees.” (The parentheses are ours.)

The locative ‘two trees’ in (ic) expresses a subset of the ‘five trees’ in (ia), as does the dative ‘one
tree’ in (ib), thus expressing an implicit partitive reading.
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an acceptability judgment task, so as to test the compatibility of the partitive con-
struction with a non-exhaustive meaning.”

H1  Accusative case-marked partitives do not have a semantic exhaustivity effect
H2  Accusative case-marked partitives do not trigger an exhaustivity implicature

We constructed examples with a context where we had n items of the same kind in
the superset, say five apples in a set of different kinds of fruit, or eight elephants in
a set of animals, see (28b). Then we continued with the target sentence (28c) with
less than n items, say three apples in the subset, or, as in this example, five ele-
phants (out of eight). If accusative case-marked direct objects expressed an exhaus-
tive reading, informants should judge examples such as (28c-i) as incoherent or at
least as less coherent than examples where the subset expresses exactly n items. We
also had the continuation sentence (28c-ii) without accusative case marking follow-
ing the context sentences (28a-b). If case marking signaled exhaustivity, we would
expect that the rating for accusative case-marked partitives should be worse than for
unmarked partitives.

(28) a.  Gecenhaftasonu hayvanatbahcesine yeni hayvan-lar
last weekend to the zoo new animal-PL
ekle-n-di-J.
add-PASS-PST-3.5G
‘Last week, new animals were added to the zoo.’

b. Aralarinda  bircok ziirafa ve sekiz fil var-di-J.
amongthem many giraffe and eight elephant exist-PST-3.5G
‘There were, among them, many giraffes and eight elephants.’

c-i. Hayvan-lar-dan bes fil-i besle-di-m.
animal-pPL-ABL  five elephant-Acc feed-PST-1.5G
‘I fed five (specific) elephants of the animals.’

c-ii. Hayvan-lar-dan bes fil besle-di-m.
animal-PL-ABL  five elephant feed-PST-1.5G
‘I fed five (non-specific) elephants of the animals.’

Test items were small discourses consisting of three sentences, two context sen-
tences and a target sentence. The first context sentence introduced a set with a
general description, e.g. araba ‘cars’, as in (29a). The second sentence named

15 We would like to thank Semra Kizilkaya and Elyesa Seidel for their help in creating the test
items and constructing the electronic questionnaire. Special thanks to Elyesa for providing us
with the statistical analysis.
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two sets from the general set, at least one set with an explicit number, as Bun-
lardan iicii Passat(t1) (‘three of those were Passats(.PST)) in (29b). The target sen-
tence then introduced the partitive construction using a numeral lower than the
one in the second sentence, as in iki Passati (‘two Passats-Acc’), forcing a non-
exhaustive reading. The alternative continuation (29c-ii) had the same phrase,
but without accusative: iki Passat (‘two Passats’).

(29) a.

c-i.

Ay sonunda galeri-de bes araba

atthe end of month showroom-Loc five car

kal-mis-t1-&.

stay-PRFCT.PART-PST-3.SG

‘At the end of the month, five cars were left in the showroom.’
Bunlardan {ic-ii Passat, gerisi Mercedes-ti-&.

of those three-AGR Passat remainder Mercedes-PST-3.SG
‘Three of those were Passats, and the remainder were Mercedeses.’
Araba-lar-dan iki Passat-1 sat-t1-m.

car-PL-ABL two Passat-AcC sell-PST-1.SG

‘I sold two (specific) Passats.’

Araba-lar-dan iki Passat sat-ti-m.

car-PL-ABL two Passat sell-PST-1.SG

‘I sold two (non-specific) Passats.’

We constructed 6 examples with nouns denoting sets of humans, as in (30), 6 items
with non-human animate sets, as in (28), and 6 items with inanimate sets, as in (29):

(30) a.

c-i.

c-ii.

Bu sabah ver-dig-im Ingilizce dersine biitiin
thismorning give-NOM-1.5sG to the English lesson all
ogrenci-ler katil-di.

student-PL  participate-PST

‘All students participated in the English class that I gave this
morning.’

Bunlardan 14-i kiz, 16-s1 erkek-ti-&.
of those fourteen-AGR girl sixteen-AGR boy-PST-3.SG
‘Of those, 14 were girls, and 16 were boys.’

Ogrenci-ler-den bes kiz-1 sec-ti-m.

student-PL-ABL five girl-AcC choose-PST-1.SG

‘I chose five (specific) girls of the students.’

Ogrenci-ler-den bes kiz sec-ti-m.

student-PL-ABL five girl choose-PST-1.5G

‘I chose five (non-specific) girls of the students.’
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We tested the reaction of our participants to sentences like the one in (30c-i), i.e. with
accusative case marking, vs. sentences like the one in (30c-ii), i.e. without accusa-
tive case marking, and constructed thus two lists via Latin Square, with 18 items, 9
with accusative and 9 without accusative case marking. We added to each of the two
lists 18 differently structured items, among which we had 12 controls, i.e. 6 coherent
discourses, as in (31), and 6 incoherent discourses, as in (32). We added 6 discourses
with a violation of a conversational implicature, like in (33), to test how informants
react to these violations. For each of these groups we had sentences with human,
with animate and with inanimate arguments. All control items had a structure similar
to that of the corresponding test items. They consisted of three sentences, the first
setting the scene, the second introducing explicitly a set and the third referring back
to the set in different ways. The coherent control items used an explicit anaphoric
noun phrase to refer back to the antecedent establishing coreference, as in (31).

(31) Coherent control items

a. Busabah ayakkabi dolab-1m-1 diizenle-di-m.
this morning shoe cabinet-1.5G-ACC organize-PST-1.SG
‘T organized my shoe cabinet this morning.’

b. Ihtiyacim ol-ma-yan alticift eski-mis ayakkabi-y1
need-1.sG  be-NEG-AN six pair old-PRFCT.PART shoe-ACC
ayir-di-m.
sort out-pPST-1.SG
‘I sorted out six pairs of worn-out (old) shoes that I didn’t need.’

c. Esyalar-im-dan ayril-a-ma-dig-im icin, onlar1
ware-1.5G-ABL  leave-ABIL-NEG-INDIC.NOM-1.sG for  they-Acc
at-a-ma-di-m
throw.away-ABIL-NEG-PST-1.SG.

‘I couldn’t throw them away, because I cannot part from my things.’

The source of the incoherence in discourses like (32) is the bare, “(pseudo-) incor-
porated” direct object in the last sentence, i.e. (32c); this usage runs counter to the
fact that the discourse has introduced a definite, specific pigeon (in (32b)). There-
fore, the pragmatically very strong anaphoric reference to the previously intro-
duced pigeon is infelicitously expressed by a bare noun in (32c); such an anaphoric
reference should have been expressed by a case-marked (definite) direct object.

(32) Incoherent control items
a. Pazar yerin-de giivercin-ler var-di.
market place-LOC pigeon-PL exist-PST
‘There were pigeons at the market place.’
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b. Cocuklar vyavasca yaklas-ip aralarindaki tek beyaz
child-pL  slowly  come near-iP amongthem only white
giivecin-i  tut-ma-y1 planla-mis-lar-di.

pigeon-AcC catch-NOM-ACC plan-PRFCT.PART-PL-PST
‘The children had planned to slowly come near them and to catch
the only white pigeon among them.’
c. Sonunda giivercin tut-tu-lar.
intheend pigeon  catch-pST-3.PL
‘In the end, they caught pigeons (lit.: they pigeon-caught).’

There was a third set of items that consisted of discourses violating a scalar impli-
cature. The first sentence provides a frame, the second introduces a list of objects,
and by Gricean Maxims raises an exhaustivity implicature, namely that there are
no other objects. The third sentence introduces objects with a definite possessive
reading that were however not mentioned in the list introduced in the second sen-
tence. Thus the definite his cows in (33c) cannot be accommodated in the context
as there were only goats and lambs mentioned previously. We think that it is Grice’s
Maxim of Quantity that blocks this accommodation. We assume that the judgment
of these examples mirror the way informants include violation of the Maxims (or
pragmatic inferences in general) in their judgment task. Informants who judge this
set of three sentences as bad take the Maxims as part of coherence of the discourse.
Informants who judge the example acceptable do not consider violations of the
Maxims as relevant for the coherence of the discourse or sentences.

(33) Violation of implicature

a. Mehmet gecensene ciftlig-in bas-in-a gec-ti-J.
Mehmet last year farm-GEN head-3.SG-DAT become-PST-3.5G
‘Mehmet became the director of the farm last year.’

b. Ciftlig-in-de  keci-ler ve kuzu-lar var.
farm-3.sG-Loc goat-pL and lamb-PL exist
‘There are goats and lambs in his farm.’

c. Sabahlar inek-ler-in-i sag-1yor-J.
inthemornings cow-PL-3.5G-ACC milk-PROG-3.5G
‘In the mornings, he milks his cows.’

We used these sets of items to find out how our informants react to violations of
scalar implicatures. This was important in order to test our hypothesis 2, which
postulates that case marking does not even signal an exhaustive implicature.
Following hypothesis 2, informants should behave similarly independently of
whether they like a violation of the scalar implicature in sentences like (33) or not.
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Participants received a web-based questionnaire on Google Forms. 60 native
speakers of Turkish, all of whom were university students, answered the ques-
tionnaire. They were given one of the two lists of discourses, consisting of 18 test
items, the 6 items to test the ‘exhaustivity implicature hypothesis’, and 12 control
items, in a pseudo-randomized order. We asked informants to rate the third sen-
tence in terms of how well it fits the first two sentences on a scale from 1 (the
last sentence is very badly linked) to 7 (the last sentence is very well linked). We
eliminated 12 participants, since they did not react to the coherent and incoher-
ent contexts among the control items correctly. We analyzed the judgments of the
remaining 48 (24 for each list) participants.

3.2 Results and discussion

Figure 1 provides the mean values for the 12 control items and the 6 ‘implicature
violation’ items, i.e. the coherent items, as in (31), the incoherent ones, as in (32),
and the violated implicature items, as in (33). The mean values clearly show that
participants do distinguish between coherent and incoherent discourses and that
the judgments of discourses with a violated implicature are between the coherent
and the incoherent discourses. We think that these results show that participants
were attentive to the task and that they were able to judge semantic-pragmatic
relations between sentences. Below we discuss the reaction to the 6 ‘implicature
violation’ items in more detail.

7,00
6,00
5,36
5,00
4,00
3,09
3,00
2,33
- .
1,00
coherent incoherent violated implicature

Figure 1: Mean scores for the coherent, the incoherent, and violated implicature items on a
scale from 1 (badly linked) to 7 (very well linked).
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Figure 2: Mean scores for accusative case marking and animacy of the explicit partitives on a
scale from 1 (badly linked) to 7 (very well linked).

Figure 2 summarizes the mean scores of the judgments for the 18 test items
concerning partitive constructions with or without case marking. First, we observe
that sentences with accusative-marked explicit partitives in direct object position,
such as (28c¢-i; 29¢-i, 30c-i), are nearly as acceptable (mean 4,39) as the coherent
control items (5,36), as illustrated in Figure 1. Second, we see that sentences with
unmarked explicit partitives in direct object position, such as (28c-ii; 29c-ii, 30c-
ii), are less acceptable (3,45) than the sentences with accusative-marked explicit
partitives (4,39). In both conditions the acceptability is much higher than for the
incoherent examples (2,33). Third, there is no clear difference between the differ-
ent animacy values. But for humans and non-human animates, the accusative
case-marked explicit partitive is rated better than the unmarked one, while this
contrast is almost neutralized with inanimates. This effect replicates the results of
Krause & von Heusinger (2019) reported in Section 2.2 above, showing that human
and animate direct objects have a higher preference for accusative marking. Sta-
tistical analysis!® supports the results represented in Figure 2, showing that there
is an overall significant effect of case marking, but only a minor effect of animacy.

16 Statistical analyses were conducted in R version 1.0.136 using the lme4 package (Bates et
al. 2015) to perform linear mixed-effect models (LMEM) with the score as outcome variable. As
fixed effects, we entered case marking and animacy into the model. As random effects, we had
intercepts for subjects and items, as well as by-subject and by-item random slopes for the effect
of case marking. The ACC condition and the human condition were mapped onto the intercept.
To identify the best model fit, we performed likelihood ratio tests. The model with two main ef-
fects, namely animacy and case marking, was chosen on the basis of a likelihood ratio test (y* (1)
= 0.28, p < .01). The results show a significant main effect for case marking b = —0.94, SE = 0.20,
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Summarizing, participants have rated the discourses with an exhaustivity
violation much better than the incoherent discourses and more similar to the
coherent discourses. The somewhat degraded rating of the explicit partitives
might come from the their infrequent form of two full noun phrases in the partitive
construction. These results confirm our Hypothesis 1 that accusative case-marked
partitives do not have a semantic exhaustivity effect. Furthermore, we see that
accusative case-marked partitives are significantly rated more highly than mor-
phologically unmarked partitives. This would not be expected if accusative case
marking expressed definiteness and thereby contributed to an exhaustive reading.
Therefore, we take this significant result as additional evidence for our Hypothesis
1 that accusative case marking does not express exhaustivity or definiteness.

We still have to discuss the possibility that the exhaustivity effect arises by a
pragmatic inference, which means that it would not be covered by a judgement
task of participants that do not regard pragmatically infelicitous contexts as
unacceptable. In order to test this possibility, we included in our questionnaire 6
items that had a violation of an implicature, as in (33)

We found that we had a high interindividual variation in the judgments for
these items. Therefore we divided the 48 participants into two groups of 24 par-
ticipants each, such that Group 1 is below the median of the judgments for these
sentences (<2.7) and Group 2 is above the median (>2.7). We assume that Group
1 represents participants that take pragmatic violations as unacceptable, while

7,00

6,00

5,00 4,53

4,00

3,09
3,00

2,00 1,65

- ]

Group 1 + Group 2 Group 1 Group 2

Figure 3: Mean scores for the items with the violation of the implicature on a scale from 1 (badly
linked) to 7 (very well linked) for both groups and each group separately.

t =—4.69 and animacy b = 0.58, SE = 0.25, t = -2.37, only for the comparison between animate and
inanimate conditions. As can be seen from Figure 2, there is no significant interaction of case
marking and animacy.
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Group 2 represents participants that are more tolerant towards pragmatic vio-
lations. This corresponds to the more general observation that informants vary
whether or not pragmatic violations influence acceptability. In other words, some
informants show more “pragmatic tolerance” than others (Katsos & Bishop 2011).

Figure 3 shows the mean values for all 48 participants and then for each
group of 24 participants separately. We do see a stark contrast between these two
groups with respect to the violation of pragmatic inferences. We can now verify
our Hypothesis 2 according to which accusative case marking does not trigger an
‘exhaustivity implicature’. If exhaustivity were an implicature, we would predict
that the group that does not like the violation of implicature in the 6 relevant test
items would also judge a potential violation of the alleged ‘exhaustivity implica-
ture’ triggered by accusative case marking in our partitive constructions as inac-
ceptable, while the other group would not. Thus we would expect a clear contrast

between these two groups.
4,74
4,13 4,01
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CcC

unmarked A

7

5 457465

4,22
4,03
I 3,443,43 I
1 I
ACC ACC

unmarked

IN

w

N

unmarked

human animate inanimate
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Figure 4: Mean scores for accusative case marking and animacy of the explicit partitives for
Group 1and Group 2 on a scale from 1 (badly linked) to 7 (very well linked).

Figure 4 shows the mean scores of the six conditions for the two groups — always
pairwise. We see a marginal tendency in the two right columns representing the
mean acceptability for inanimate partitives. However, overall there is no differ-
ence in the judgments of the participants in the two groups. We interpret these
findings as absence of evidence for an ‘exhaustivity implicature’ in our test items,
thus confirming our Hypothesis 2.
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4 General discussion and conclusion

This paper contributes original empirical data to the discussion of the semantic-
pragmatic functions of case marking in Turkish noun phrases, by studying
explicit partitive constructions in direct object position. Turkish does not have a
definite article, but a direct object that does not have any indefinite marker can
be interpreted as definite if it has overt accusative case, and it is interpreted as
non-referential if it does not show case marking. A direct object with an indef-
inite marker, such as the indefinite article bir or the quantifier baz1 ‘some’, is
interpreted as specific if it has accusative case and as non-specific without case,
see Section 2.2 above. In a series of papers (Kornfilt & von Heusinger 2009, von
Heusinger & Kornfilt 2017, von Heusinger, Kornfilt & Kizilkaya 2019), we inves-
tigated the function of accusative case marking in different types of partitives.
We were able to show that accusative case marking for proper partitives kadin-
lar-dan iki-sin-i (woman-PL-ABL two-3.AGR-ACC ‘two of the women’) is obligatorily
triggered by the “dummy” (i.e. default) agreement marker (s)I(n) and does not
encode definiteness or specificity. Explicit partitives based on hyponymic rela-
tions between the subset noun (hyponym) and the superset noun (hyperonym),
such as hayvan-lar-dan bes fil (animal-PL-ABL five elephant ‘five elephants from
/ of the animals’), show optional accusative case marking. We argued that accu-
sative case marking in these cases encodes specificity (Kornfilt & von Heusinger
2009, von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2017).

In von Heusinger, Kornfilt & Kizilkaya (2019), we presented original data from
a grammaticality judgment study that tested explicit partitives in different types
of contexts that trigger specificity. We concluded from those results that accusa-
tive case marking does encode specificity. However, the data would also be con-
sistent with an alternative claim that accusative case in explicit partitives encodes
definiteness. This was also suggested to us by two anonymous reviewers of von
Heusinger & Kornfilt (2017). Those reviewers suggested an exhaustive reading of
case-marked nominals, i.e. a definite reading for accusative case-marked explicit
partitives.

Therefore, we undertook the present study and tested whether the accusative
marking of explicit partitives in direct object position is obligatorily interpreted
as exhaustive. We designed a questionnaire with examples consisting of three
sentences such that the third sentence would violate an exhaustive interpreta-
tion. We found that Turkish native speakers do not find these sentences and the
resulting discourse unacceptable. This clearly shows that these sentences with
accusative-marked explicit partitives allow for a non-exhaustive reading along-
side an also acceptable exhaustive reading. From this we conclude that accu-
sative case marking of explicit partitives does not encode definiteness. These
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findings support our Hypothesis in the earlier experiment that accusative case
marking of explicit partitives in direct object position encodes specificity, as it
does for non-partitive noun phrase with the indefinite article (bir kadin-1 ‘a spe-
cific woman’).

These original results also support the more general assumption of von
Heusinger & Kornfilt (2005) that accusative case marking encodes specificity,
rather than definiteness, and therefore contribute to the analysis of Turkish noun
phrases in particular and, more generally, to the interaction of structural case
marker, agreement marker (in its default value and pronominal clitic-like usage)
and classifier in noun phrases in Turkic languages.
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