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ABSTRACT

Classifier Constructions of Turkish

This dissertation addresses three interrelated issues concerning classifier
constructions in Turkish: (i) semantics of bare noun phrases, (ii) the function of
classifiers and syntactic constituency of classifier constructions, and (iii) syntax and
semantics of number marking. Regarding the first issue, it is argued that Turkish bare
noun phrases denote properties of entities but are inherently ambiguous with respect
to whether they take kind or object entities as their domains. With respect to the
second issue, it is argued that classifiers serve to restrict the ambiguous domain to
object individuals only. Syntactically, a measure phrase is proposed which hosts
classifiers and measure words in its head position and numerals in its specifier
position. The resulting constituent, a property-denoting pP, is then applied to nouns
predicatively or attributively through adjunction. It is demonstrated in particular that
UP only combines with number-neutral bare nouns. As for the third issue, it is
demonstrated that number specification in Turkish is relevant for DPs only, and is
expressed in the P that projects above the DP. Sub-DPs are shown to lack number
specification. Number markers on bare nouns are uninterpretable agreement reflexes
which must be checked against interpretable counterparts in the ¢P or in some other
functional head. As they lack number specification, sub-DPs always receive a
number-neutral reading, and thus are restricted to contexts which can handle such
interpretations. DPs, on the other hand, can never receive number-neutral readings.
Overall, the proposed number system is shown to have a broader empirical coverage

crosslinguistically.



OZET
Tlrkcede Swiflayict Yapilar

Bu ¢alismada Tirkcenin siniflayici yapilarina iliskin birbiriyle ilintili ii¢ konu ele
alinmaktadir: (i) yalin ad 6beklerinin anlambilimsel durumu, (ii) smiflayicilarin
islevi ile smiflayici yapilarin s6zdizimsel bilesimi, ve (iii) s6zdizim ve anlambilimde
say1 (tekillik/cogulluk) gdsterimi. Birinci konuya iliskin olarak, Tiirk¢ede yalin ad
obeklerinin varliklarin 6zelliklerini ifade ettigi, ancak nesnel varlik alanmni mi1 yoksa
tiirsel varlik alanmni mu segtiklerini konusunda 6zii itibariyle belirsiz olduklar1
savunulmaktadir. Ikinci konu 6zelinde, smiflayicilarm bu belirsiz alani sadece nesnel
varliklar1 kapsayacak sekilde daralttigi gosterilmektedir. S6zdizim tarafinda ise, 6bek
bast konumunda siniflayicilar ile 6lgek ifadelerini, belirleyici konumunda ise sayisal
ifadeleri (rakamlar1) barmdiran bir 6lgek Gbegi oldugu éne siiriilmektedir. Ozellik
belirten bu dlgek Sbeginin, ilgili ada yiklemleme ya da eklenti yoluyla niteleme
olarak uygulandigi ve yalnizca sayidan bagimsiz yalin adlarla birlesebildigi
gosterilmektedir. Ugiincii konuya gelince, Tiirkgede say1 gdsteriminin sadece
belirleyici 6bekleri icin gecerli olup, belirleyici 6begi lizerine yansitilan ¢ 6beginde
isaretlendigi gosterilmekte, belirleyici 6begi katmani barindirmayan adlarda ise say1
gosterimi olmadig1 sonucuna varilmaktadir. Buna gore, yalin adlarda bulunan say1
isaretleyicileri, ¢ 6begi ya da baska bir islevsel katmanda bulunan yorumlanabilir
Ozniteliklerin yorumlanamaz yansimalari olan uyum ekleri seklinde kargimiza
cikmaktadir. Say1 gosterimi olmayan, belirleyici 6beginden kiiciik adilsil yapilar ise
her zaman sayidan bagimsiz yorumlanmakta, dolayisiyla da dagilimlari bu yoruma
izin veren baglamlarla smirh kalmaktadir. Ote yandan ¢ 6beginin tlimleci

konumunda bulunan belirleyici Obekleri higbir zaman sayidan bagimsiz yorum



alamamaktadir. Biitiinsel bakildiginda, one siiriilen yaklasimin genis bir diller arasi

veri kiimesini agiklayabildigi gosterilmektedir.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aim

Classifier constructions (CLCs) of the form [Numeral-Classifier-Noun], or one of its
permutations, have occupied a central stage in studies of language typology, syntax
and semantics, as they are believed to hold interesting clues into the internal
constituency of nominal phrases. These constructions are particularly challenging in
that linguists have make a number of assumptions regarding the syntax and
semantics of each component in the construction: the numeral, the classifier, and the
noun. Given that a classifier construction minimally contains these, an analysis that
fails to account for how each component affects the construction would at best be
incomplete.

From a typological point of view, classifiers (CLs) split world languages into
three groups: obligatory classifier languages, optional classifier languages, and non-
classifier languages. Languages of the first group always require the presence of a
classifier between the numeral and the noun; languages of the second group allow

but do not require a classifier; while those of the third group lack such elements.

Q) Classifier typology

a. liang *(ge) xuesheng (Chinese, obligatory CL)
two CL student
‘two students’

b. iki (tane) d6grenci (Turkish, optional CL)

twoCL student
‘two students’

c. two students (English, non-CL)



Throughout the discussion, | will represent each group with data from Chinese,
Turkish, and English respectively, referring to other languages where discussion
requires further illustration. The relevant question for this typological contrast is:
What underlies this variation, i.e. what sets these three groups of languages apart?

The semantic side of the discussion centers around the semantics of each
component in the construction and addresses the questions: What does each
component denote; and how do they compose in the construction to yield the
semantics they do? As we will see in Section 2.2, theories have been proposed that
blame the variation on (i) a contrast in the semantics of the nouns of these languages,
(if) a contrast in the semantics of their numerals, and (iii) the syntactic context they
occur in.

The syntactic discussion is concerned with the internal constituency of
classifier constructions, and why their absence leads to ungrammaticality in Chinese-
type languages. Do the NPs of such languages obligatorily project to a classifier
phrase (CLP)? How about optional and non-classifier languages? More specific
questions in this regard include why classifiers stand in complementary distribution
with measure (M) and kind (Ki) terms. We will see in Section 2.3 that right-
branching, left-branching, and hybrid analyses have been proposed for the internal
constituency of classifier constructions; and in Section 2.4 that both unified and split
analyses have been offered with respect to the relation between classifiers and
measure terms.

One further issue that necessarily implicates studies on classifier
constructions is the observation that classifier languages in general lack, or even

reject, number marking on the noun in the presence of a numeral greater than one, as



seen by the sharp contrast between (obligatory or optional) classifier languages and

non-classifier ones.

@) Number marking
a. liang ge xuesheng(*-men) (Chinese, obligatory CL)
two CL student-PL
‘two students’
b. iki tane 6grenci(*-ler) (Turkish, optional CL)
two CL student-PL

‘two students’

c. two student*(-s) (English, non-CL)

The issue at hand here is the syntax and semantics of number marking in these three
groups of languages. Drastically contrasting proposals have been made as to why this
has to be the case. As we will see in Section 2.5, one line of argument, due to Link
(1983), argues that number markers are interpreted on the noun, and that only plural
nouns are compatible with numerals greater than one. At the other end of the
discussion is Sauerland (2003), who argues that number markers are never directly
interpreted on the noun but on the @P, which projects right above the DP; and that
NP-attached number markers are reflexes of agreement. Wiltschko (2008), on the
other hand, argues that languages vary crosslinguistically as to where in the nominal
spine they realize their number markers. Number markers neither universally target
the NP, nor are they always inflections. Potential loci for number markers in this
model include noun roots (), nouns (NP), Number Phrase (#P), Quantifier Phrase
(QP), or DP; and they can be heads as well as phrasal adjuncts.

The aim of this thesis is to investigate syntactic and semantic properties of
classifier constructions in Turkish. Four issues are addressed in particular: (i) the

semantics of bare noun phrases (BNPs), (ii) the function of classifiers, (iii) the



syntactic constituency of classifier constructions, and (iv) number marking in

classifier constructions. | specifically ask the following research questions:

(i) What do bare nouns (in their number-neutral, singular, and plural form)
denote in Turkish?

(i)  What is the function of a classifier? How, if at all, does it affect the
interpretation?

(ilf)  What is the internal constituency of classifier constructions?

(iv)  Why can classifiers and measure terms never co-occur?

(v) How is number expressed in Turkish nominals syntactically and
semantically? In particular, why do numerals greater than one reject co-

occurrence with plural nouns?

The first and the second questions are addressed in Chapter 3, where |
propose that bare nouns of Turkish denote <e,t>-type properties of both object and
kind entities, i.e. they are ambiguous as to what sort of entity they denote. Classifiers,
on the other hand, are relational elements of type <n, <e,t>> that mediate the co-
occurrence of nouns with numerals. One crucial function of classifiers is to restrict
the object/kind ambiguous domain of the noun to object individuals only, blocking
reference to kinds. As for number, Turkish bare nouns come in three number-related
forms semantically: number-neutral, singular, and plural; though number-neutral and
singular forms are morphologically identical. The number-neutral form denotesall
possible sets that can be constructed out of the individuals in the domain of the noun.
Singular and plural act as modifiers, restricting the domain of the bare noun to atoms

and sums respectively.



The third and the fourth questions are addressed in Chapter 4. Here, | propose
that numerals, being of type n, denote just numbers. Therefore, they cannot act as
modifiers on their own and thus fail to combine with nouns directly. Instead, they
combine with classifiers and measure words, both p-heads, to yield the pP, which
denotes a measure expression of type <e,t>. The pP is then applied to the noun,
either predicatively or attributively, and serves to measure it in terms of length,
weight, volume, etc. as well as cardinality (CARD). Classifiers are argued to be overt
spell-outs of the CARD value of the pP, while measure terms spell out other values.
Since they target the same syntactic slot, classifiers and measure terms are mutually
exclusive.

The answer to the fifth question comes in Chapter 5 where it is argued, in line
with Sauerland (2003), that number marking in Turkish is only relevant for DPs.
Sub-DP nominals, like pPs and NPs, lack number specification, always surfacing as
number-neutral. Thus, they are distributionally restricted to contexts that handle
number-neutral interpretations. DPs, however, obligatorily project to P where their
number features become visible. Therefore, referential and strongly quantificational
DP elements can never be interpreted number-neutrally.

Concerning the incompatibility of nouns with numerals greater than one, |
propose that puP can only combine with number-neutral nouns. It is argued that a
number-neutral NP account is appealing for considerations of derivational economy,
and demonstrated that this is indeed the case even in number-marking languages. In
this regard, the difference between non-classifier languages (like English) on the one
hand and obligatory or optional classifier languages (like Chinese and Turkish) on

the other boils down to the observation that the number-neutral form is



morphologically identical to the singular form in Chinese and Turkish but to the
plural in English.
While this thesis is primarily concerned with classifier constructions of

Turkish, the analysis proposed will necessarily have crosslinguistic implications.

1.2 Theoretical framework

1.2.1 Minimalist Program

This thesis takes as a framework the Minimalist Program (MP), which is the latest
incarnation of the Principles and Parameters (P&P) approach. In this model,
language is taken to consist of a lexicon and a computational system. MP entertains
the hypothesis that Universal Grammar (UG) is characterized by an optimal and
computationally efficient design to satisfy the requirements of the external systems
that the language faculty interfaces with: the articulatory-perceptual system (A-P),
and the conceptual-intentional system (C-1). The output of the computational system
is transferred to the external performance systems of A-P and C-I at two levels:
Phonological Form (PF) and Logical Form (LF) respectively. Thus, language is
argued to develop the properties that it currently has as a result of the requirement
that the output of the computational system must be legible to these interpretive
modules: A linguistic expression converges at the interfaces iff it contains legitimate

PF and LF objects.

1.2.1.1 Economy
A natural extension of the hypothesis that UG is an optimal and computationally

efficient design is the notion of economy, which guarantees that linguistic



derivations and representations are optimal in some sense (Chomsky, 1995; 1998). In
general, economy favors the simplest and thus less computationally demanding
operations, helping to reduce the burden on the computational system. For detailed
discussion of economy in syntactic processes, see Collins (2003).

The notion of economy applies to the quantity of linguistic elements
(substantive economy) as well as to the complexity of derivations (derivational
economy). Substantive economy dictates that, by Occam’s razor, linguists should
dispense with linguistic categories unless they are absolutely necessary to explain
linguistic phenomena. Thus, traces have been dispensed with, only to be replaced by
the copies of the moved element; and movement itself has been reduced to a
particular instantiation of Merge. Derivational economy, on the other hand, favors
smaller structures over bigger ones, and shorter steps over longer ones. Thus,
agreement phrases have been dispensed with altogether, and all agreement
phenomena have come to be handled under already available Spec-Head
configurations.

Considerations of economy will become most relevant for the discussion in
Chapter 5 where | address number marking in Turkish classifier constructions. A
long-held position in linguistic literature is that the form of a noun must be
compatible with the numeral; thus, singular nouns occur with one, plural nouns occur
with numerals greater than one. | propose, in contrast, that for reasons of derivational
economy, numerals (more specifically uPs) exclusively combine with number-
neutral nouns in all cases, even when the numeral is greater than one. This is because
a number-neutral noun is just as compatible with numerals greater than one as plural
nouns are. Consequently, derivational economy favors number-neutral forms of

nouns as they contain less structure.



1.2.1.2 Full Interpretation

A number of constraints have been proposed to ensure that economy is achieved.
One such constraint is the principle of Full Interpretation (FI). Chomsky (1986)
argues that every element of the derivation must receive an appropriate interpretation
at the levels of PF and LF, or the derivation crashes at the relevant interface.! Thus,
every linguistic expression must come in form-meaning pairings so that PF can
phonetize them, and LF can assign interpretations to them. The expressions in (3),
for instance, cause the derivation to crash because PF cannot assign a phonetic

representation to Ibinked in (3a), and LF cannot interpret the man in (3b).

(3) a. *Bill Ibinked his eyes.

b. *Bill wrote a report yesterday [the man].

FI requires that every object in the derivation be licensed during the
derivation; they cannot simply be disregarded to save the expression. NPs are
licensed through their thematic relation to the predicate, and movements are licensed
by the need to check certain formal features. Licensing helps eliminate
uninterpretable features from the derivation before it reaches the interfaces.

FI will become particularly relevant in Chapter 3, where | discuss the
function classifiers in languages that express them overtly. Contra Zhang (2011a),

who argues that at least some classifiers in Chinese are place holders serving no

1 This is atbestan idealization, as there are linguistic elements interpretable to PF butnotLF, or vice
versa. A casein point is the status of expletives like it in (i).

@) Itis likely thatJohn may never arrive in time.

Inthis example, it doesnot receive aninterpretationat LF. Itis only inserted as a Last Resort
operation to satisfy EPP, which requires thatthe subject position of a sentence cannot be left empty.



semantic function at all, I demonstrate in Chapter 3 that classifiers always act as
restrictive modifiers that reduce the two-way (object/kind) ambiguous reference of
the noun to object individuals only. Then in Chapter 4, I illustrate how this line of
reasoning helps explain some intriguing properties of multiple classifier
constructions (MCLCs) and the behavior of a set of non-canonical nouns whose

domain includes more/less than kind and object individuals.

1.2.1.3 Feature checking
Recall that by FI, all that is present in a linguistic expression has to be interpretable
by the interface levels, including linguistic objects as well as their features. The
problem is that linguistic objects come into the derivation with a number of features,
some of which interpretable by the interfaces and others not. To guarantee full
interpretability, those uninterpretable features must be somehow eliminated from the
structure before the derivation reaches the interfaces. This elimination is taken care
of by what is referred to as the process of feature checking (Chomsky, 2000; 2001a).
Feature checking occurs between a Probe and a Goal through a mechanism
called Agree. Details aside, if some uninterpretable feature on the Goal matches an
interpretable one on the Probe, Agree is established and the uninterpretable feature
becomes invisible at LF.? Subject DPs for instance have interpretable ¢-features and
uninterpretable Case features. Thus, they move to [Spec, TP] where they meet the
identical but uninterpretable ¢-features of T. Under identity with their interpretable
counterparts, the uninterpretable @-features of T get deleted and consequently cease

toraise interpretability issues at LF.

2 Whether the probe or the goal hasuninterpretable featuresis a matter of debate. Although the
general consensus s thatthe probe hasuninterpretable features, Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) propose
thatboth the probe and the goal can have interpretable and uninterpretable features.



Feature checking will become relevant for our discussion in Chapter 5 where
| address the issue of number marking in Turkish classifier constructions. Classifier
languages tend to reject number markers in the context of numerals greater than one.
This has mistakenly led some linguists, most notably Chierchia (1998a; 1998b), to
argue that nominals of classifier languages denote in the kind domain and thus have
some sort of a mass denotation, lacking number differentiation. Because classifier
languages only have mass nouns, they necessarily reject plural markers. I argue in
contrast that Turkish does have number specification but that, as Sauerland (2003)
proposes, it is only assigned to DPs. More specifically, number features of Turkish
nominals are located in @P that projects above the DP. All sub-DP nominals of
Turkish simply lack number specification, subsequently arising as number-neutral.
Accordingly, number features on nouns, when they occur, arise as reflexes of
agreement with the @P. Thus, nominals of classifier languages like Turkish do

express number marking, but are restricted to well-defined contexts.

1.2.1.4 Uniformity principle
Uniformity Principle (UP) as stated by Chomsky (2001a) dictates that “in the
absence of compelling evidence to the contrary, assume languages to be uniform,
with variety restricted to easily detectable properties of utterances (p. 2).” In
accordance with UP, crosslinguistic variation is taken to be restricted to properties of
functional categories. Thus, all languages have wh-movement overtly or covertly, the
difference being that the categorial wh-feature on the so-called wh-in-situ languages
is weak, obviating the need for overt movement.

The upshot of UP is that all languages are identical except some trivial

differences. Among the many forms of UP, what immediately concerns us are
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Interface Uniformity (IU) and Categorial Uniformity (CU). 1U, which regulates
syntax-semantics mapping, is the hypothesis that sentences with the same
interpretation have the same underlying syntactic representation. Thus, a controlled
infinitival complement like Bill wants [PRO to attend the meeting] is taken to have
an unpronounced subject PRO based on its interpretive identity with a regular
infinitival complement like Bill wants [Jane to attend the meeting] in which the
subject is overt. CU, on the other hand, is the assumption that “all expressions of the
same type belong to the same category” (Radford, 2009, p. 114). By CU, all
declarative sentences, whether or not they contain an overt complementizer, are CPs
both within a language and crosslinguistically.

Specific reference to UP will be made in Chapter 4 where the constituency of
classifier constructions is discussed. It is proposed that, given the interpretive identity
between a [Numeral-NP] construction in non-classifier languages like English and a
[Numeral-CL-NP] construction in optional and obligatory classifier languages like
Turkish and Chinese, the underlying syntax must also be identical, leading to the
conclusion that CL/non-CL contrast is only apparent. This line of reasoning will be
supported by data from English indicating that in the absence of a classifier-like
element, the construction becomes two-way (object/kind) ambiguous as in the case

of classifier languages.

1.2.2 Principle of semantic compositionality

The principle of semantic compositionality, also known as the Frege’s principle as
Gottlob Frege is credited for its initial formulation, states that the meaning of a
complex expression is determined by the meaning of its constituent parts and the

rules for putting them together, i.e. the way they are structurally organized.
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According to Frege, linguistic expressions come in two forms: (i) arguments, which
are saturated objects that can receive interpretation independently, and (ii) functions,
which are unsaturated objects and thus require the presence of other expressions to
complete their meaning. In this view, the meaning of a sentence is the result of
function application, i.e. applying the unsaturated part of a sentence (the function) to

the saturated part (the argument).

4) Function application
Bill snores.

Sentence
saturated

/\

Bill snores
saturated unsaturated

The principle of semantic compositionality requires a tight correspondence
between syntactic categories and semantic types. Types come in two forms: simple
basic types and complex functional types. Basic types correspond to saturated
objects; e for individuals like Bill, and t for expressions that have truth values, i.e.
sentences like Bill snores. Functional types correspond to unsaturated objects,
including intransitive verbs of type <e,t> like snores and determiners of type <<e,t>,
e> like the. The function takes the first element in the angle bracket as the input and
returns the second one as its output. Thus, an intransitive verb like snores takes an e-
type argument as its input and returns a t-type sentence as its output. In other words,

snores is a function from individuals of type e to truth values of type t.
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(5) Semantic types

Bill snores.
Sentence
t

N

Bill snores
e =g f=

Details aside?, the principle of semantic compositionality states that the
relation between syntax and semantics is compositional. We know what Bill snores
means because we know what the words Bill and snores mean, and we also know
what kind of interpretation results when we combine these expressions in a specific
way. This is an intuitive principle given that speakers of a language can construct and
understand an infinite number of expressions despite the fact that both the linguistic
elements and the rules for combining them are limited. Thus, by retrieving the
meanings of linguistic elements from the lexicon, and by decoding the rules used to
combine them, we are able to deduce what interpretation(s), if any, can be assigned
to an expression.

Recall from Section 1.1 that classifier constructions consist minimally of a
numeral, a classifier, and a noun. In line with the principle of semantic
compositionality, our task in Chapter 4 will be to explain what each component
denotes in the construction, how they are structured in syntax, and what kind of an
interpretation obtains at LF. Following the general wisdom, | propose that nouns in
Turkish denote <e,t,>-type predicates. Numerals, on the other hand, denote natural
numbers, and thus are associated with the type n, i.e. they are saturated objects.

Classifier and measure words, however, are relational elements, denoting functions

3 See Pelletier (1994) for a discussion of arguments for and against the principle of semantic
compositionality.
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from n-type natural numbers to <e,t>-type predicates. Therefore, classifiers must be
<n, <e,t>>-type objects which take a numeral as input and return an <e,t>-type
measure phrase as output, which is then applied to another <e,t,>-type noun using

standard mode of composition.

(6) Semantic composition in CLCs

NP« >
I.I.P{E:t} h?éa:t}

N

NumPs  llen, <= po

As it stands, this is in line with Krifka’s (1995) argument that the contrast between

CL- and non-CL languages lies not in their nominals but in their numerals.

1.3 Properties of classifier constructions

In this section, I discuss some properties of classifier constructions that an adequate
theory needs to account for. Ideally, these properties should follow from the analysis
proposed without additional stipulations. Most of the data | address in this section
comes from representative languages of Chinese (obligatory CL), Turkish (optional
CL), and English (non-CL). As the discussion unfolds, reference will be made to

other languages to highlight their crosslinguistic ubiquity.

1.3.1 Typology
Languages differ as to whether they allow their nominals to directly combine with a
numeral. Obligatory classifier languages like Chinese and Japanese require a

classifier to mediate the [Numeral-NP] combination; optional classifier languages
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like Turkish and Armenian allow but do not require a classifier, while English type

non-CL language lack such elements altogether.

(7) CL typology

a. liang *(ge) ren (Chinese, obligatory CL)
two CL person
‘two persons’

b. iki (tane) 6grenci (Turkish, optional CL)

twoCL student
‘two students’

c. two students (English, non-CL)

It is worth noting at this conjecture that the so-called non-CL languages
actually do have many specific classifiers, like the word head in “two head cattle”,
and ball in “a ball of cabbage” (Lehrer, 1986). As it stands, it is the availability of a
‘general’ classifier like Chinese ge and Turkish tane and that sets apart classifier
languages from non-classifier ones. Yet, such expressions are not obligatory in
English, at least not part of a generalized classifier system, and the discussion is
centered around what makes them obligatory in Chinese type languages.

As a general rule of thumb, classifiers are banned in idioms and derivational
contexts like compounding.

8) a. san(*ge)-jiao-guanxi (Chinese, obligatory CL)

three CL angle relation
‘triangle relation’

(Zhang, 20114, p. 23)
b. bes (*tane) yildiz-li  otel (Turkish, optional CL)

five CL  star-DRV hotel
‘a five-star hotel’
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Under the reasonable assumption that idiom formation and compounding are pre-
syntactic whereas classifiers are functional elements (Zhang, 2011a), such a

distribution comes as no surprise.

1.3.2  Number marking

Another issue that has attracted a lot of attention is the syntax and semantics of
number marking on nominals. Although number marking is a separate issue in itself,
it tends to interact with classifiers in predictable ways. In classifier languages, nouns
typically reject plural markers and must appear in the bare form when they combine

with numerals. This is the case in Chinese and Turkish.

9) a. liang ge ren(*-men) (Chinese, obligatory CL)
two CL person-PL
‘two persons’
b. ¢ tane 6grenci(*-ler) (Turkish, optional CL)
three CL student-PL
‘three students’
b’. li¢  dgrenci(*-ler)

three student-PL
‘three students’

It has been argued that classifiers and number markers stand in
complementary distribution, serving to divide a mass nouns into countable units
(Borer, 2005). This is partly based on the observation that, in Armenian, a [Numeral-

NP] construction is compatible with a classifier as well as with a plural marker, but

not with both.

(10) a. yergu had hovanoc (Armenian)
two CL umbrella
‘two umbrellas’
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b. yergu hovanoc-ner
two umbrella-PL
‘two umbrellas’

c. *yergu had hovanoc-ner
two  CL umbrella-PL

Int.: ‘two umbrellas’
(Borer, 2005, p. 95)

In Turkish, however, plural markers cannot co-occur with numerals even in
the absence of an overt classifier. (9b”) thus casts doubt on the argument that
classifiers and plural markers serve the same function. In Persian, another optional
classifier language, plural markers can co-occur with classifiers as in (11a’),
aberrantly violating the purported complementarity constraint; and worse yet, they

can only combine with a numeral if an overt classifier is also present (cf. (11b”)).

(11) a.bist ta sarbaz (Persian, optional CL)
twenty CL soldier
‘the twenty soldiers’

a’. bist ta sarbaz-ha
twenty CL soldier-PL

‘the twenty soldiers’

b. bist  sarbaz
twenty soldier
‘twenty soldiers’

b’. *bist sarbaz-ha
twenty soldier-PL
Int.: ‘(the) twenty soldiers’
(Hamedani, 2011, p. 153)
Put briefly, plural marking in classifier languages is a complex issue

implicating morpho-syntax and semantics of number marking that goes beyond

classifier languages, and has spurred wide and varied theories.
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1.3.3 Interaction with measure terms
Unlike classifiers, measure words are common in world languages. Yet, classifiers
seem to stand in complementary distribution with them. Generally speaking, when a
measure expression is used, classifiers are banned. Almost all languages that | know
of follow this pattern.
(12) a. liang (*ge) bei shui (Chinese)
two  CL cup water
‘two cups of water’
b. iki (*tane) bardak su (Turkish)
two CL cup water
‘two cups of water’
Considering that measure words generally divide mass into countable units
while classifiers are considered to be semantically vacuous (Her & Hsieh, 2010),
such a correlation is rather curious. Further, unlike measure words, classifiers have
been argued to form a (semi-)closed class, which is unexpected of items standing in a
paradigmatic relation. As we will see in Section 2.4, this observation has spurred a

lot of debate, leading some to treat classifiers and measure expressions as two sides

of the same coin and others to treat them distinctly.

1.3.4 Constituency
Another interesting property of classifiers is that they seem to have a tighter relation
with the numeral than the noun, first observed in Greenberg’s (1974) pioneering

work. Thus, under extraposition, they stick with the numeral.

(13) a. Haksyang [sye meyng-i] o0-ass-ta. (Korean, obligatory CL)
student  three CL-NOM come-PST-DECL
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a’. [Sye meyng-uy] haksyang-i  0-ass-ta.
three CL-GEN student-NOM come-PST-DECL

Both: ‘Three students came.’
(Lee, 2013, p. 256)

b. [Uc tane] dgrenci gel-di. (Turkish)
three CL student come-PST

b’. Ogrenci gel-di  [ig tane].
student come-PST three CL

Both: ‘Three students came.’

c. *[Tane 6grenci] gel-di Ug.

Some accounts take this to indicate that classifiers are required because of the
properties of numerals, not those of nouns, and assign them a left branching structure

(see Section 2.3.2).

1.3.5 Selection

As already mentioned, what differentiates classifier languages from non-CL ones is
probably the availability of a general classifier. However, alongside general
classifiers like Turkish tane or Chinese ge, classifier languages also have a number
of specific classifiers that can only be used with nouns denoting certain semantic
properties like shape, animacy, and function. In a sense, the classifier selects a
semantic class of nominals it occurs with. In Turkish, the classifier bas ‘head’ can
only be used with nouns denoting some domestic animals, and some round-shaped
vegetables (14a-a’) whereas tel selects nouns denoting long thin objects (14b-b’).
(14) a. yirmi {bas [ tane} sigir (Turkish)

twenty CLspecific CLgeneral COW
‘twenty cows’
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a’.yirmi {*bas | tane} ev
twenty  CLspecific CLgeneral house
‘twenty houses’

b.iki {tel / tane} sac
two CLspecific CLgeneral hair
‘two single hairs’

b’. iki {*tel / tane} masa

two  CLspecific CLgeneral table
‘two tables’

As can be seen in (14), the specific classifier can always be replaced with the general
one, but not vice versa. Other Turkish specific classifiers include tur/el ‘lap’ (for
games), el ‘shot’ (for gunfire), dal ‘fag’ (for cigarettes), yaprak ‘sheet’ (for paper).

Specific classifiers abound in CL- as well as non-CL-languages. The mere
existence of such elements has led some linguists to conclude that classifier
constructions must have right branching structures in which the classifier c-
commands the noun so as to select it.

So far, we have seen selection of the noun by the classifier; but selection can
also apply between the numeral and the classifier. In Persian, for example, yek ‘one’
rejects co-occurrence with a classifier.

(15)  yek (*ta) danesju (Persian)

one CL student
‘one tree’

(Gebhardt, 2009, p. 212)

cf.car ta deraext
four CL tree
“four trees’

(Gebhardt, 2009, p. 216)

Likewise, in Chol, some native numerals require classifiers while Spanish-

borrowed numerals totally reject them (Bale & Coon, 2014). Thus, selection is an
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essential property of classifier constructions, and might shed light on their internal

constituency.

1.3.6 Indefiniteness

Perhaps the most underrated aspect of classifiers is the way they interact with the
indefiniteness of the noun. Classifiers typically accompany nouns when their referent
is first introduced in the discourse (Aikhenvald, 2003). Hopper (1986, p. 320) notes
that classifiers in Malay accompany a newly introduced referent as it is being
“presented for deployment”, typically with subjects of verbs meaning come, be
seen/sighted, or there is/are. Nouns referring to already introduced referents,
however, are almost never classified. Erbaugh (1984) makes a similar observation for
Chinese: Specific classifiers mark the first mention of a new discourse referent, and
thus tend to occur with indefinite NPs. Once reference is established, subsequent
mentions either use the general classifier ge or no classifier at all (p. 408). Oztiirk
(2005, p. 29) similarly observes that in Turkish the general classifier tane “does not

individuate but makes it possible to refer solely to the number or the quantity”.

(16) a. Uc ogrenci kek-i ye-di: John, Tom ve Bill.
three student cake-ACC eat-PST John Tom and Bill
‘Three students ate the cake: *John, Tom and Bill.”
b. Kek-i li¢  tane dgrenci ye-di: *John, Tom ve BiIll.
cake-ACC three CL student eat-PST John Tom and Bill
‘Three students ate the cake: *John, Tom and Bill.’ i
(Ozturk, 2005, p. 29)
Not all native speakers of Turkish share the Oztiirk’s (2005) judgement. Still though,
this idiolectal variation demonstrates that, as (16b) shows, the presence of tane

makes it impossible for some speakers to list the names of the individuals who ate

the cake, while no such restriction holds in the CL-lacking (16a). Oztiirk (2005)
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concludes, based on this set of facts, that the classifier constructions lack referential
power. If so, the observation that classifiers pragmatically serve to mark the first
mention of discourse entities is also attested in Turkish idiolectally.

On the other hand, classifiers in Turkish are ruled out in demonstrative

constructions, and are degraded grammatically in relative clauses.

(17) a. Bu (*tane/ *bas) sigir kimin? (Turkish)
this CLgeneraI CLspecific cow whose
‘Whose is this cow?’

b. [rRc Hoca-nin ___ ver-dig-i] u¢  (?tane) makale-yi oku-du-n mu?*
teacher-GEN assign-NOML-POSS CL article-ACC read-PST-2SG QUES
‘Have you read the three articles that the teacher assigned?’

The ungrammaticality of (17a) is no surprise given that such classifiers are only used
in the presence of a numeral, hence the term numeral classifier (Aikhenvald, 2003).
(17b) is more telling in that even with the numeral, classifiers degrade

grammaticality in specific contexts.

4 Such constructions are actually grammaticalundera partitive reading. When a classifier occurs in a
definite context, like definite-biased subject positions and relative clauses, it automatically shifts the
construction into a partitive interpretation.

@) a.Uc tane kitap burda. (subject position)
three CL book here

i. * “There are three bookshere.’
ii. * ‘The three booksare here.’
ili. ‘Three ofthe booksare here.’

b.Polis [rc pro durdur-dug-u U¢ tanesuriicu-yi] cezalandir-di(RC)
policeman stop-NOML-3SG.POSS three CL driver-ACC fine-PST

i. * ‘The policeman fined the three drivers that he stopped.’
ii. “The policeman fined three of the drivers that he stopped.’

This lends furthersupport to Hopper (1986) and Erbaugh’s (1984) argument that the presence of a
classifier signals the lack of a DP layer since they mark the first mention of newly introduced
discourse entities. As | will demonstrate in the upcoming chapters, however, Turkish does allow
classifiers in definite contexts, and argue in Section 5.2.2 thatthe partitive reading in (i.b) follows
from the DP statusof siriict ‘driver’ induced by the stage-level predicate durdur- ‘stop’.
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This is not cross-linguistically valid, however. Cheng and Sybesma (1999)
note that Cantonese uses what is referred to as a deictic classifier to encode

definiteness.

(18) a. Wufei jam-jyun *(wun) tong la. (Cantonese)

Wufei drink-finish CL soup SFP

‘Waufei finished the soup.’

b. Zek gau gamjat dakbit tengwaa.
CL dogtoday special obedient
‘The dog is especially obedient today.’
(Cheng & Sybesma, 1999, p. 510)

Chan (1999), too, observes that a demonstrative alone cannot bind the NP in

Cantonese, making the use of a classifier obligatory.

(19) go2 *(go3) jan4 (Cantonese)
DEM CL person
‘that person’
(Chan, 1999, p. 233)
Note that these constructions all lack a numeral, which stands in sharp
contrast to Turkish. At this point, it is not clear whether general classifiers can also
occur in definite constructions. The bottom line though is that the distribution of a

numeral classifier is largely restricted to non-specific contexts in a majority of

classifier languages.®

1.3.7 High numerals
Another property of classifier constructions is that, in obligatory classifier languages
like Chinese, the classifier can actually be dropped when the number is large or

vague. This is typically the case with numbers that are multiples of 100.

5 See Zhang(2011a) for counterarguments, though.
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(20) a. Liu-yi (ge) funi  cheng ban-bian tian. (Chinese)
six-billion CL woman support half-part heaven
‘Six billion women take half of the responsibilities of the world.’

b. Wu-gian-wan (ge) jiaoshou touzi gupiao.
5-1000-10000 CL professor invest stock
‘Fifty million professors invest in stocks.’

cf. liu-yi ling san *(ge) funi
six-billion zero three CL woman
‘six billion and three women’

(Zhang, 20114, p. 24)

Aikhenvald (2003) points to the crosslinguistic ubiquity of this pattern. The
Austronesian language of Minangkabau requires the use of a classifier with numerals
up to three but not others; in Nung (Thai) and Burmese, classifiers are optional with
multiples of ten; while in Thali, classifiers are not used with large numbers like
hundred and thousand, unless individuation is implied (Aikhenvald, 2003, p. 100).
Thus, high, vague, and round numerals somehow make the use of a classifier

optional, which begs the question why.

1.3.8 Pronominalization
Another interesting property of Turkish classifiers discussed in Schroeder (2007) is
that they can act as pro-forms in partitive phrases without a lexical head. Insuch

constructions, the classifier may or may not be possessive-marked.

(21) Alt1 tane bilya-m var. DOrt *(tane) __sen-in  ol-sun.
seven CL marble-1SG.POSS exist. Four CL __ you-GEN be-OPT
‘I have six marbles. Three shall be yours.”
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Schroeder (2007) argues that this results from Turkish quantifiers not having
referential properties themselves. Therefore, either a classifier is used as a pro-form,
or the possessive marker —(s)I has to be attached to the QP to “referentialize” it.
(22)  bilya-lar-dan uc*(-i/  tane(-si))

marble-PL-ABL three-POSS CL-POSS
‘three of the marbles’

In short answers to questions, however, the classifier can actually be elided together

with the noun.

(23) A:Kag tane bilya-n var? B: Uc.
how many CL marble-2SG.POSS exist three
‘How many marbles do you have?’ “Three.’

In languages like Chinese, on the other hand, the general classifier ge can

actually take a specific classifier as antecedent.

(24) cong nei bian guolai yi.ge xiao hai-zi, uh,...qi, qi,
from there over come one.CLgenerar Small child uh,... ride, ride,

qgi.zhe yi-liang jiaotache uh shi yi.ge hen keai.de
ride.PROG one-CLspecific bicycle  uh be one.CLgeneral very cute. MOD

xiao.de  jiaotache.
little.MOD bicycle.

‘From over there comes a child, uh, ride, ride, riding a CLspecific bicycle, uh,
(it) is a CLgeneral Very cute little bicycle.’
(Aikhenvald, 2003, p. 324)

6 See von Heusinger and Kornfilt (2017) for conditions on case marking in partitives, the ellipsis of
the nominalhead in these constructions, and the role of classifiers in such processes.
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1.3.9 Strong vs weak quantifiers
Classifiers are compatible with all numerals in Turkish, but not with all quantifiers.

Some accept while others reject them.

(25) a. Numerals

{bir/ iki /g / .../ yiz kirk alti} tane makale
one two three ... hundred fortysix CL article
‘{one / two /three / ... / hundred and forty-six} articles’

b. Quantifiers
{ka¢ / birkag /lighes} tane makale
how many a.few several CL article
‘{how many / a few / several} articles’
b’. {her/ hig / baz1/az/ ¢ok / ¢ogu / biitiin} (*tane) makale

every no some few many most whole CL article
‘{every / no /some / few / many / most / whole} article(s)’

In Chinese, cardinal numerals, ordinal numerals, and quantifiers such as ji ‘how
many’, ji ‘a few/several’, haoji ‘several’, ruogan ‘several’, liang-san ‘a few’, and ge
‘each’ require classifiers (26a), while quantifying elements such as daliang ‘a lot’,
suoyou ‘all’, quanbu ‘all’, daduoshu ‘most’, dabufen ‘most’ reject them (26b).

(26) a.{san/di san/ ji / haoji / liang-san} *(duo) hua

three ORD three how.many several two-three CL flower
‘{three / the third / how many / several / a few} flower(s)’

b. {suoyou / daliang / daduoshu} (de) (*duo) hua
all a.lot most DE CL flower
{all / a lot / most} flowers’
(Zhang, 20114, pp. 35-36)
Following Hsieh (2008), Zhang (2011a) argues that the contrast follows from
the status of the two groups of quantifiers in question: Those in the first group

occupy the head or Spec position of a Number Phrase (NumP) and provide quantity

specification, while those in the second group are NP modifiers, providing no direct
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quantity specification. Since modifiers merge with the noun directly, no classifier is
required in the first group. Zhang (2011a) takes the optional presence of DE in (26b)
as evidence for the modifier status of these quantifiers.

It has also been suggested that quantifiers like every, all, most, none, some
differ from those like several, a few, many in that the former are proportional in
nature establishing relations between two sets, while the latter are cardinality
expressions. This reasoning more or less predicts the above distribution, except that
Chinese ordinal numbers and man ‘whole’ require classifiers while their Turkish
counterparts reject them. Further, Chinese henduo ‘many/a lot’ optionally allows a
classifier. Thus, an account based on proportionality alone may not be sufficient,

suggesting that lexical processes like selection may be at work.

1.4 Earlier studieson Turkish classifier constructions
Unfortunately, Turkish classifier constructions have not received due attention in the
literature, except for a few mentions in descriptive grammars. The majority of those
analyses focus primarily on the numeral classifier tane, analyzing it in relation to, or
under the title of, measure words. Goksel and Kerslake (2005), for example, state
that tane and adet, which they call “enumerators”, are used with nouns denoting
discrete, non-human entities (p. 183).” They also follow other descriptive grammars
of Turkish including Underhill (1976) and Kornfilt (1997) in analyzing classifiers
with reference to measure and kind words.

In this section, | review three works that have some bearing on Turkish

classifier constructions, and elaborate on their strengths and weaknesses.

7 But this position is definitely too strong. All the native speakers | have consulted judge constructions
involving tane asgrammaticalwith all nouns, while adet is only grammaticalwith inanimate nouns.
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1.4.1 Schroeder (2007)

Schroeder (2007) discusses two specific issues concerning the Persian-borrowed
tane: its function, and its use in spoken discourse. Since the purpose of my study is
the syntax and semantics of classifier constructions in general, I will not go into the
details of his work here. However, | would like to take the opportunity to raise some
criticisms at this point.

Considering the function of tane, Schroeder assumes, with Serzisko (1980),
that numeral classifiers do two main jobs: (i) “they classify the NP according to
semantic criteria”, and (ii) “they quantify the noun by constituting distinct entities
out of its transnumeral content” (p. 474). As for the first function, he does not
unfortunately go into detail as to what he means by semantic classification, but he
presumably points to the selectional restrictions the classifier imposes on the noun.
We have, however, seen in Section 1.3.5 that unlike specific classifiers, general ones
do not impose such restrictions. Given that Schroeder specifically addresses the
general classifier tane, it is a mystery why he makes that assumption. As for the
second function, there is ample evidence supporting the fact that the noun in
classifier constructions is indeed number-neutral, i.e. transnumeral. 1 will discuss the
relevant data in Chapter 3.

Further, Schroeder argues that “tane is rarely used in quantifier phrases where
the number exceeds twenty [...] and when the quantifier phrase denotes an
approximate number, i.e. when two cardinals following each other are joined to give
an approximate idea of the extension of quantity” (p. 478). Both observations are too

strong, as the grammaticality of (27) shows.

(27) a. A:Smav-a  kag ogrenci gir-di? B: 40 tane falan.
exam-DAT how.many student take-PST 40 CL about
‘How many students took the exam?’ ‘About 40.’
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b. Ucbes  tane hata yizunden
three.five CL error due.to
‘dueto a few errors’
Rather than being rarely used with high numbers, it is the case that high numbers
facilitate the conditions that allow dropping of the classifier (see Section 1.3.7). |
follow Nomoto (2013) in proposing that this is related to the object accessing
function of classifiers (see Section 3.3.2).
In short, Schroeder points out some functions of tane in spoken discourse but
does not discuss how the semantics of these constructions is derived, which is

precisely what I intend to do in this dissertation.

1.4.2 Sag (2018)

A recent work on Turkish classifier constructions comes from Sag (2018), who
makes a number of controversial claims regarding the semantics of Turkish bare
nouns and the function of the general CL tane. In what follows, | review them one by

one.

Claim 1: Turkish plural nouns are semantically number-neutral.

Sag argues, quite controversially, that Turkish plural nouns are semantically number-
neutral, as has been argued for English bare plurals in Krifka (2004; 2003),
Sauerland, Anderssen, and Yatsushiro (2005), Spector (2007), and Zweig (2009).
Sag goes on to argue that non-PL marked nouns of Turkish are exclusively singular.
This goes against a vast body of literature establishing the fact that Turkish bare

nouns are number-neutral (Lewis G. L., 1967; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Oztiirk,
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2005; Acquaviva, 2005; Rullmann & You, 2006; Schroeder, 2007; Bale, Gagnon, &
Khanjian, 2011a; Gorguli, 2012).8

Let us briefly review Sag’s reasoning. Part of her position is theory-internal.
She follows lonin and Matushansky (2006) in assuming that numerals are modifiers
of type <<e,t>,<e,t>>that can only combine with atomic properties. Since Turkish
numerals can only combine with non-PL-marked nouns, Sag concludes that
morphologically bare nouns of Turkish must correspond to semantically singular
ones.

Sag adduces several pieces of evidence for her argument. First, she proposes,
as does Kan (2010), that very much like their English counterparts, Turkish bare
plurals are number-neutral in downward entailing contexts (questions, negatives, and
conditionals); and that their strict plural reading in positive sentences arises as a
result of scalar implicature in the sense of Spector (2007). She provides the following

examples that purportedly prove her point.

(28) a. Question

Orman-da ayi-lar-a rastla-di-niz mi?
forest-LOC bear-PL-DAT come.across-PST-2PL QUES
‘Have you come across bears in the forest?’

b. Negative
Cocuk-lar sokak-ta  top oyna-mu-yor.

child-PL street-LOC ball play-NEG-IMPF
‘Children are not playing ball in the street.’

c. Conditional
Erkek-ler tarafindan aldat-11-d1-ysan, biz-e  katil-abilir-sin.
man-PL by cheat-PASS-PST-COND we-DAT join-ABIL-2SG

‘If you have been cheated on by men, you can join us.’

8 But see Renanset al. (2017) for experimentalevidence against this position.
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d. Positive
Cocuk-lar sokak-ta top oyn-uyor.
child-PL street-LOC ball play-IMPF
‘Children are playing ball in the street.’
Here, (28a-c) are presented as examples in which the PL-marked noun is number-
neutral, which | believe is utterly mistaken. Almost all native speakers of Turkish |
consulted with judge (28a) as degraded, and to the extent that it is grammatical, it
only receives a plural interpretation. In fact, they immediately offer the non-PL
version in (29).
(29) Orman-da ayi-ya rastla-di-niz mi?
forest-LOC bear-DAT come.across-PST-2PL QUES
‘Have you come across bears in the forest.’
Likewise, (28b) is only grammatical under a definite and exclusively plural
interpretation, and thus cannot take scope under negation as Sag claims. (28c), on the
other hand, is perfectly grammatical under a number-neutral interpretation. This, |
believe is due to Animacy Effect. For not quite well understood reasons, animate
nouns of Turkish are much better with a kind reference than inanimate ones, which
reject kind reference.® Thus in (30), plural inanimate nouns result in

ungrammaticality when number-neutrality is intended.

(30) a. Televizyon(*-lar) yizlinden ge¢ yat-iyor-sa-n, izle-me.
television-PL due.to late sleep-IMPF-COND-2SG watch-NEG
‘If you sleep late due to televisions, do not watch.’

b. Cocug-unuz film(*-ler) sebebiyle c¢alig-mi-yor-sa engelle-yin.
child-2SG  movie-PL due.to  study-NEG-IMPF-COND prohibit-2SG
‘If your child does not study due to movies, prohibit them.’

9 See Section 3.3 for a detailed analysis of kind reference in Turkish.
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In fact, the prototypical number-neutral quantifier in Turkish is hi¢ ‘any’,

which exclusively combines with non-PL-marked nouns.

(31) a. Orman-da hic {ay1-ya / *ayi-lar-a} rastla-di-niz mi?
forest-LOC any bear-DAT bear-PL-DAT come.across-PST-2PL QUES
‘Have you come across any bears in the forest?’

b. Bugln ders-e hi¢ 6grenci(*-ler) gel-me-di.
today class-DAT any student-PL  come-NEG-PST
‘No student came to class today.’
c. Hi¢ {cocug-unuz / *c¢ocuk-lar-miz} var-sa sGyle-yin.

any child-2PL.POSS child-PL-2PL.POSS exist-COND say-2PL.IMP
‘Tell me if you have children.’

Further, an argument based solely on downward entailing contexts is
misleading. In Hungarian, non-PL marked nouns are interpreted number-neutrally in
the object position (32a); and they also appear with numerals greater than one (32b).

These pieces of data strongly suggest that Hungarian patterns with Turkish in having

number-neutral bare nouns.

(32) a.Janos level-et irt.
John letter-ACC wrote
‘John wrote {a letter / letters}’

(Csirmaz & Dékany, 2014)

b. harom gyerek(*-ek)
three child-PL
‘three children’
(Farkas & de Swart, 2010)

Bare plurals, however, can still appear in downward entailing contexts, with a

number-neutral reading.

(33) a. Lattal valaha lov-ak-at?
see.PST.2 ever horse-PL-ACC
‘Have you ever seen horses?’
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b. Anna nem latott  lov-ak-at.
Annanot see.PST horse-PL-ACC
‘Anna hasn’t seen horses.’

c. Ha lattal valaha lov-at-at, sz0lj.
if see.PST.2 ever horse-PL-ACC say

‘If you have ever seen horses, say so.’
(Farkas & de Swart, 2010)

Farkas and de Swart (2010) note that these plural forms are pragmatically
inappropriate unless the intended referents include sums alongside atoms. Thus,

although cocuklar ‘children’ in (34a) is marginally acceptable undera number-

neutral interpretation, babalar ‘fathers’ in (34b) is not.

(34) a. ?Cocuk-lar-in var mi?
child-PL-2SG.POSS exist QUES
‘Do you have children (one or more)?’
b. *Baba-lar-in var mi?
father-PL-2SG.POSS exist QUES
‘Do you have fathers (one or more)?’
This is because, since no person can possibly have more than one father, sums
reference is excluded in principle in (34b), yielding the ungrammaticality. Such
examples conclusively establish the fact that the primary function of a plural noun in
Turkish is to refer to sums, and that their concomitant reference to atoms in
downward entailing contexts should not be taken at face value.
Therefore, Sag’s argument that Turkish bare plurals are number-neutral is
untenable, as her analysis is exclusively based on the effect of not-so-helpful

downward entailing contexts, not to mention that, even so, unmarked nouns fare

much better than plural ones.
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Claim 2: Turkish plural nouns have kind, generic, and existential interpretations.
Sag goes on to argue that Turkish plural nouns can receive kind, generic, and

existential readings, patterning with their English counterparts.

(35) a. Dinozor-lar 66 milyon 38 bin yil  6nce yok ol-du. (kind)
dinosaur-PL 66 million 38 thousand years ago extinct be-PST
‘Dinosaurs became extinct 66 million 38 thousand years ago.’

b. Ayi-lar genelde saldirgan ol-ur. (generic)
Bear-PL generally aggressive be-AOR
‘Bears are generally aggressive.’

c. Kedi-ler disarida ¢iftles-iyor. (existential)

cat-PL outside mate-IMPF
‘Cats are mating outside.’

Once again, she only tests her hypothesis with animate nouns, which | have
argued to pattern differently from inanimate ones, not to mention that (35c) is

ungrammatical under an existential reading. In fact, when we attempt kind, generic,

and existential readings with inanimate plural nouns, ungrammaticality obtains.

(36) a. Matbaa(*-lar) Osmanli-ya  ¢ok ge¢ gel-di (kind)
press.machine-PL Ottoman-DAT very late come-PST
‘Printing machines came very late to the Ottomans.’
b. Gurgen(*-ler) su  sev-me-z. (generic)
hornbeam-PL water like-NEG-AOR
‘Hornbeams do not like water.’
c. El-im-e diken(*-ler) bat-t1. (existential)

hand-1SG.POSS-DAT thorn-PL  prick-PST
‘Thorns pricked my hand.’

Thus, I conclude that Sag’s argument that Turkish plural nouns pattern with
their English counterparts in allowing kind, generic, and existential readings is

misguided, as it is based exclusively on not-so-well-understood animate nouns.
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Kind and generic readings are actually possible in Turkish even with
inanimate plural nouns if a Subkind reading can be achieved. Thus, we have the

following contrast.

(37) a. Bu ders-imiz-de meyve-ler-i  isle-yeceg-iz. (kind)

this class-1PL.POSS-LOC fruit-PL-ACC discuss-FUT-1PL
‘We will learn about fruits in this class.’

a’. Bilgisayar-lar narin cihaz-lar-dir. (generic)
computer-PL  fragile device-PL-COP
‘Computers are fragile devices.’

b. *Matbaa-lar tlke-ye gec gel-di. (kind)
pinting.machine-PL country-DAT late come-PST
‘Printing machines came late to the country.’

b’. *Deri mont-lar su-yla yika-n-ma-z. (generic)
leather jacket-PL water-INST wash-PASS-NEG-AOR
‘Leather jackets are not to be washed in water.’

Note that although meyveler ‘fruits’ and bilgisayarlar ‘computers’ in (37a-a’) refer in
the kind domain, they actually refer to subkinds of the relevant entities rather than
the kind itself. This is possible given that fruits and computers can be successfully
interpreted as “subkinds of the fruit/computer kind”, which is somehow not available
with printing machines and leather jackets. In Chapter 3, | demonstrate that the
domain of Turkish bare nouns ambiguously contains object and subkind individuals;

and that to the extent that plural kindsare possible, they refer to pluralities of

subkinds.

Claim 3: Caseless singular nouns in object and predicate positions are kind referring.
Sag further argues that non-case-marked and non-PL-marked bare nouns in object
position, which are treated as pseudo-incorporated objects in Oztiirk (2005), are

instances of impure singular kind in the sense of Link (1983) and Landman (1989).
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Such kind terms are known to have an opaque relation to their instantiations. Sag

gives the following examples to illustrate her point.

(38)  Ali {*eski / teknik} Kitap oku-du.

Ali  old technical book read-PST

‘Ali read {*old / technical} books.’
The argument goes that eski ‘old’ is an object-level modifier, while teknik ‘technical’
is a kind level one. Since the bare noun kitap ‘book” in non-case-marked object
position is kind-denoting, it accepts kind level modifiers like teknik ‘technical’ but
not object level ones like eski ‘old’, hence the contrast.

I believe this line of reasoning is not on the right track. Whether adjectival
modification is acceptable with non-case marked bare objects is independent of
kind/object contrast. (39) gives examples where adjectival modification is acceptable

with object but not kind entities.

(39) a. ??Ali doniistiiriilebilir bilgisayar al-d1. (kind)
Ali convertible computer buy-PST
‘Ali bought convertible computers.’

b. Ali kuznk  kalem al-mis;  geri ver-me-ye git-ti. (object)
Ali broken pen buy-PST back give-NOML-DAT go-PST
‘Ali has bought broken pens; he went to give them back.’

Further, it is not very clear in such examples what is meant by kind
denotation. Presumably it refers to the presence of an adjective which can
successfully induce a “type-of” categorization, which | believe is too vague. Thus,
one could argue that a broken pen is a type of pen, which complicates the issue even
further.

Sag goes on to argue that bare nouns in predicate position can also be given a

similar analysis, i.e. that they are examples of impure singular kind, and that their
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number-neutrality follows from their kind-denoting nature. Thus, she argues,
modified bare nouns can only be predicates of singular but crucially not plural

subjects, unless the modifier establishes a subkind relation.

(40) a. Ali yakisikli  doktor. (object)
Ali handsome doctor

‘Ali is a handsome doctor.’

a’. Ali pratisyen  doktor. (kind)
Ali practitioner doctor
‘Ali 1s a practitioner doctor.’

b. *Ali ve_Mehmet yakisikli  doktor. (object)
Ali and Mehmet handsome doctor
‘Ali and Mehmet are handsome doctors.’

b’. Ali ve Mehmet pratisyen  doktor. (kind)
Ali and Mehmet practitioner doctor
‘Ali and Mehmet are practitioner doctors.’

The contrast between (40b) and (40b’) is argued to follow from the bare noun doktor
‘doctor’ being a proper name of the DOCTOR kind. Since the modifier yakisikli
‘handsome’ in (40b) be is object level, the resulting phrase cannot serve as a
predicate to a plural subject. In (40b”), however, we have pratisyen ‘practitioner’ as
the modifier, which modifies at the kind level, hence the grammaticality contrast.

| disagree, however. For one thing, modification of bare nouns in predicate
position is generally bad in Turkish; and the construction is usually saved by
inserting bir ‘a/an’ between the modifier and the noun. As such, even (40a) sounds
ungrammatical to me. But how about the totally grammatical (40a’) and (40b°)? |
believe the reason is that pratisyen doktor ‘practitioner doctor’ exists as a lexicalized
expression, as evidenced by the fact that one cannot insert bir between the modifier

and the bare noun (cf. ??pratisyen bir doktor ‘a practitioner doctor’). In sentences
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involving kind level yet non-lexicalized modifiers, ungrammaticality results, contra

Sag.

(41) a. *Ali igneci doktor.
Ali injectionist doctor
‘Ali is an injectionist doctor (i.e. always prescribes injection).’

b. ??Ali ve Mehmet otoriter ogretmen.
Ali and Mehmet authoritarian teacher
‘Ali and Mehmet are authoritarian teachers.’

The fact that otoriter gretmen ‘authoritarian teacher’ is better than igneci
doktor ‘injectionist doctor’, both of which modify at the kind level, can be attributed
to the relative frequency of the former, suggesting that it may be lexicalized as such.

I conclude that Sag’s argument that bare nouns of Turkish denote atomic
singular kind is not tenable. Chapter 3 demonstrates that they denote both kinds and

objects.

Claim 4: The general classifier ‘tane’ is an atomicity-presupposing partial identity
function.

Finally, Sag proposes that Turkish general classifier tane is a partial identity function
which triggers a presupposition for atomic properties. She first rejects Chierchia’s
(1998a; 1998b) argument that nouns of classifier languages denote at the kind
domain, and are thus inherently plural, and that classifiers are required to reach the
atomic level of the kind. She argues that this cannot be the case, or else, classifiers
would be required even with plural kinds, a prediction not borne out in Turkish.
Instead, Sag maintains, classifiers, like numerals, trigger the presupposition that their
complement is atomic. Regarding the optionality of the classifier, she argues that the

language has two ways for constructing numeral constructions:
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(42) a. Numerals withouta CL b. Numerals with a CL

NP CLP
/\
MNumP N MNumP CL'
| N
N CL NP

Note that an argument from identity function amounts to saying that
classifiers are semantically vacuous, otherwise they would not be needed with
already atomic bare nouns under Sag’s analysis. | demonstrate in Chapter 3,
however, that this line of reasoning is utterly mistaken. Classifiers do have a
function: They restrictively modify and subsequently single out the object reading of
an otherwise two-way ambiguous bare noun. Second, the structure proposed does not
allow for approximatives, which leads me to propose a head-final analysis which
better fits the directionality parameter of Turkish. Last but not least, this proposal
does not say anything regarding the properties of classifier constructions I laid down
in Section 1.3.

To conclude, Sag’s analysis suffers from three major issues: (i) limited and
highly marked, if not plain ungrammatical data, and (ii) overreliance on downward

entailing contexts, and (iii) overreliance on animate NPs.

1.4.3 Gorgili (2012)

Another proposal on semantics of nouns and number marking in Turkish comes from
Gorgilu (2012). Building on Rijkhoff’s (2002) framework of crosslinguistic noun
classification in Table 1 (see also Section 2.2.1), Gorguli proposes that Turkish

nouns denote sets, patterning with Oromo and Georgian as in Table 2.
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Table 1. Gorgiili’s Noun Classification Based on Rijkhoff0

[-Homogeneity] [+Homogeneity]
general nouns
[-Shape]
sort nouns mass nouns
set nouns
[+Shape] : : :
singular object nouns collective nouns

The feature [Shape] defines whether the noun denotes something with a definite
outline, while the feature [Homogeneity] defines whether the noun refers

cumulatively/agglomeratively.

Table 2. Properties of Nouns in Rijkhoff’s Classification

Noun Type Characteristics Language

singular object  direct co-occurrence with a numeral, Dutch,

nouns obligatory plural marking with or without English
numerals

set nouns direct co-occurrence with a numeral, Oromo,
number marking is absent (if existent at Georgian

all) in the presence of a numeral

sort nouns no direct co-occurrence with numerals, Thai,
obligatory combination of numerals with Chinese
sortal classifiers, no plural marking

general nouns  no direct co-occurrence with numerals, Yucatec
obligatory combination of numerals with Maya
general classifiers, no plural marking

10 Actually, Gorgulii (2012) slightly modifies Rijkhoff’s (2002) original classification (see Section
2.2.1) by introducing [¥Homogeneity] as a possible lexical specification. He thus increases possible
classes from fourto six by adding ‘mass nouns’ and ‘collective nouns’ to the classification. Further,
he associates Rijkhoff’s [+Shape, -Homogeneity] set nounsto [+Shape] only, arguing that [+Shape, -
Homogeneity] denotes collective nouns. Similarly, while [-Shape, -Homogeneity]denotes ‘general
nouns’ in Rijkhoff’s classification, Gorgiilii takes these featuresto denote ‘massnouns’, associating
general nounswith [-Shape] only and saving [-Shape, -Homogeneity] for ‘massnouns’.
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The hallmark of set nouns is that they are lexically specified as [+Shape] but lack
specification as to [Homogeneity]. Such nouns are characterized by number-
neutrality in their bare form, as, Gorgilu argues, is the case with Turkish. Out of the
[+Shape, £Homogeneity] (number-neutral) nouns, singular markers in Turkish derive
[+Shape, -Homogeneity] (countable singulative) nouns, while plural markers derive
[+Shape, +Homogeneity] (collective) nouns.

Although I agree with Gorguli that Turkish nouns denote sets, there are still
weaknesses in his account, which I address briefly here. First, Gorgllu
controversially claims that Turkish is a non-CL language because it lacks classifiers
as a grammatical category (Gorgil, 2012, p. 94). One wonders what category he
would have assigned to the classifiers introduced in Section 1.3. The reason for
arguing that Turkish lacks classifiers is obviously theory-internal. Since Gorguli
claims that only sort nouns (found in Chinese and Thai) and general nouns (found in
Y ucatec Maya) require classifiers, he is forced to make that problematic assumption.

Second, he follows Rijkhoff (2002) in arguing that set nouns have nominal
aspect markers (singulative vs collective) instead of number markers (singular vs
plural). Nominal aspect is taken to be the nominal counterpart of verbal aspect, i.e.
Seinsart instead of Aktionsart (Rijkhoff, 2002). Although he does not make it clear as
to what he exactly means by “singulative” and how it contrasts with singular, he
maintains that, in the absence of the singulative marker bir ‘one’, Turkish nouns
strictly denote number-neutral sets. This position, however, is too strong. Number-
neutrality is only restricted to certain contexts like the object position (43a) and
existentials (43b). Nouns without bir ‘one’ must still receive strictly singular

interpretations in canonical subject positions (43c).
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(43) a. Can kitap oku-du.
Can book read-PST
‘Can read books (one or many).’
b. Masa-da kitap var
table-LOC book exist
‘There are books on the table (one or many).’
c. Kitap masa-da.

book table-LOC
‘{The book is / *The books are} on the table.’

Turkish -IAr, on the other hand, is taken to mark collectivity, corresponding
roughly to English word family. As such, a -IAr-marked noun in Turkish refers to “a
collective set with multiple entities that together form a collective”, and it “does not
mark the number of entities” (GOrgulu, 2012, p. 95). This, too, is quite problematic.
Turkish does have collective nouns alongside regular object nouns; but the two
behave quite differently. In contrast to non-collective nouns, collective ones are
known to have a non-transparent relationship with their constituent members because
they refer cumulatively. Therefore, the singular and plural forms of either groups of
nominals give rise to different semantics (44a-b’). Further, while a plural object noun
can function as an antecedent for a reflexive, a non-PL collective noun cannot (cf.

(44c-¢’)); and non-PL collective nouns cannot trigger agreement (cf. (44d-d”)).

(44) a. bir dgrenci a’. 6grenci-ler
one student student-PL
‘one student’ ‘students’ (plurality of ‘student”)
b. bir aile b’. aile-ler
one family family-PL
‘one family’ ‘families’ (plurality of {family / *family members})

c. Ogrenci-ler kendilerine giiven-iyor.
student-PL themselves trust-lMPF
‘The students trust themselves.’

¢’. *Aile kendilerine gliven-iyor.
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d. Ogrenci-ler ¢alis-yor-lar.
student-PL work-IMPF-3PL
‘The students are working.’

d’. *Aile ¢alig-tyor-lar,

Finally, Gorgiilii’s account says nothing about the function of classifiers in Turkish,

since he denies them a category in the first place.

1.5 Layout of the dissertation
Chapter 2 reviews and critiques earlier studies in the literature on four issues
immediately relevant for the purposes of this study: classifier typology, syntactic
constituency of classifier constructions, classifier-measure word relation, and number
marking. We will see that, typologically speaking, the mere presence of classifier is
tied to three different factors: the contrasting semantics of nouns (Chierchia, 1998a;
1998b); the contrasting semantics of numerals (Krifka, 1995); and the structure
nouns occur in (Borer, 2005). Regarding the syntactic constituency of classifiers,
three main lines of proposals have been made: right-branching analyses (Cheng and
Sybesma (1999; 2005), Tang (2005), and Zhang (2009)); left-branching analyses
(Croft (1994) and Hsieh (2008)); and hybrid analyses (Zhang (2011a)). As for
classifier-measure word relation, I will discuss the unified analysis offered in Tang
(2005), Hsieh (2008), and Hsu (2015); and the split analysis offered in Cheng and
Sybesma (1999), Borer (2005), and Zhang (2011a). Lastly, | review three main
theories of Number marking: Link’s (1983) lattice theoretic account, Sauerland’s
(2003) oP analysis, and Wiltschko’s (2008) multi-layer analysis.

Chapter 3 addresses the semantics of Turkish bare nouns and several related
issues. Aftera brief review of earlier accounts, | first discuss some properties of

Turkish bare nouns and demonstrate that they are ambiguous as to whether they
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denote in the object or kind domain. I then lay down the domains of count and mass
nouns in Turkish. Finally, the function of classifiers and kind words is addressed. It
shown in particular that classifiers and kind words serve to restrict the two-way
ambiguous denotation of the noun to object and kind individuals respectively. Itis
demonstrated that the behavior of a group of nouns which resist classifiers and/or
kind words follows from the analysis proposed.

Chapter 4 addresses the syntactic constituency of classifier constructions.
First, it is demonstrated that some classifiers and measure words have a dual nature:
lexical, and functional. Here, it is shown in particular that classifiers/measure words
in their lexical disguise are regular words of type <e,t>, while functional ones are
associated with the type <n, <e,t>>. | then turn to the syntactic constituency and
semantic composition of classifier constructions, and propose the pP. Itis
demonstrated that this accounts for a number of properties of classifier constructions,
including what is called the “individuating-measure ambiguity” of container
classifiers. I then move on to multiple classifier constructions and demonstrate how
the model presented in this chapter handles them with virtually no added
assumptions. | finally discuss the puzzle of kind words and sketch a semi-formulated
account of their syntax and semantics.

Chapter 5 addresses syntax and semantics of number marking in Turkish and
how it interacts with classifiers. After laying down some background assumptions, |
argue, with Sauerland (2003), that number marking is a property of DPs only, and
demonstrate how this line of reasoning accounts fora wide range of properties of
weak quantifiers and numerals on the one hand and strong quantifiers and
determiners on the other. It is shown in particular that weak quantifiers and numerals

lack a DP layer, and are thus always interpreted number-neutrally; whereas strong
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quantifiers and determiners, which always project to a DP, never have number-
neutral interpretation and must always surface with morphosyntactic singular/plural
features. Next, | propose and elaborate on the Number Neutrality Condition (NNC)
according to which pP must compose with semantically number-neutral nouns. This
Is shown to be preferable to other analyses on theoretical as well as empirical
grounds.

Chapter 6 discusses the singular reference of plural pronouns in what is
known as Plural Pronoun Constructions (PPCs), which is typically the case with
Comitative Coordination (CC), and proposes an analysis in line with Sauerland’s
(2003) account of Number. After laying down some distributional properties of PPCs
and highlighting the weaknesses of earlier accounts, an agreement-based model of
PPCs is proposed according to which the plural feature on the plural pronoun is not a
feature of the pronoun itself but one of the coordinated DP. The plural pronoun
acquires this feature as a result of the movement of the person feature from the
higher pronominal conjunct to the coordinated DP. Due to the ensuing chain between
the pronominal conjunct and the coordinated DP, the higher plural pronoun receives
a Spell-out in PF while the lower copy is deleted. Coupled with independently
established constraints, this model is further demonstrated to predict a number of
puzzling properties of PPCs that earlier models would struggle with.

Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation by reviewing the claims and findings of

this study and pointing to areas of further research.

1.6 Some notes on terminology

In this section, 1 would like to clarify two issues concerning the aim of this

dissertation: (i) the term “classifier”, and the term “classifier language”.
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First comes the issue of what the word “classifier” should be taken to mean.
Almost all languages have some way to linguistically categorize its nominals
(Aikhenvald, 2006). The word “classifier” tends to be used as an umbrella term for
linguistic devices that perform this “classification” function. Such devices range
from lexical items like numeral classifiers to highly grammaticalized gender systems.
Aikhenvald (2006) distinguishes six types of classification: (i) noun classes, (ii) houn
classifiers, (iii) numeral classifiers, (iv) classifiers in possessive constructions, (v)
verbal classifiers, (vi) locative classifiers, and (vii) deictic classifiers, with the last
two having lesser crosslinguistic ubiquity. A similar position is taken in Grinevald
(2000) who proposes that classificatory devices occupy varying positions on a

lexical-functional continuum as in Table 3.

Table 3. Grinevald’s Classification Continuum

lexical functional

<

measure terms classifier systems noun classes
class terms (numeral classifiers) gender

n
»

Details of their analyses aside, the type of classifier | am interested in this
dissertation is what Grinevald (2000) and Aikhenvald (2003; 2006) call “numeral
classifiers”. The term “classifier” is meant to refer to them exclusively, unless stated
otherwise. The hallmark of these items is that they almost exclusively occur with a
numeral.

Next comes the issue of a “classifier language”. The literature typically
makes a three-way distinction with respect to how languages use classifiers: (i)
obligatory classifier languages like Chinese and Korean in which all numerals must

occur with a classifier, (ii) optional classifier languages like Turkish and Persian in
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which a classifier can but does not have to accompany a numeral, and (iii) non-
classifier languages like English and German which are argued to lack such items. In
a representative study involving 400 languages, Gil (2013) notes that classifiers are
absent in 260, obligatory in 78, and optional in 67. Thus, the quantitative difference
between obligatory and optional classifier languages is not very high. Therefore, |
believe that the optionality of a classifier in the second group of languages, despite
being descriptively correct, is not of much significance, at least not for the purposes
of this study. Consider why.

First, this study is primarily concerned what the semantic function of
classifiers, if they have any at all, when they occur in a construction obligatorily or
optionally. This, I believe, is much more interesting than why a classifier is
obligatory, optional, or absent.

Second, classifier-like elements that serve exactly the same semantic purpose
can also be found in English-type languages (cf. two head cattle) that have so far
been categorized as a non-classifier language (Lehrer, 1986). Although both Lehrer
(1986) and Tang (2005) categorize English classifiers as nouns; I believe such
labelling does not have much explanatory power. Even when taken to be nouns
categorially, one will have to assign a different semantics to the word head in its
classifier use (cf. two heads of lettuce) than its regular use. It is this semantics that
we are particularly interested in here.

Third, the issue of optionality can be dealt with in a number of ways,
depending on the theory assumed. One could argue that the so-called optional
classifier languages actually have a phonologically null classifier, which amounts to
saying that it is not really optional. On the other hand, it may be that the lack of

phonological overtness truly signals the lack of a classifier. Csirmaz and Dékany
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(2014) provide similar arguments for Hungarian, which has also been labelled as a
non-classifier language, presumably due to the optionality of classifiers and the
availability of a plural marker. They demonstrate that Hungarian classifiers pattern
with their Chinese counterparts in a number of ways, which they take to indicate that
Hungarian is indeed a classifier language afterall. In brief, with regard to whether
and why classifiers are optional, the path worth taking is to address in what ways
they affect the interpretation of the construction rather than being bogged down with
terminological distinctions like ‘optional’ or ‘obligatory’ that has virtually no
explanatory power. This is precisely what | intend to do in this study. It would be
interesting to see if all classifiers (optional or obligatory) serve the same semantic
function; and more importantly, if their presence and/or absence gives rise to (near)

identical results in these three groups of languages.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, | review earlier work on four main issues surrounding classifier
constructions: (i) classifier typology, (ii) syntactic constituency of classifier
constructions, (iii) classifier-measure word relation, and (iv) number marking. |
review these proposals from the perspective of Turkish data, and highlight their

strengths and weaknesses.

2.2 Classifier typology
The section discusses theories on the problem of classifier typology, i.e. why the
numerals of obligatory classifier languages always require the presence of an overt

classifier to mediate their relation with the noun.

2.2.1 Chierchia’s (1998a) noun-based analysis

Chierchia (1998a) develops a theory of noun semantics that has implications for the
typology problem. According to Chierchia, the classifier/non-classifier split is due to
a difference in the denotation of the nouns in the two groups of languages. More
specifically, Chierchia argues that in English-type non-CL languages, there are two
sets of nouns: count nouns that can directly combine with numerals, and mass nouns
that cannot. Mass nouns, which Chierchia takes to be kind-denoting and thus
inherently plural, require the mediation of a classifier, which is viewed as a function
from kinds to sets of atoms. Unlike English, however, Chinese-type classifier

languages only have kind-denoting, inherently plural mass nouns; and classifiers are
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obligatory to reach the atomic level of the kind. Thus, contra the argument for the
universality of DP (Abney, 1987; Stowell, 1991; Szabolci, 1994; Longobardi, 1994),
Chierchia proposes his Nominal Mapping Parameter (NMP), based on the binary
values of two features: [argument], and [predicate]. According to Chierchia,
languages lexically encode their nouns with a combination of these features as in

Table 4, which determines the way they behave and the interpretation they receive.

Table 4. Chierchia’s Nominal Mapping Parameter

Language Predicate Argument Type

Italian + - <e,t>
Chinese - + e

English + + mass: e, count: <e,t>

Chierchia argues that the contrasting properties of these three groups of languages
given in Table 5 follow from the properties of their nouns.

Thus, in Chierchia’s model, all nouns of classifier languages are treated on a
par with English mass nouns like furniture, the denotation of which is given below as

a join semilattice in the sense of Link (1983).

Q) Denotation of furniture

[furniture] = {X, Y, z, X®Y, XBZ, yHZ, XOYDZ}

xEByEBZ
/‘\‘> pieces of furniture
furniture X®y X&®z Bz

y
M piece of furniture
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Table 5. Properties of Nouns Under Nominal Mapping Parameter

Noun Specs  Language Properties

[+pred, -arg] Italian i.

[-pred, +arg]  Chinese i

[+pred, +arg] English .

Vi.

All nouns are predicates of type <e,t>, and cannot
occur as arguments.

ii. All argument nouns must be embedded under DP,

which turns them into type e.

iii. There is count/mass distinction,
. There is plural morphology for count nouns.

All nouns are kind-referring (type e), and can
occur as arguments.

ii. No noun is embedded undera DP; there is no DP.
i. There is no count/mass distinction since all nouns

are kind-referring.

. There is no plural morphology, since kinds are

inherently plural.

There is a generalized classifier system that
reaches the atomic level of the kind.

Count nouns are predicates of type <e,t>, mass
nouns are arguments of type e.

ii. Count nouns must be embedded under DP, which

turns them into type e.

iii. There is count/mass distinction,

[+predicate]=Count, [+argument]=Mass.

. Mass nouns can occur as bare arguments, count

nouns cannot.

There is plural morphology for count nouns, but
not for mass nouns.

Classifiers are required for mass nouns to reach
their atomic level.

The crucial aspect of the analysis in (1) is that the extension of the mass noun

furniture includes all the atomic parts (X, y, and z) as well as all the pluralities that

can be construed from these atomic parts (X®y, X®z, y®z, Xdydz). Inorder to

access the atomic parts and x, y, and z, the classifier(-like) piece is used; and to

access the sums xey, X®z, ydz, and xeydz, its plural form pieces must be used.
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Chierchia argues that this is exactly what happens in classifier languages.
Since their nouns are kind denoting and thus inherently plural, corresponding to the
English word furniture, a classifier becomes obligatory to access atomic instances of
the kind. Thus, the difference between classifier and non-classifier languages boils
down to a contrast between the semantics of their nouns.

There are problems, however. First, note that, by assuming that mass nouns
have semantics parallel to that of furniture, Chierchia also departs from the general,
and to my mind well established, fact that mass nouns have no minimal parts. In
general, furniture type words are not prototypical examples of mass nouns, as
evidenced by the observation that such words are countable in many languages. Mass
nouns are best exemplified by water type words, which are uncountable cross-
linguistically, and have no minimally distinct subparts. Zhang (2011a) observes that
the traditional two-way count/mass classification does not have adequate descriptive
power, and instead proposes the four-way classification in Table 6 based on the

binary values of two features: [numerable], and [delimitable].

Table 6. Zhang’s Classification of Count/Mass Nouns

[numerable] [delimitable] example countability status

+ + apple count with a delimitable feature

+ - belief count without a delimitable feature
- + furniture non-count, non-mass

- - oil mass

Until Zhang’s (2011a) classification, the status of belief and furniture type
words had been a puzzle. While belief type words have plural forms, despite lacking

minimal parts, furniture type words lack a plural form despite having minimal parts.
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Thus, the latter can be modified by size- and shape-denoting adjectives while the

former cannot.

(2)  a. *{small / big / round} belief (+numerable, -delimitable)

b. {small / big / round} furniture (-numerable, +delimitable)

Therefore, by subsuming all non-count nouns into one class, Chierchia misses an
important generalization.

Second, Chinese been demonstrated to have count nouns, contra Chierchia
(Cheng & Sybesma, 1999; Tang, 2004; Tang, 2005). The same pattern is also
reported for Korean in Yi (2010; 2011). Speaking for Turkish, the words sayusiz
‘numerous’, birka¢ ‘a few’, and ii¢ bes ‘several’ can only modify count nouns,

strongly challenging the proposal that classifier languages lack count nouns.

(3)  {sayisiz / birkag / iigbes} {ev / insan / mobilya / *benzin / *su}
numerous a.few several house human furniture  gasoline water
‘{numerous/a few/several} {houses / people / furniture / *gasoline / *water}’
Third, Harley (2005) demonstrates that denominal verbs of English built on

uncountable nouns derive atelic predicates, while those built on countable verbs

derive telic ones. This also applies in Turkish, suggesting that Turkish has

count/mass distinction like English.!! A detailed analysis of the aspectual properties

of Turkish denominal verbs built on count/mass nouns is presented in Aksan (2004).

(4)  a. The mare foaled in/*for two hours.

b. The baby drooled *in/for two hours.

11 1 would like to thank my advisor Balkiz Oztiirk for bringing this set of data to my attention.
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c. Kisrak iki saat {icinde/*boyunca} yavru-la-di.  (Turkish)
mare two hours in for foal-DRV-PST
‘The mare foaled {in/*for} two hours.’
d. Bebek iki saat {*i¢inde/boyunca} ter-le-di
baby two hours in for sweat-DRV-PST
‘The baby sweated {*in/for} two hours.’
Fourth, the general classifier tane in Turkish cannot be used with mass nouns
(Zhang’s belief and oil type words), and when it does, it yields a measure reading.
Thus, (5a) is only grammatical under the contextually-supplied measure reading

(possibly a glass of tea), while (5b) is not, presumably because no contextually

supplied measure exists for gasoline to facilitate the interpretation.

(5) a.iki tanecay b. *iki tane benzin
two CL tea two CL gasoline
‘two teas’ ‘two gasolines’

Fifth, there is are languages like Déne Sutiné which lack both a generalized
classifier system and plural markers (Wilhelm, 2008). Zhang (2014) further
demonstrates that Mandarin Chinese does have a productive mechanism of
expressing plurality by reduplicating classifiers and measure words. Neither pattern
is predicted under Chierchia’s typology.

Sixth, Chierchia’s analysis says nothing regarding the optionality of
classifiers. By his reasoning, one would conclude from the lack of classifiers that
Turkish is a [+predicate] language since numerals can directly count NPs; whereas
the exact opposite would be the case in the presence of a classifier. This is
tantamount to saying that nouns of optional classifier languages have two guises. |

demonstrate in detail in Chapter 3 that this cannot be the case.
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Finally, even strictly classifier languages like Korean have a set of nouns that

productively appear without a classifier (Ahn, 2018), not to mention that Korean

allows classifiers and plural markers to co-occur (An, 2016).

Rijkhoff (2002) similarly proposes the classification in Table 7, based on the

* values of [Shape] and [Homogeneity], which respectively denote whether a noun

denotes something with a definite outline, or whether it refers cumulatively.

Table 7. Rijkhoff’s Classification of Nouns

[-Homogeneity] [+Homogeneity]
[-Shape] sort nouns general nouns
[+Shape] singular object nouns set nouns

Rijkhoff (2002) argues that languages that lexically specify their nouns with a

combination of these features will have the properties in Table 8.

Table 8. Properties of Nouns Under Rijkhoff’s Classification

Noun type Characteristics Language
singular object i. direct co-occurrence with a numeral, Dutch,
nouns ii. obligatory plural marking with or without English
numerals
set nouns I. direct co-occurrence with a numeral, Oromo,
ii. number marking is absent (if existent atall) in ~ Georgian
the presence of a numeral
sort nouns i. no direct co-occurrence with numerals, Thai,
ii. obligatory combination of numerals with sortal ~ Chinese
classifiers,
iii. no plural marking
general nouns 1. no direct co-occurrence with numerals, Yucatec
ii. obligatory combination of numerals with Maya

general classifiers,
no plural marking
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In this view, [-Shape] sort nouns and general nouns require the presence of a
classifier. This is because, since these types of nominals do not denote entities with a
definite outline, and since only discrete entities can be counted, a classifier is
necessary to ‘unitize’ them so that they can be counted. CL-languages, however,
come in two forms: those with set nouns, and those with general nouns. The different
between these two types of languages is that while the former will have sortal
classifiers that target specific nouns which form a semantic class (cf. Chinese), the
latter will only have general classifiers that can co-occur with any type of nominal
(cf. Yucatec Maya).

Since | have already pointed to the weaknesses of noun-based analyses, | will
not say more here (but see Section 1.4.3 where I discuss Gorgiili’s (2012) analysis).
Suffice it to say that Rijkhoff’s (2002) analysis, though proposed as a crosslinguistic
account of nominal classification, is silent on the status of optional classifier

languages, which constitute a sizeable number of world languages (Gil, 2013).

2.2.2 Kirifka’s (1995) numeral-based analysis

Another theory on the problem of typology comes from Krifka (1995), who argues
that the classifier/non-classifier contrast results from a difference in the numerals of
these languages. More specifically, Krifka maintains that numerals in non-classifier
languages carry a measure function (u) lexically incorporated into their denotation,
whereas the numerals of classifier-languages lack . Classifier are precisely required

for that. In a sense, English two corresponds to Chinese liang ge ‘two CL’ as in (6).

(6) a. two]=AP: ATOMIC(P).{x *P(xX) & u# (x) =2}
b. [liang ‘two’] = AmAP : ATOMIC(P). {x :*P(x) & m(x) =2}

C. [ge ‘CL’] = p#
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More generally, Krifka takes all nouns in all languages to be kind-denoting.12
In English, a numeral can count both kinds and objects constituting a member of that
kind, while Chinese numerals carry no information as to whether they count kinds or
objects. Classifiers help to disambiguate the available readings a noun has
potentially.

Krifka’s proposal is appealing in a number of respects. First, note that in
English a [Numeral-NP] construction is inherently ambiguous as to whether it

denotes a kind or an object.

(7)  twobears

i. ‘two kinds of bears’
ii. ‘two individual bears’

In Turkish, too, the lack of a classifier makes the denotation of the noun ambiguous.

But crucially, the presence of tane automatically singles out the object reading.

8) Burdaiki ay: var.
here two bear exist
‘There are two bears here.’

I. bozay1 ve kutup ayisi (the grizzly and the polar bear) (kind)
ii. biri garajda, biri bahcede (one in the garage, one in the garden) (object)

9) Burdaiki tane ayr var.
here two CL bear exist.

i. “*There are two kinds of bear here.’ (kind)
ii. “There are two individual bears here.’ (object)

12 In a later work, though, Krifka (2004) proposes that all nouns denote properties. See Section 3.2.3.
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Nevertheless, given that all nouns start out as denoting in the kind domain, Krifka’s
analysis would wrongly predict all nouns to have kind reference in the absence of a
classifier, which is not the case (see (8)). Further, the grammaticality of examples
like (10) calls Krifka’s analysis into question. If the noun ay: ‘bear’ is already kind-
denoting, what is the function of the word tlir ‘kind” in the construction? Note that
we cannot simply argue that kind terms like tlr ‘kind’ are semantically vacuous
identity functions since their absence makes the sentence truly ambiguous while their

presence obligatorily denotes the kind.

(10) Burdaiki tir ay var.

here two kind bear exist

“There are two kinds of bear here.’

Second, Krifka’s analysis can also potentially explain part of the selection
problem noted in Section 1.3.5. Recall that in Persian, the numeral yek ‘one’ rejects
the general ta. If languages can freely incorporate [ into their numerals, it is perhaps
what happened to the Persian yek. On the other hand, if this is the case, one would
predict such numerals to be incompatible with kind-denoting constructions, which 1
doubt is the case in any language.

Additional evidence in support of Krifka comes from a Mayan language
called Chol. Bale and Coon (2014) state that in Chol, which is an obligatory
classifier-language, numerals up to and including five reject classifiers while those
greater than five require them. Note in the passing that classifiers can co-occur with
plural markers in Chol, contra Chierchia (1998a).

(11) a.na’n (*te’s)-ijig ji'nm-ug

five CL-AGR man-PL
‘five men’
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b. asugom *(ze ’s)-ijig ji’nm-ug
SiX CL-AGR man-PL
‘six men’
So far, this is reminiscent of Persian yek ‘one’. But Chol has also borrowed
extensively from Spanish, including numerals. Interestingly though, while native
numerals greater than five require classifiers, Spanish-borrowed ones reject them.
(12)  nuebe(*-p’ej) tyumuty (nuebe is Spanish-borrowed ‘nine’)
nine CL egg
‘nine eggs’
Under the assumption that native speakers of Chol borrow Spanish numerals as is,
1.e. with p incorporated, this intriguing property follows naturally from Krifka’s
account.
Further, it has been observed that in classifier languages, classifier-less
numerals cannot act as predicates (see Sudo (2016) for Japanese) while their
counterparts in non-classifier languages can, confirming Krifka’s contrasting

numerals account. This applies in Turkish, too.

(13) a. The causes of the economic crisis are three.
b. Ekonomik Kkriz-in nedeni (i¢ *(tane). (Turkish)
economic crisis-GEN cause three CL
“The causes of the economic crisis are three.’
I personally find this argument essentially weak. First, the insertion of say:ca ‘in

number’ before the numeral is sufficient to lift the ungrammaticality, without

recourse to a classifier.

(14) Ekonomik kriz-in nedeni sayica  Ug.
economic crisis-GEN reason in.number three
‘The causes of the economic crisis are three in number.’
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Second, it is not clear if English numerals can productively be used as
predicates. | personally feel that in number should also be inserted at the end of
(13a). The validity of this argument needs further checking.

Krifka’s analysis comes very close in accounting for the classifier/non-
classifier contrast, in particular his proposal that the mismatch lies not in nouns but in
numerals. However, he mistakenly assumes that all nouns of all languages are kind
denoting only. | propose in Chapter 3 that nouns of classifier as well as non-
classifiers languages are ambiguous as to what domain they pick up; and that
classifiers and kind words serve to restrict the domain to object and kind entities
respectively. Their absence in optional classifier and non-classifier languages results
in ambiguity, unless other factors strongly favor either interpretation.

One further shortcoming of Krifka’s analysis is that he is silent on other
properties of classifier constructions that I laid down in Section 1.3. For other

counterarguments to numeral-based analyses, see Zhang (2011a, pp. 141-143).

2.2.3 Borer’s (2005) structure-based analysis

Borer (2005) offersa theory according to which no language encodes its nouns with
lexical count/mass distinction. She argues that all nominals in all languages are
underspecified with respect to count/mass distinction, and that the contrast arises as a
function of the syntactic context. Borer cites examples like (15) in which apparent

mass nouns have count semantics, and vice versa.

(15) a. We would like three coffees, please. (coffee as a count noun)

b. There is a lot of house for the money. (house as a mass noun)
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Borer provides a syntactic mechanism as to how this happens. According to
her, the noun may or may not project to a Div(ision)P. The presence of DivP signals

the count reading, and the absence thereof the mass reading.

(16)  Structure of DP

a. Mass b. Count
DP
N
DP D #P
N\ N\
D #P # DwP
N N
# NP D NP

The function of DivP is to divide the denotation of the noun into countable units. In
Borer’s model, plurality is not number/quantity specification, nor is it a function
from singulars. Countability can be performed in by plural morphology as in English
or by classifier as in Chinese, hence their complementarity. Part of Borer’s evidence
comes from Armenian, a language which has both classifiers and plural morphology

but tellingly, the two cannot co-occur.

(17) a. Yergu hovanoc uni-m.
two umbrella have-1SG
‘I have two umbrellas.’

a’. Yergu had hovanoc uni-m.
two CL umbrella have-1SG
‘T have two umbrellas.’

b. Yergu hovanoc-ner uni-m.
two umbrella-PL have-1SG

‘I have two umbrellas.’

b’. *Yergu had hovanoc-ner uni-m.
two CL umbrella-PL have-1SG
Int.: ‘I have two umbrellas.’
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Here are some problems with Borer’s account. First, we have already seen in
Section 2.2.1 that Turkish does have lexical count/mass contrast. Second, Borer’s
examples have alternative explanations. Cases where a count noun receives a mass
interpretation are argued to follow from Pelletier’s (1975) Universal Grinder, a
mechanism that takes a count noun and returns a mass one. The universality of this
principle has already been called into question, however. Doetjes (1997), for
example, argues that Universal Grinder can only apply to a certain group of nouns,
meaning such coercions have a restricted pattern. Whether or not Universal Grinder
is truly universal, the mere postulation of such a principle presupposes the existence
of count nouns in the first place, contra Borer.

As for cases of mass nouns receiving count readings, Jackendoff (1991)
proposes the principle of Universal Packager, which takes a mass noun and turns it
into a count one. The count reading thus derived typically refers to a context-
dependent portion or serving of the substance, as is the case in Borer’s coffee
example. It has also been noted in the literature that Universal Grinder has greater
crosslinguistic validity than Universal Packager, further weakening Borer’s account.

Third, although Borer’s model seems to have the edge in explaining the
apparent complementarity of plural markers and classifiers in the case of Armenian,
we have already seen that this constraint is not bulletproof. Recall from Chapter 1
(example (11)) that in Persian, a [Numeral-NP] construction can actually contain a
plural marker; yet, quite unlike what Borer argues, this is only possible if a classifier
is also present. The compatibility of classifiers with plural markers is also attested in
Kadiwéu, a Waikurtan language spoken in South America, (Sandalo &
Michelioudakis, 2016), Korean (Kim & Melchin, 2018), and Indonesian (Dalrymple

& Mofu, 2012), further undermining Borer’s account.
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Fourth, there are languages with no overt plural markers or classifiers at all,
making one wonder how division is done. Finally, the assumption that countability is

a function of syntactic context only is problematic.

(18)  *I'would like to have three gasolines, please.

The ungrammaticality of (18) makes it clear, in support of Doetjes (1997), that

syntactic context alone cannot guarantee count/mass shifts.

2.3 Syntactic constituency
This section reviews earlier proposals on the syntactic constituency of classifier

constructions, i.e. whether the classifier first combines with the noun or the numeral.

2.3.1 Right-branching analyses
Right-branching analyses, of the form in (19), are basically motivated by the
observation that classifiers can impose selectional restrictions on the nouns they

compose with.

(19) Right-branching analysis

N\

Numeral
CL NP
Assuming that selection requires a local configuration, it is thought that the classifier
must c-command the NP. Variations in labelling aside, Cheng and Sybesma (1999;

2005), Tang (2005), and Zhang (2009) argue for a right-branching analysis of

classifier constructions. Here, the NP first combines with the CL, providing a
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configuration for selection. The resulting object then merges with the numeral and
the classifier constructions is derived.

Note in the passing that while Tang (2005) base-generates both classifiers and
measure words in the same slot, Cheng and Sybesma (1999; 2005) and Zhang (2009)
propose different projections for them. What they have in common though is that
classifiers and measure words stand in a position where they c-command the NP.

Besides selection, the right-branching analysis also provides a natural
mechanism for why classifiers and measure words cannot co-occur: They compete
for the same syntactic slot either at merge (Tang (2005) or derivationally (Cheng and
Sybesma (1999; 2005) and Zhang (2009). Right-branching analyses also have the
edge in explaining what are called N-CL compounds. Both Chinese and Turkish
classifiers can form a compound with the noun in the absence of a numeral,

suggesting that the two are merged before the introduction of the numeral.

(20) a. hua-duo / shu-ben
flower-CL book-CL

‘flower / book’

b. sayfa aded-i / kum tane-si
page CL-POSSsand CL-POSS
‘page / sand’
General classifiers are often banned in such compounds; but interestingly, the
compound head classifier alone cannot license the construction. Thus, a post-numeral

classifier is still obligatory in Chinese, which sometimes results in classifier-

doubling. In Turkish, however, these constructions are marked.

(21) a.san *(ge) hua-duo / san *(duo) hua-duo (Chinese)
three CL flower-CL three CL flower-CL
Both: ‘three flowers’
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b. ??0¢ tane sayfa aded-i (Turkish)
three CL page-CL-POSS
‘three paper sheets’
Such examples lead Zhang (2011a) to conclude that the presence of the first classifier
in Chinese classifier doubling constructions is a purely syntactic requirement. The
classifier here is argued to be a place-holder. I argue in Chapter 4 that the compound
head classifier in classifier doubling constructions is not a functional item but a
lexical one of type <e,t>, and that the first classifier does serve a purpose rather than
being a pure place holder.
Right-branching analyses also fail to account for some other properties
associated with classifier constructions. First, under extraposition, the classifier
sticks with the numeral rather than the noun, as has first been observed in Greenberg

(1974). This has been attested in all the languages studied so far.

(22) a. Taroo-wa san-satu no hon-o katta (Japanese)
Taroo-TOP three-CL NO book-ACC bought

a'. San-satu, Taroo-wa hon-0 katta
three-CL Taroo-TOP book-ACC bought

a". Taroo-wa hon san-satsu-o katta.
Taroo-TOP book three-CL-ACC bought

All: “Taroo bought three books.’

b. Can i tane kitap ald1. (Turkish)
Can three CL book bought

b'. Can kitap aldi  U¢  tane
Can book bought three CL

Both: ‘Can bought two books.’

cf. *Can tane kitap ald1 Uc.
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In fact, classifiers tend to cliticize on numerals rather than nouns, suggesting their
intimate relation.

Second, I argue in Chapter 4 that the right-branching analysis fails to account
for approximative constructions in which the [numeral-CL] sequence is separated

from the noun by an approximator word.

(23) [on tane] kadar 6grenci
ten CL about student
‘about ten students’
Third, except N-CL compounds, classifiers are generally bad with nouns that

lack a numeral, which is unpredicted under the right-branching analyses. Such

concerns have motivated the left-branching analyses, which | address now.

2.3.2 Left-branching analyses

This line of reasoning is motivated by Greenberg’s (1974) statement that in classifier
languages, the numeral first combines with the classifier, and the resulting unit
combines with the NP (p. 227), as schematically represented in (24). This is the

position taken in Croft (1994), and Hsieh (2008).

(24) Left-branching analysis

This structure has certain advantages over the right-branching one. One
immediate advantage is that, since the numeral and the classifier form a unit to the

exclusion of the noun, the problem of extraposition disappears.
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Second, recall from Section 1.3.5 that Persian one rejects classifiers; and
from Section 2.2.2 that Spanish-borrowed numerals in Chol contrast with native
numerals in rejecting classifiers. Thus, the left-branching analysis also has a natural
account of this data: The denotation of the classifier is simply incorporated into the
numeral, thanks to the already available [Spec, Head] configuration. This is
essentially what Krifka (1995) concludes: Numerals of non-classifier languages have
incorporated p, while those of classifier languages have not.

Third, if, by Uniformity Principle, we were to consider all languages to be
essentially uniform and confine variation to idiosyncratic lexical properties, we
would have basically two options for non-classifier languages: (i) it is either the case
that their nouns have incorporated the function of classifiers, or (ii) that their
numerals have incorporated the function of classifiers. Now, the first option does not
seem to be plausible, given that non-classifier languages have been demonstrated to
have count nouns. Thus, we only have the second choice, which lends further support
to left-branching analyses.

Finally, the left-branching analysis squares better with approximatives (cf.

(23)). For a detailed analysis, see Chapter 4.

2.3.3 Hybrid analyses

A third group of linguists argue for different structures for different classifier
constructions. In general, a right-branching structure is assigned to classifier
constructions, and a left-branching one to measure constructions. The most detailed
analysis in this group comes from Zhang (2011a), who slightly deviates from his

earlier work (2009).
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Zhang (2011a) divides unit words into seven categories as in Table 9: (i)

container measures, (ii) standard measures, (iii) partitive classifiers, (iv) collective

classifiers, (v) individual classifiers, (vi) individuating classifiers, and (vii) kind

classifiers. She then goes on to put these categories into two groups based on their

distributional behavior.

Table 9. Unit Word Categories

Group Category Example
Group 1 container measure bardak
glass
standard measure litre
liter
partitive classifier dilim
slice
collective classifier demet
bunch
Group 2 individual classifier tane
CL
individuating classifier damla
drop
kind classifier tar
kind

Of these seven types, Zhang (2011a) argues that the first four constituting Group 1

have a left-branching structure while the last three constituting Group 2 have a right-

branching structure.

Zhang (2011a) motivates her analysis on several pieces of data. First, two

contrasting modifiers can co-occur in Chinese classifier constructions of Group 1,

but not of Group 2.
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(25) a.dadade san wan xiao Yyingtao (container M, Group 1)
big DE three bowl small cherry
‘three big bowls of small cherries’
b. *[dada de] san li xiao yingtao (individual CL, Group 2)
bigg DE three CL small cherry
‘three big CL small cherries’

Second, Group 1 classifiers create an opaque domain for adjectival

modification (26a) while Group 2 CLs do not (26b-b”).
(26) a.yi {xiao/da/ *hong/*mei} xiang shu
one small big red pretty box book

‘one {small/big/*red/*pretty} box of books’

b.yi ke da pingguo
one CL big apple

b’yi da ke pingguo
one big CL apple
‘one big apple’
Third, Group 2 classifiers impose selectional restrictions on their complement
NPs while Group 1 classifiers do not. Thus, Zhang (2011a) argues that both right-
and left-branching structures are available in languages, and are used in specific
constructions.
Another insightful analysis is provided by Rothstein (2011), who particularly
focuses on the two potentially available readings of classifier constructions involving

a container word: counting reading, and measuring reading. A prototypical example

of count/mass ambiguity is (27).

(27)  twoglasses of wine

On the counting reading of (27), we are actually talking about two glasses full

of wine, while on the measuring reading, we are simply talking about wine that

69



coincidentally equals the amount that would fill two glasses. Thus, the counting
reading requires the wine to be in two glasses, while the measuring reading does not.
Assuming that the overall meaning of a constituent is determined by its head,
Rothstein (2011) proposes that the phrase must be headed by glasses in the counting

reading, and by wine in the measuring reading. She proposes (28) for the two

readings.
(28) a. Counting reading b. Measuring reading
DP
D NumP |
tw //,/"’\
O ] NP
Num NP T~
iy h/\ MeasP N

DP
e Al wL L

) {of) wine
(of) wine two glasses

Rothstein (2011) adduces several pieces of evidence for her analysis, two of

which | will mention here. First, the classifier can be suffixed with -ful in its measure

reading only.
(29) a. *Bring two glassfuls of wine for our guests. (Counting)
b. Add two glassfuls of wine into the soup. (Measuring)

Second, parallel to Zhang’s (2011a) adjectival modification cases, an
adjective positioned before glasses c-commands and thus successfully modifies the
NP in the count reading (30a). But this is not possible in the measure reading due to

lack of c-command (30D).
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(30) a. The waiter brought three expensive glasses of cognac.

b. *She added three expensive glasses/glassfulls of cognac to the sauce.

Thus, Rothstein (2011) argues that even prototypical measure constructions
can have different underlying structures, with concomitant interpretive differences.

Li and Rothstein (2012) extend the split analysis to the case of large numbers
discussed in Section 1.3.7. Recall that in the obligatory classifier language of
Chinese, high round numbers facilitate dropping of the otherwise obligatory
classifier, asin (31).

(31) Liu-yi  (ge) funi cheng ban-bian tian.

six-billion CL woman support half-part heaven

‘Six billion women take half of the responsibilities of the world.’

Li and Rothstein (2012) argue that this is because classifier constructions
built on such approximate numbers are in fact not counting but measuring
expressions associated with the syntax in (28b). They motivate their analysis on the
observation that the Chinese modifier DE can occur with measuring but not counting

expressions.

(32) a.san bang (de)rou (measuring)
three pound DE meat
‘three pounds of meat’
b.ba tou (*de) niu (counting)

eight CL DE cow
‘eight cows’

Based also on the behavior of DE with additives like duo ‘more’, and approximators
like zuoyuo ‘approximately’, Li and Rothstein (2012) conclude that DE in classifier

constructions is always a marker of measuring. Thus, in classifier constructions built
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on container words, which are globally ambiguous between a counting and a
measuring reading, the presence of DE always gives rise to a measure interpretation.
The optionality of the classifier and the optional presence of DE in
constructions involving a counting classifier and a high round number lead Li and
Rothstein (2012) to propose that such constructions are measuring expressions. Their
argument is based on the assumption that approximation is a measure function, quite
distinct from counting: While counting “puts the atomic parts of a plural entity in
one-to-one correspondence with the natural numbers”, approximation “assign[s] an
(approximate) cardinality to a quantity without identifying the atoms” (Li &
Rothstein, 2012, p. 723). In a sense, approximation is like measuring which gives “an
overall value to a quantity along a certain dimension” (Li & Rothstein, 2012, p. 723).
To the best of my knowledge, Li and Rothstein’s (2012) analysis is unique in
proposing a syntactic and semantic account of why high round numbers (optionally
or obligatorily) allow the dropping of the classifier. Thus, split analyses have been
offered even for prototypical classifier constructions involving regular counting

classifiers.

2.4 Classifier — measure term interaction

Recall from Section 1.3.3 that classifiers and measure terms seem to stand in
complementary distribution. This has fueled a lot of debate over whether classifiers
can meaningfully be distinguished from measure words. In this section, | briefly
review two lines of analyses concerning the relation between classifiers and measure

words.
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2.4.1 Unified analyses
Tang (2005) proposes that classifiers and measure words basically instantiate the
same function: that of individuating. She bases her analysis on Senft’s (2000)

observation that

(33) a. Sortal classifiers individuate in terms of the kind.

b. Mensural classifiers individuate in terms of quantity.

Thus, sortal classifiers (general and specific classifiers) differ from mensural
classifiers (measure words) in having a [+sortal] feature. In Tang (2005), both
classifiers and measure words occupy the same head-of-CL position, differing only
in their semantic feature. Thus, both the classifier construction in (34a) and the

measure construction in (34b) have the uniform structure in (34c).

(34) a.san ben shu
three CL book
‘three books’

b. san xiang shu
three box book
‘three boxes of books’

c. Structure

DP
,—’,’/_-\\
D NumP
.
Num CLP
san /\
CL NP

benziang  shn
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A parallel account is given in Hsu (2015), who replaces CLP with UnitP.
Similarly, Hsieh (2008) inserts both classifiers and measure words into the Num-

head position, assigning (35) to both (34a) and (34b).

(35)  Structure

NP
/\\\
#p N
TN |
Numeral # N
san | shn
ben-':}::iﬂng

The distinction made between “sortal” vs “mensural” classifiers is the telltale
sign of the implicit assumption in both models that even though Chinese has
count/mass distinction, it is encoded not at the lexical level but in the CL/# layer,
making such elements obligatory. In Chapter 4, | propose a uniform syntactic
account of classifier and measure constructions that parallels Hsieh’s (2008) model;
but crucially, both classifiers and measure words will be argued to instantiate varying

values of L.

2.4.2 Split analyses

The other line of analyses pursued in Cheng and Sybesma (1999), Borer (2005), and
Zhang (2009; 2011a) argues basically that classifiers and measure words head
different syntactic positions. This is motivated on several observations. First,
measure words are a mundane property of all world languages while classifiers
distinguish languages like Turkish and Chinese from the crowd. Second, measure

words are substantive while classifiers are not. Thus, as Zhang (2011a) notes,

74



measure words create an opaque domain for adjectival modification in Chinese while
classifiers do not, as demonstrated in (36a) on the one hand and (36b, b’) on the

other.

(36) a.yi {xiao/da/*hong/*mei} xiang shu (M)
one small big red pretty box book
‘one small/big/*red/*pretty box of books’

b.yi ke da pingguo (CL)
one CL big apple

b’yi da ke pingguo
one big CL apple
‘one big apple’

Third, in Chinese, de ‘of” can be inserted before the NP in measure

constructions but not in the classifier constructions.

(37) a.yi xiangde shu (MC)
one hox DE book
‘one box of books’

b.yi ben (*de) shu (CLC)
oneCL DEbook
‘one book’

Fourth, the general classifier ge can be substituted for a sortal classifier

without dramatically affecting the meaning, but not for a measure word.

(38) a.san ke pingguo san ge pingguo (CLC)

three CL apple three CL apple
‘three apples’ ‘three apples’
b.san xiang pingguo # san ge pingguo (MC)
three box apple three CL apple
‘three boxes of apples’ ‘thee apples’
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Fifth, classifiers contrast with measure words in being a closed set, which is
typical of functional elements. Thus, in Turkish, a typical count word can function as

da measure expression.

(39) Smav-a  U¢ salon (dolusu) aday katil-d1.
exam-DAT three hall ~ full  candidate attend-PST
‘Three hall(full)s of candidates took the exam.’

Regarding the co-occurrence restriction, analyses differ. In Cheng and

Sybesma (1999), classifiers are generated in CL-head position while Ms are

generated under N and obligatorily raise to CL.

(40) a.san wan tang
three bowl soup
‘three bowls of soup’

b. Structure

CLP
Numeral CL'
san //\\
CL NP

Zhang (2009), however, base-generates Ms in the Q-head position and CLs in
the Sort-head position. Q carries “counting” semantics, while Sort classifies/divides.

CLs thenraise to Q, eventually targeting the same slot as M words.

(41) a.san wan tang b.san ben shu
three bowl soup three CL book
‘three bowls of soup’ ‘three books’
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a’. Structure b’. Structure

QP
] ”,,/\
op Numeral //[;\
san
TN Q SortP

Numeral Q'

b
san /\ . /\
NP  Sort
Q NP shu  bes
wan  tang

In short, split analyses attempt to capture the ban against the co-occurrence of
classifiers and measure words while at the same time keeping their semantics
distinct. However, despite the general tendency to view classifiers and measure
words as different types of entities, there is disagreement as to whether the difference

is lexical or structural, and if structural, how to capture it.

2.5 Number marking

Violations under well-defined contexts aside, it is generally the case that CLsand PL
markers cannot co-occur, which begs the question why. Answering that question
necessarily requires making certain assumptions about the syntax and semantics of
Number. In this section, | lay down some theories of number marking, and discuss

how they might help answer the question.

2.5.1 Link (1983)

There are three contrasting lines of argument on the syntax and semantics of plural
marking. One line, due to Link (1983), argues that plural marking is actually
interpreted on nouns. The analysis is basically as follows. A noun like student
denotes a set of individuals; and plural markers introduce a *-operator on top of the

singular noun. The function of this operator is to constitute all possible sets out of the
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individuals in the domain of the singular, with numerals serving as restrictive

modifiers.

(42) a. [NP]={x,y, z}
b. [NP-PL] = *[NP] ={X, Y, z, X®Y, X®z, y®Z, XdYydz}

c. Schematic representation
XPyPpz

ﬁ\

X®y X®z yoz

>

X y z

In this model, singular nouns are unmarked both syntactically and
semantically; in fact, their extension is basically identical to that of a root. Plural
nouns, however, are marked: They contain structure that singulars lack. The
extension of a plural is defined in relation to its singular counterpart through the *-
operator.

Note that in this model, a singular count noun denotes atomic elements in the
bottom line, i.e. X, y, and z; while a plural count denotes the atomic elements in the
middle and top lines, i.e. X®Y, Xz, ydz, Xdydz. Mass nouns like furniture, on the
other hand, denotes all the atoms in the bottom, middle and top lines, i.e. they do not
differentiate between singleton sets vs sums. What determines which form of the
noun is used in counting contexts? The answer is compatibility, which is the relevant
aspect of the proposal for our purposes. Take the expression three student*(s), and
consider how it is derived. Assuming a universe with just three students John, Bill,
and Mary, we have (43) as the extensions of the singular and the plural forms. Now
that three targets sets containing three individuals, the plural must be used as the

singular form does not provide groups of three. In other words, three student is
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undefined. As for the definite contexts, it has been argued that the definite article the
selects the maximal set contained in the extension of the noun. Thus, the student
would return either of John, Bill, or Mary, but the students would necessarily return

the maximal set, i.e. {John@BilloMary}.

(43) a. [student] ={J, B, M}

b. [students] = {J®B, JoM, B&M, I oBoM}

This model has received a lot of credit in analyses of number marking; but it
is not flawless. First, note that in a number of languages, classifier or non-classifier,
numerals are used with bare nouns. In Turkish, for instance, the ungrammaticality of
(44) shows the obligatorily bare noun requirement in the presence of a numeral,
unlike English.

(44) UG¢  Ogrenci(*-ler)

three student-PL

‘three students’

Second, in lexically derived contexts, all languages to the best of my
knowledge use bare forms of nouns even when their extension necessarily includes

plurals.

(45) a. afive-star(*-s) hotel
b. i¢  cocuk(*-lar)-lu aile
three child-PL-DRV family
‘a three-child family’
Third, a plural noun is also used with clearly non-plural numbers, a fact also

observed in Krifka (2004, p. 192). Itis as if the singular has a more restricted

distribution in English than the plural.
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(46) 0.5/0, no apple*(-s)

The problem seems to be this: Natural languages need to express three
number-related aspects of nouns, namely singular, plural, and number-neutral.
Nevertheless, the majority of them only have a two-way morphological distinction:
singular/unmarked vs plural. The solution is that two functions are assigned to one
form. Apparently, some languages (e.g. Turkish) choose to encode number-neutrality
in the bare form, while others (e.g. English) do so with the plural form.

This makes an interesting prediction. If a language has a three-way
morphological number distinction on its nouns, singular contexts will require
singular forms, plural contexts plural forms, and number-neutral contexts the
number-neutral forms, with no overlapping. This is precisely the case with a set of
words in Arabic. This language has two types of nouns: those exemplified by tifl
‘child’, which have English-style singular/plural contrast; and those exemplified by
burtogaal ‘orange’, which have a three-way singular/plural/number-neutral contrast.
(47Db) establishes that, with the second group, a number-neutral form is obligatory in

downward entailing contexts, confirming our prediction.

(47) a.child tifl (SG), Paffaal (PL/number neutral)

hal  Cindik {*tifl / Parfaal}?
QUES have.2SG child children
‘Do you have children?’

b. orange burtogaal (number-neutral), burtogaala(h) (SG), burtogaalat (PL)
hal  Cindik {burtogaal / *burtogaala(h) / *burtogaalaat}?
QUES have.2SG oranges orange oranges
‘Do you have orangesneut?’

The gist of the data s that plural markers do not always encode plurality

across languages.
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Finally, Link’s system does not tell why and how classifiers and plural

markers are related so as to yield the apparent complementary distribution.

2.5.2 Sauerland (2003)

Another account of number marking that has attracted much attention is that of
Sauerland (2003), and Sauerland and Yatsushiro (2005), who argue more or less the
opposite of Link (1983). According to Sauerland, number marking is never directly
interpreted on the NP. The only semantically relevant number features are contained

in a @-head which takes the DP as a complement.

(48)  Number marking

oP
N\
o DP
N\
D .
NP

In languages like English, number markers on the NP arise as a reflex of
agreement with the ¢°. Contra Link (1983), Sauerland argues that it is the singular
that is semantically marked rather than plural. In his model, number markers are
interpreted as identity functions of type <e,e> which introduce certain
presuppositions regarding their complements. More specifically, the singular form
carries with it a strong singularity presupposition, while the plural has no
presupposition at all. Thus, in English, student is more marked than students.

According to Sauerland’s, the plural includes the extension of singular as a
proper subset, leading to number-neutral interpretations. Thus, a question arises as to
why (49) is ungrammatical under a number-neutral interpretation. Afterall, students

does include atoms in its extension.
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(49) *The students is absent.

To answer that, Sauerland relies on Heim’s (1991) principle of Maximize
Presupposition, which basically states that given two contextually equivalent
alternatives, the form with the strongest presupposition must be used. Therefore, the
presuppositionally stronger student should be selected when in competition with the
non-presuppositional plural students. The absence of singular marking automatically
leads the listener to assume that the speaker must have intended the plural. In other
words, the ungrammaticality of one students is due to a presupposition failure. Thus,
whether a singular or a plural is used with one is determined pragmatically, not
semantically.

Sauerland’s proposal helps overcome a number of problems. First, if number
markers on nouns are agreement markers with no semantic force, their absence in a
wide range of languages receives a natural explanation: These languages simply lack
morphological number agreement. This explains the problem of typology.

Second, if number markers automatically signal the DP status of the nominal,
the problem of indefiniteness is also explained. Recall Erbaugh (1984), Hopper
(1986), and Aikhenvald’s (2003) observation that classifiers typically mark the first
mention of a discourse entity, suggesting that they lack the DP layer. Thus, the lack
of plural marking in classifier constructions follows from Sauerland’s proposal that
number is only relevant for DPs.12 This is further supported by the observation that

bare plurals receive a definite reading in argument positions.

13 A language canstill allow agreement between the QP and the NP, which is might be the casein
languages like Western Armenian.
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(50) Definiteness effect!*

a. Ogrenci-ler gel-di. (Turkish)

student-PL come-PST
“The/*Some students came.’

b. ostad-ha (Persian)

teacher-PL
‘the/*some teachers’

Thus, the problem of classifier/number complementarity pointed out in
Section 1.3.2, and the obligatorily indefinite readings of classifier constructions
mentioned in Section 1.3.6 receive a natural explanation.

Sauerland presents several pieces of evidence supporting his analysis; and |
demonstrate in Chapter 6 that this model has the added advantage of accounting for

some intriguing properties of Plural Pronoun Constructions (PPCs). But since these

are not strictly relevant for our current purposes, | will not go into details here.

2.5.3 Others

Alexiadou (2011) develops a theory according to which number marking can be
lexical as well as syntactic. The theory is based on PL-marked mass nouns in Greek,
which can receive slightly different interpretations from their non-PL-marked
counterparts. The gist of the proposal is that on count nouns plural marking is
syntactic and gives rise to a “more than one X” interpretation; while on mass nouns it
is lexical and gives rise to deviant interpretations like “abundant plural”. Alexiadou

(2011) assigns the following representation to the two plurals respectively.

14 See Section 5.5.1 for counterarguments.
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(51) a. Syntactic PL b. Lexical PL

vivlia ‘book-PL’ nera ‘water-PL’
Number n
PL n PL Al
book water
Semantics: [PL (book)] Semantics: [water & PL]

Alexiadou’s (2011) analysis also has the potential to account for cases like
the Spanish padre-s ‘parents (lit. father-PL)’ in which the contribution of the plural is
rather unpredictable. Assuming the lexicon to be the locus of all idiosyncrasy,
deviant interpretations must not be dealt with syntactically, which is the position
Alexiadou (2011) takes. However, since her account has no bearing on classifier
constructions, | leave it here.

Wiltschko (2008) provides an analysis according to which plural marking is
not universally inflectional. Further, plural markers neither always head the
functional projection Num, nor do they always combine with nouns. The upshot of
the proposal is that plural marking can in principle target any head or maximal

projection in (52).

(52) PL marking

DPp
PN
D #P
AN\
T il
VAN
n Y

Wiltschko (2008) presents several pieces of evidence demonstrating that

plural markers in Halkomelem Salish (a Salishan language spoken in Canada) adjoin
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to the acategorial root below the nP.15 Part of the evidence, which is directly relevant
for our purposes, is that in contrast to Armenian, Halkomelem Salish allows plural

markers and classifiers to co-occur in the same construction.

(53) a.tsel kw’éts-l-exw (te) yéys-ele slhélhali.  (Halkomelem Salish)
1SG.S see-TRANS-30 DET two-CL woman.PL
‘I saw two women.’
b. yergu had hovanoc(*-ner) uni-m. (Armenian)

two CL umbrella-PL have-1S
‘I have two umbrellas.’

Wiltschko (2008) assumes the classifier/number complementarity to be essentially
correct and proposes that the contrast between Armenian and Halkomelem Salish
follows from a difference in the categorial identity of the plural markers in either
language. In Armenian, both classifiers and plural markers target the functional head
# of (52), causing competition. In Salish, however, classifiers target the #-head while
plural markers target the \, hence no competition. This facilitates their co-occurrence
in Halkomelem Salish but not in Armenian.

Building on Wiltschko’s (2008) analysis, Butler (2011; 2012a) argues that
Yucatec Mayan plural markers adjoin to DP. She demonstrates that such an
assumption allows fora natural explanation of several properties of plural markers,
including the fact that they can co-occur with classifiers (the complementarity
problem), and the obligatorily definite interpretation of plural-marked nouns
(definiteness effect). Butler (2011; 2012a) then proposes the following exemplary

typology of crosslinguistic plural marking.

15 The evidence includes the optionality of plural markingon the noun in the context of numerals
greater than one, optionality of plural determiners with plural nouns, availability of plural marking on
the non-heads of compounds, availability of plural markingin derivationalprocesses, and failure of
plural morphology to determine the categorial identity of the phrase.
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(54) PL marking typology®

DP
D QP
Yucatec Maya, ’/___,_,,—-——"\
Persian o 4p
Korean? //\
# n
Hebrew, //”\-\
Romance

fi Y

Ambharic rregular  Halkomelem Salish

This representation predicts a wide range of interpretations the noun would have
depending on where the plural marker stands. Whether this is the case should be
further studied, especially in languages that allow contrasting forms of plural
marking. But as it stands, there is at least one piece of, to my mind conclusive,
evidence against this model. Considering its complementarity with the classifier
tane, Wiltschko (2008) and Butler (2011; 2012a) would presumably classify Turkish
plural marker -IAr as a head occupying #. On the other hand, the fact that Turkish -
IAr induces definiteness effects, like Yucatec Mayan and Persian, suggests that it is
DP-adjoined, leading to the opposite conclusion. The argument thus leads to a
contradiction.

Further, the availability of plural readings in the absence of a plural marker
does not necessarily mean that the plural marker sits in an adjoined position. If such
data suggests anything at all, it is probably the fact that these number-neutral nouns

lack the number-related projection altogether.

16 Biswas (2013; 2014) argues similarly that Bangla (an Indo-Aryan language spoken in Bengal) has
two plural markers: -gulo and -ra. The former heads NumP and yields an additive interpretation, while
the latterheadsa functional projection above the DP and yields an associative interpretation. Dayal
(2014), however, analyzesboth -gulo and -ra as plural counterparts of the singular classifier -TA.
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2.6 Summary

In this Chapter, I reviewed earlier proposals on four major issues surrounding
classifier constructions: (i) the problem of classifier typology, (ii) the internal
structure of classifier constructions, (iii) the complementarity of classifiers and
measure words, and (iv) number marking in classifier constructions.

Discussing the problem of typology in Section 2.2, we have seen Chierchia’s
(1998a) noun-based account according to which all nominals of classifier languages
are mass-denoting, and thus inherently plural. Therefore, a classifier is obligatory to
reach the atomic instantiation of the kind. Krifka (1995), on the other hand, relates
the contrast to a difference in the denotation of numerals: Numerals of non-classifier
languages are lexically specified with p and thus can count object and kind entities,
while those of classifier languages are not. Therefore, a classifier is used obligatorily
to spell out p. Borer (2005), however, takes all nominals of all languages to be
underspecified with respect to the count/mass contrast, which she takes to be a
function of syntactic context. Countability requires division of the noun into
countable units, which is done by plural morphology in non-classifier languages and
by classifiers in classifier languages. We have also seen that among these proposals,
Krifka’s (1995) account comes closest to explaining a wide range of crosslinguistic
dataincluding Turkish.

Concerning the syntactic constituency of classifier constructions discussed in
Section 2.3, we have reviewed Cheng and Sybesma (1999; 2005), Tang (2005), and
Zhang’s (2009) right-branching analyses in which the classifier first combines with
the noun; Croft (1994), and Hsieh’s (2008) left-branching analyses in which it first

combines with the numeral; and Zhang (2011a), Rothstein (2011), and Li and
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Rothstein’s (2012) split analyses according to which some classifier constructions
are associated with right-branching syntax and others with left-branching syntax.

Section 2.4 addressed classifier-measure word relation, with the question of
whether they can meaningfully be distinguished syntactically or semantically. Here,
we went through the unified analyses offered in Tang (2005), Hsieh (2008), and Hsu
(2015), according to which classifiers and measure words target the same structural
slot in syntax; and the split analyses offered in Cheng and Sybesma (1999), Borer
(2005), and Zhang (2009; 2011a), which assign a right-branching structure to
classifier constructions and a left-branching structure to measure constructions.

I then turned to the problem of how plural markers interact with classifiers in
Section 2.5. We have seen Link’s (1983) lattice theoretic approach, according to
which takes plurals are formed by closure of singular nouns under sum formation and
thus contain more structure than singulars; Suerland’s (2003) account according to
which semantically relevant Number features are contained in a P above the DP, an
analysis which treats number markers on nouns as agreement reflexes; and
Wiltschko’s (2008) multi-layer account according to which, language-specifically,
plural marking can be lexical as well as inflectional, and can target any head or

maximal projection within the nominal spine.

88



CHAPTER 3

SEMANTICS OF TURKISH NOUN PHRASES

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, | address the issue of what bare nouns phrases (BNPSs) denote in
Turkish. Three issues are addressed in particular: (i) the denotation of Turkish
singular, plural, and number-neutral bare nouns, (ii) the domain of entities these refer
to, and (iii) the function of classifiers and kind terms. The issue of bare noun
denotation is particularly important for the problem of classifier typology, i.e. why
languages like Chinese obligatorily require the presence of classifiers in the context
of numerals, those like Turkish optionally allow them, and non-classifier ones
seemingly lack such elements.

Earlier proposals on bare noun denotation are briefly reviewed in Section 3.2
where | discuss the (Neo)Carlsonian view according to which bare nouns strictly
denote kind, and their indefinite readings are due to an operator they are associated
with; the ambiguity view according to which they are inherently ambiguous as to
whether they denote kinds or indefinites; and the property-only view which argues
that they uniformly denote properties but can be type-shifted to kind or indefinite
readings.

In Section 3.3, I lay down some properties of Turkish bare nouns and discuss
their denotation. I demonstrate in particular that Turkish bare nouns are both kind-
referring and indefinites, supporting the ambiguity analysis. It is shown that a
singular Turkish bare noun denotes both an object and a subkind, while bare plurals
denote pluralities of either objects or subkinds. As such, a construction involving a

bare noun is shown to be ambiguous, unless other factors strongly favor one reading
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over the other. | further demonstrate that the presence of a classifier uniformly
singles out the object reading, blocking reference to kind.

In Section 3.4, | sketch out what domain Turkish count and mass nouns take.
Here, | first lay down what count singular, plural, and number-neutral count nouns
denote, and then move onto mass nouns. | argue that Turkish does have count/mass
distinction as evidenced by the combinatorial possibilities of some quantifiers, and
viewpoint of some denominal verbs derived on count/mass nouns. | also provide data
suggesting that mass nouns, too, are ambiguous with respect to whether they take
kinds or objects as their domain.

Section 3.5 integrates classifiers and kind terms into the emerging picture. It
Is argued that they serve as restrictive modifiers that restrict the domain of entities to
object and kind readings respectively. This conclusion is further supported by
crosslinguistic data demonstrating that classifiers universally block reference to
kinds, and that their absence yields an ambiguous interpretation in all languages.
This line of reasoning is shown to readily account for the distribution of a set of
under-studied nouns that resist classifiers and/or kind words and have so far been

analyzed under an N-to-CL raising.

3.2 Theories of bare nouns

3.2.1 (Neo-)Carlsonian approach

One line of analyses, led by Chierchia (1998a; 1998b) among others, argues that bare
nouns are always proper names of kinds, and thus are non-quantificational
constructs. This camp is also referred to as the (Neo)Carlsonian camp, as Carlson

(1977) is credited for its initial formulation. In this model, the apparent indefinite

90



reading of bare nouns is attributed to the properties of episodic verbs, and is derived
from the kind reading by an existential operator, overt or covert. Thus, potatoes in
both (1a) and (1b) denote the POTATO kind, i.e. TUBER TUBEROSUM, only that
there is an existential operator in (1b) which, when applied to the kind, extracts a

specimen belonging to that kind, namely an actual potato.

Q) a. Potatoes were first cultivated in South America. (kind)
first-cultivated-in-South-America(potato)

b. Potatoes rolled out of the bag. (existential)
3x [potato(x) A rolled-out-of-the-bag(x)]

In Chierchia (1998a; 1998b), e-type kinds are initially derived from their
corresponding <e,t>-type properties through the nominalization (down) operator N .
But kinds can also be type-shifted into indefinites by the predicativization (up)

operator U, which is then bound by 3, yielding the existential reading.

2) a. Potatoes were first cultivated in South America. (kind)
first-cultivated-in-South-America("potato)

b. Potatoes rolled out of the bag. (existential)
3 x [V"potato(x) A rolled-out-of-the-bag(x)]

Several pieces of evidence have been presented for the kind-referring
analysis, which I cite but do not detail here, referring the interested reader to Krifka
(2004). First, Carlson (1977) argues that whether a bare noun receives a kind or
indefinite reading is largely a reflex of the predicate: generic reading with kind-level
predicates and non-generic reading with episodic/stage-level predicates. Second,

anaphoric binding is possible across kind- and seemingly object-referring nouns.

(3) John bought potatoes because they contain vitamin C.
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Here, potatoes has a clear object reference, as it can serve as an argument to the
episodic predicate bought. However, the pronoun they also has a clear kind reference,
supporting Carlson’s (1977) argument that bare nouns initially have kind reference
and that other readings are derived.

Krifka (2004), however, observes that anaphoric binding cases that Carlson
(1977) adduces in favor of his kind-only account is also possible with non-bare

singular/plural indefinites, which are clearly quantificational.

4) John bought a potato / some potatoes because it/they contain(s) vitamin C.

Third, Chierchia (1998b) argues that bare nouns contrast with indefinites in
having obligatorily narrow scope with respect to other operators. In (5¢), for
example, the bare noun doctors takes narrow scope w.r.t. the intentional verb look

for, suggesting that it denotes in the kind domain.

(5) a. John is looking for a doctor. (look for > a doctor | a doctor > look for)
b. John is looking for some doctors. (look for > some | some > look for)

c. John is looking for doctors. (look for > doctors | *doctors > look for)

Zamparelli (2002) however observes that the obligatorily narrow scope could
be because the noun lacks a DP layer, not because it denotes a kind. Indeed, when a
rigid modifier is inserted (in which case the noun projects to a QP), the bare plural

can take wide scope, undermining Chierchia’s (1998b) argument.

(6) John is looking for doctors who know about metallurgy.
(look for > doctors | doctors > look for)
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Thus, bare plurals do not necessarily have to be associated with kind
denotations. An alternative explanation for the status of these nominals could be that
they are incorporated as part of the verbal complex, lacking an independent status as
has been argued for Turkish (Oztiirk, 2005), Spanish and Catalan (Espinal &
McNally, 2011), as well as Russian (Kagan & Pereltsvaig, 2011). If so, such nouns
are property-denoting entities that act as modifiers of the verb.

In support of the kind-only analysis, it has also been argued that episodic and

kind level predicates can be conjoined.

(7) ??Frogs are reptiles and are croaking right now in front of my window.
(Krifka, 2004, p. 182)
The grammaticality of (7) would be predicted if both instances of frogs denoted the
kind at the point in the derivation where coordination applied, with subsequent
conversion of the second copy to an indefinite. The grammaticality of such examples

has been called into question, though.

3.2.2 Ambiguity approach

Another line of research pioneered by Wilkinson (1991), Diesing (1992), Gerstner
and Krifka (1993), Dobrovie-Sorin (1997), and Dayal (2004) argues that bare nouns
are ambiguous as to whether they denote kinds or indefinites. The existential reading
of bare nouns is derived when the free variable provided by indefinite reading is

bound by 3. In what follows, superscripts k and o indicate kind/object readings

respectively.

8) a. Potatoes were first cultivated in South America. (kind)
first-cultivated-in-South-America(potatok)

93



b. Potatoes rolled out of the bag. (existential)
3 X [potatos®(x) A rolled-out-of-the-bag(x)]
In this model, predicates of different types play a crucial role in selecting the
appropriate denotation of the bare noun.
Several arguments have been advanced for the ambiguity analysis. First, in
contrast to the Carlsonian view which treats both bare nouns and definite singular

ones as kind-referring, the two give rise to different interpretations in episodic

contexts.
9) a. Potatoes rolled out of the bag. (existential)
3 X [potato(x) A rolled-out-of-the-bag(x)]
b. The potato rolled out of the bag. (definite)

rolled-out-of-the-bag(ixx [potato(x)])

Second, Carlson (1977) himself observes that hurricanes in (10) can have

two different readings, i.e. kind (10.i) and indefinite (10.ii).

(10)  Hurricanes arise in this part of the Pacific.

i. For hurricanes it is the case that they arise in this part of the Pacific.

ii. For this part of the Pacific it is the case that hurricanes arise here.

The third piece of evidence for the ambiguity view comes from Romance
languages which, to the best of my knowledge, do not allow bare nouns, either
singular or plural, to occur in argument positions unless properly governed
(Longobardi, 1994). Now that kinds are referential in some sense, this distribution

would not be predicted if bare nouns uniformly denoted kinds.
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3.2.3 Property-only approach
Ina later work, Krifka (2004) proposes that bare nouns are not kind-denoting entities
or indefinites per se, neither are they ambiguous. In fact, all bare nouns denote
properties, which can be type-shifted to kinds or indefinites in appropriate contexts.
This view takes bare nouns to be more basic in denotation that has so far been
assumed.

Krifka (2004) goes through lengthy argumentation to demonstrate that the
type-shifting mechanisms are powerful enough for us to dispense with the
(neo)Carlsonian view and the ambiguity view altogether. For reasons of space, | will

not detail Krifka’s (2004) evidence here, referring the interested reader to his article.

3.3 Denotation of Turkish bare nouns

In this section, | address the denotation of Turkish bare nouns. | assume with
Wilkinson (1991), Diesing (1992), and Gerstner and Krifka (1993), among others,
that Turkish bare nouns are ambiguous as to whether they denote in the kind or
object domain. | demonstrate below that this line of reasoning can immediately

explain a number of distributional properties of Turkish bare nouns.

3.3.1 Kind-object ambiguity

First, a Turkish bare noun can refer to both a kind and an object entity.

(11) a. Insan maymun-dan evril-di. (kind)
human ape-ABL  evolve-PST
‘Humans evolved from apes.’

a’. Patates ilk kez Giney Amerika-’da yetis-tir-il-di.

potato first time south america-LOC cultivate-CAUS-PASS-PST
‘Potatoes were first cultivated in South America.’
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b. Sinif-ta ogrenci YoK. (object)
classroom-LOC student exist. NEG
“There are no students in the classroom.’

b’. Ogrenci nere-de?

student where-LOC
‘Where is the student?’

Therefore, constructions lacking a classifier are globally ambiguous as to whether
they refer to kind or object. As such, the numeral construction in (12a) can be
continued with reference to either a kind (12a.i) or an object (12a.ii) entity,

suggesting that araba ‘car’ is ambiguous. This applies to demonstrative constructions

as well (12b).

(12) Kind/object ambiguity

a. Galeri-miz-de iki araba var:
gallery-1PL.POSS-LOC twocar exist

‘There are two cars in our gallery.’

i. VW ve Audi. (kind)
‘VW and Aud?’
il. biri kirmizi, digeri mavi. (object)

‘one is red, the other is blue.’

b. Bu araba cabuk bozul-uyor.
thiscar  fast break-down-IMPF
“This breaks down fast.’
I. this kind of car, e.g. Audi (kind)
ii. this particular car (object)
The kind/object ambiguity of Turkish bare nouns persists unless contextual
factors strongly favor one reading over the other. In particular, the denotation of bare

nouns is strongly biased towards the object reading when a high number is present,

as we do not typically talk of too many kinds.
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(13)  Object bias!’

Galeri-miz-de seksen araba var. (*kind/object)

gallery-1PL.POSS-LOC eighty car exist

“There are eighty cars in our gallery.’

Nomoto (2013) observes that this kind/object ambiguity applies
crosslinguistically to non-classifier languages like English, optional classifier
languages like Persian and Malay, and obligatory classifier languages like Japanese

that allow [demonstrative-NP] constructions (recall that some obligatory classifier

languages require a classifier between the demonstrative and the noun).

(14) BNP ambiguity
a. English (non-CL)

three magazines

I. three kinds of magazine, e.g. car magazine (kind)
ii. three particular magazines (object)

b. Malay (optional CL)
tiga majalah

three magazine ‘three magazines’

I. three kinds of magazines, e.g. Mastika (kind)
ii. three copies of magazines (object)

c. Thai (obligatory CL)
rot nii

car this ‘this car’

i. this kind of car (kind)
ii. this particular car (object)

17 Note that the object bias of high numeralsis a crosslinguistically ubiquitous pattern. Nomoto (2013,
p. 23), for instance, observes that “large numbers biastowards an object reading” in Persian. Ina
similar vein, Zhang(2011a,p. 23) states that “if a numeraldenotesa very high round number,a CL is
optionalfora non-massnoun”, while Aikhenvald (2003, p. 100) notes that classifiers are “obligatory
with smaller numbers, and optionalwith larger ones.” The optionality of classifiers with large
numerals squares with the proposal | am defending here that classifiers restrict the domain to object
entities. If context strongly favorsthe object reading, the use of a classifier becomesredundant. This
suggests that object biasand optionality of classifiers with high numeralsare pragmatically related.
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Thus, this pattern seems to be more widespread than hitherto assumed.

3.3.2 Disambiguation with classifiers
Second, although bare nouns are inherently ambiguous with respect to the domain

they pick, the presence of a classifier immediately rules the kind reading out.

(15) Classifier disambiguation

Galeri-miz-de iki tane araba var:
gallery-1PL.POSS-LOC two CL car exist
‘There are two cars in our gallery.’

i. *VW ve Audi. (kind)
‘VW and Audi’
ii. biri kirmizi, digeri mavi. (object)

‘one is red, the other is blue.’
Note that Turkish does not allow [Dem-CL-NP] combinations (cf. *bu tane araba
‘this CL car’), but in languages that do so, the noun automatically refers to object
individuals.

Nomoto (2013) presents Table 10 which demonstrates that classifiers
crosslinguistically block reference to kind/subkind, provided that the language in
question allows the construction.

Thus, we arrive at a crosslinguistic function of classifiers in general: They

take the object domain of an otherwise ambiguous bare noun.
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Table 10. Classifier Disambiguation Crosslinguistically

Language Example Kind Object
Expressions Without a CL
[Numeral-NP] / Japanese *zassi san
[NP-Numeral] magazine three

Cantonese  *saam jaahpji
three magazine

Malay tiga majalah v v
three magazine
Persian bist majalle \ \
twenty magazine
English three magazines v v
[Demonstrative-NP] / Japanese kono kuruma v \
[NP-Demonstrative] this car
Cantonese  *Ili ché
this car
Thai rét nii v v
car this
Malay kereta ini \ \
car this
Persian in masin V \
this car
English this car \ \
Expressions With a CL
[Numeral-CL-NP] / Japanese zassi sansatu * N
[NP-Numeral-CL] magazine three CL
Cantonese  saam bun jaahpji * \
three CL magazine
Malay tiga buah majalah * \
three CL magazine
Persian bist tA majalle * \
twenty CL magazine
English *three CL magazines
[Demonstrative-CL-NP]/ Japanese *kono dai kuruma
[NP-Demonstrative-CL] this CL car
Cantonese  [i ga che * \
this CL car
Thai rét khan nii * \
car CL this
Malay *kereta buah ini
car CL this
Persian *in t& madsin
this CL car
English this CL car -- --

(Nomoto, 2013, p. 28)
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3.3.3 No kind reference with plural bare nouns
Third, bare plurals in Turkish can readily refer to the subkind but not are good

examples to refer to the kind.18

(16)  Kind reference with bare plurals

a. Bu ders-imiz-de transistor-ler-i isle-yeceg-iz.
this class-1PL.POSS-LOC transistor-PL-ACC study-FUT-1PL
‘In this class, we will study transistors.’

I. *the transistor kind (kind)
ii. kinds of transistors (subkind)
cf. *Transistor-ler 1947°de icat ed-il-di.

Transistor-PL  1947-LOC invention do-PASS-PST
‘The transistor was invented in 1947.’

b. *Patates-ler ilk defa Giney Amerika-’da yetis-tir-il-di.
potato-PL  first time south america-LOC cultivate-CAUS-PASS-PST
Int.: ‘Potatoes (i.e. the potato kind) were first cultivated in South America.’
b’. *Portakal-lar bol miktar-da  C vitamini barmdir-r.

orange-PL ample amount-LOC C vitamin include-AOR
Int.: ‘Oranges (i.e. the orange kind) involves ample amounts of Vitamin C.’

In (16a), the bare plural transistorler ‘transistors’ cannot be used to refer to the kind,
in sharp contrast to its singular form transistor ‘transistor’. However, it can refer to
subkinds of transistors, and thus is a good candidate as a textbook chapter title where

types of transistors are discussed. (16b-b”) are plain ungrammatical presumably

because potatoes and oranges do not have subkinds in most people’s taxonomy.1?

18 Recall that, for some yet unknown reason, animate bare plurals of Turkish can actually refer to the
kind. Building on Grimm’s (2012a; 2012b) Number-individuation continuum, Uygun-Gokmen (2019)
observes that whether a plural noun can refer to the kind closely interacts with the individuation level
of its referent. Plurals encoding entities like liquids/substances thatappearatthe leastindividuated
end of the continuum are much worse askind referrers thanthose like individual entities thatappearat
the mostindividuated end. The issue of whether a given plural noun can refer to the kind is thus a
complex one, beyond the scope of this work. Abstracting away from the technical details, I illustrate
the discussion with inanimate bare plurals. See Uygun-Gékmen (2018) for a comparison of singulars
and plurals in other generic contexts.

19 Note that subkind here is used in a technicalsense, intended to refer to naturally available
taxonomies (well-defined kinds) but notto non-well-defined kinds in the sense of Carlson (1977) or
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The conclusion then is that Turkish bare plurals can potentially refer to the subkind
but not kind. In the object domain, however, there is no restriction, and bare plurals

can refer to pluralities of objects.

(17)  Object reference with bare plurals

a. Transistor-ler burada.
transistor-PL here
“The transistors are here.’

b. Patates-ler-i yika-di-n mi?
potato-PL-ACC wash-PST-2SG QUES
‘Have you washed the potatoes?’

c. Portakal-lar-z  soy.
orange-PL-ACC peel
‘Peel the oranges.’

Nomoto (2013) observes the same no-kind-with-bare-plurals constraint in

Japanese (18a), Malay (18b), Jingpo (18c), and Persian (18d).

(18) Kind reference with bare plurals crosslinguistically

a. Kyooryuu(*-tati)-wa zetumetusi-ta. (Japanese)
Dinosaur-PL-TOP  become.extinct-PST
‘Dinosaurs became extinct.’

b. Telefon(*-telefon) di-cipta oleh Bell padatahun 1876. (Malay)
telephone-PL PASS-invent by Bell at year 1876

‘The telephone was invented by Bell in 1876.”

c. 1876 ning e Bell gaw fon(*-ni) sawk gyin ai. (Jingpo)
1876 year in Bell TOP telephone-PL invent SFP
‘Bell invented the telephone in 1876.

categorizationsbased on properties like shape (e.g. round potatoes)and taste (e.g. sweet potatoes).
Nomoto (2013, p. 33) further observes that taxonomic hierarchies are “psychological ratherthan
linguistic”, meaning thattaxonomicrelationsare affected by one’s worldview or knowledge/expertise
of the relevant entities. This allows for a certain degree of variation between individuals aswell as
over time. Thus, although horticulturists cantalk aboutkinds of potatoesand oranges, most
individuals lack such an organization in their taxonomy, hence the ungrammaticality of (16b-b”).
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d. Bel telefon(*-ha)-ra  extera? kard. (Persian)
Bel telephone-PL-OM invent did
‘Bell invented the telephone.’
(Nomoto, 2013, pp. 31-32)
Thus, we seem to have a group of languages that, similar to Turkish but in
stark contrast to Germanic and Romance languages, do not allow their bare plurals to

denote in the kind subdomain. | argue in the upcoming section that this follows from

the denotation of number-neutral bare nouns in these two groups of languages.

3.4 Domain of individuals

In Section 3.3, I argued, in line with the ambiguity camp, that Turkish bare nouns are
globally ambiguous as to whether they denote kind entities or object entities. |
further demonstrated that classifiers block reference to kind, and that bare plurals can
potentially refer to the subkind but not kind. In this section, | lay down what domain
Turkish bare nouns take in their several number-related forms.

Carlson (1977) argues that individuals consist of two basic sorts: kind
individuals, and object individuals. In what follows, | use ek and e° to refer to these
two sorts of individuals, and <ek,t>and <e®,t> to refer to their properties
respectively.29 In case the superscripts are missing, the expression is intended to be

ambiguous (meaning e = eX/). Link (1983), on the other hand, proposes that the

20 Note that the properties associated with kind and object individuals may differ. The properties of
evolving and becoming extinct can only be predicated of kind entities (i.a-a”) while episodic sentences
canonly apply to object entities (i.no-b’).

(i) a. Dogs (i.e. CANIS FAMILIARIS) evolved from wolves.
a’. *My dog evolved from wolves.

b.*Dogs (i.e. CANIS FAMILIARIS) chaseda cat.
b’. My dog chased a cat.

As Zamparelli (2002) notes, however, it is not clear whether certain properties belong specifically to

kinds, objectsor both. Thus, whether having four legs and barking at the moon applies to kinds as
well as objectsis a methodological question.
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domain of entities is structured as a complete atomic join semilattice, including
singular as well as plural individuals. The plural is the sum of all the singular
individuals, represented by @, and individuals are ordered by the “part of” relation <.

(19) is repeated from Section 2.5.1.

(19) a [NP]={xy, z}
b. [NP-PL] = *[NP] = {X, Y, Z, X®Y, X®Z, y®Z, XOYyDz}

c. Schematic representation
Xpydz

e

XPy Xxdz ydz

>

X y z

Here, the bare singular targets the bottom line (z, y, and z), and the bare plural targets
all lines (X, y, z, X®y, X®z, y®z, Xx®ydz). The @ is intended to capture the sum
forming operation U, and the lines stand in for the <. Thus, z is also part of X®z,
y®z, and x@ydz. Notably, this model treats plurals as more complex, and takes
them to include atomic individuals as well as their sums. This means that number-
neutral reference comes with the plural form (see Section 2.5.1).

Since individuals can consist of two basic types per Carlson (1977), the
difference between the two types lies in what the atoms in the domain represent: The
domain of object individuals contains objects as atoms, and the domain of kinds
contains kinds as atoms. We have, however, seen that Turkish bare nouns are
ambiguous with respect to the entity they denote, and that bare plurals can potentially
denote object individuals as well as subkinds, but crucially not kinds. Therefore, |
follow Nomoto (2013) in proposing that Turkish bare nouns are associated with the

domains in (20).
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(20) Domain of Turkish bare nouns

a. Object individuals (e°) / b. Kind individuals (e¥)

a,ba,da; A BA DA,
aba; aba;  ada Ao, ABA;  A®A;
a a; as A’I A’z A’3

Here, I follow Nomoto’s (2013) notation in representing object entities in small
letters (a) as in (20a), and subkind individuals in capital letters with a prime (A’) as
in (20D).

Observe however, that kind is not given in this representation, but we know
that Turkish bare nouns can refer to the kind. If so, what domain do these bare nouns
take? It cannot be identified with the top line (A'1 @ A'2 @ A'3) in (20b) given the
long-established fact that singular kinds are atomic, making reference to their
constituent members impossible. Thus, (21b) contrasts with (21a) because the

opaque singular kind the lion cannot serve as a subject for the verb compete.

(21) a. Male lions always compete for supremacy.

b. *The male lion always competes for supremacy.

Therefore, the singular kind must denote an atomic entity created from the properties
of subkind individuals in the top line of (20b) through Link’s (1983) group forming
operator 1, represented as A =1 (A'1 @ A2 @ A'3). Schematically speaking, we have

(22) as the domain of Turkish singular kinds (represented as A).
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(22) Domain of singular kinds (created from the properties of subkind individuals)

] 1

AN DA, \

5 ) (A @A’ @A,fv
A oA, AeA;  ALBA, A \2 }
T

A’ 1 A’ ’ A’

3 A

Chierchia (1998a), however, argues that kind denotation can also be derived

from the properties of object individuals, schematically represented as in (23).

(23)  Domain of plural kinds (created from the properties of object individuals)

31@32@33

T

a,®a, a;da; a,Ppa,

<>

a; d; az

Here, bare nouns are initially type-<e°,t> predicates; and plural kinds, also referred to
as kind emulations, are derived using Chierchia’s (1998a) nominalization (down)

operator N, and correspond to the totality of the objects in the domain. Thus, we have

two different sources for kind terms.

(24)  Sources of kind denotation

a. True kind (Link, 1983)

This is the singular atomic kind, formed from the properties of subkinds
through 1, and thus denotes in the kind domain. The signature feature of this
kind is that it does not allow a see-through relation with its members (cf.

(22)).

b. Kind emulation (Chierchia, 1998a)

This is the plural non-atomic kind, formed from the properties of objects
through N, and thus denotes in the object domain. The signature property of
this kind is that it allows a see-through relation with its members (cf. (23)).
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The next logical question is: Why can Turkish bare plurals not denote kind
(recall the transistors example in (16))? We have seen that bare plurals can denote
subkinds. If we want them to denote the kind, we must be targeting the kind
emulation in (23), not the true kinds (22). Thus, we can reformulate the question as:
Why can Turkish bare plurals not denote kind emulations?

Recall that kind emulations are derived from objects using the n operator. N
is undefined for singularities because kinds do not solely refer to singular entities. N
is also undefined for pluralities for the same reason. The fact is that a kind denotation
must range over both singularities and pluralities. Therefore, kinds must be number-
neutral, i.e. N only applies to number-neutral properties. Now, because the number-
neutral form is bare in Turkish (see next section), kind-formation processes can only
apply to bare nouns. Thus, since Turkish bare plurals strictly take pluralities as their
domain, they can potentially refer to subkinds, i.e. the atoms in the domain of the
kind denotation, but not to kinds. Recall from Chapter 2 examples (42), (43), and
(46) however, that in English, morphologically plural forms have been demonstrated
to be ambiguous between plural and number-neutral denotations (Krifka, 1989;
Sauerland, 2003; Sauerland, Anderssen, & Yatsushiro, 2005; Spector, 2007; Bale,
Gagnon, & Khanjian, 2011b). I assume that in English, too, n applies to number-
neutral denotation of the bare plural. This makes an interesting prediction: Kind
emulations will only be possible in languages where number-neutrality is encoded in

in the plural form. Only further research will tell if this prediction is borne out.

3.4.1 Domain of count bare nouns

Based on the discussion in the preceding section, | propose here that Turkish count

bare nouns pick out the domains in Table 11.
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Table 11. Domain of Count Nouns in Turkish

Type Domain Example

Bare nouns (NP)

rYYY
| Meyve vitamin depo-su-dur.

Kind A@A, ABA;  ABA; fruit  vitamin store-COMP-COP

) ) ‘Fruits are stores of vitamins.’

A A, A
al@ag®a3
e Can meyve ye-me-di.
Object WSt A LG Can fruit eat-NEG-PST
> < ‘Can did not eat fruits.’

e

dp dy dsy

Bare singulars (NP-@ / bir NP)?!

A 1A 0A’; Can bi meyve-yi sev-m-iyor,
Can a fruit-ACC like-NEG-IMPF

Kind KoK, AOA, ABA,
™. . yani  elma-yi.
[ A A, A, | nhamely apple-ACC
‘Can does not like one fruit, namely
apples.’

31@83@33
e Can {meyve-@-yi / bi meyve} ye-di.
Object oD NBA; DO Can fruit-SG-ACC a fruit  eat-PST

> ‘Can ate {the fruit / a fruit}.’

| aj dy a3 |

Bare plurals (NP-IAr)

A BA A’
[ Can meyve-ler-i  sev-m-iyor.
Kind AeA, ABA;  ABA, Can fruit-PL-ACC like-NEG-IMPF

- - ‘Can does not like (any kind of) fruits.’

A, A, A

a,ea,da,

e Can meyve-ler-i  geri gonder-di.

Object e e o e A Can fruit-PL-ACC back send-PST
P ‘Can sent the fruits back.’

dp dy dsy
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Several notes are in order. First, number markers are treated as restrictive
(subsective) modifiers in Turkish, in the spirit of Partee’s (2010) position that all
modification is restrictive. Singular and plural markers restrict the denotation of the
number-neutral bare form to singularities and pluralities respectively.
Morphologically speaking, singular and number-neutral forms are identical in
Turkish, but, crucially, their domain is rather different. | assume that a
phonologically null singular marker (-@) is present in cases where singularity is
intended. Structurally, the singular is more complex than the number-neutral: The
former contains number specification while the latter does not. Turkish -IAr is a true
plural marker; and therefore -IAr-marked NPs are ruled out from downward entailing

contexts (25a-c) as well as habitual statements (25d), all requiring number-neutrality.

(25) Downward entailing contexts

a. Questions
{Cocug-un / *Cocuk-lar-n} var m?
Child-2SG.POSS child-PL-2SG.POSS exist QUES
‘Do you have children?’

b. Conditionals
{Cocug-un / *Cocuk-lar-in} var-sa soyle.
Child-2SG.POSS child-PL-2SG.POSS exist-COND tell
‘If you have children, tell me.’

c. Negation
{Cocug-um / *Cocuk-lar-im} yok.
Child-1SG.POSS child-PL-1SG.POSS exist. NEG
‘I do not have children.’

d. Habitual statements
Bos zaman-im-da {kitap / *kitap-lar} oku-r-um.
Free time-1SG.POSS book  book-PL read-AOR-1SG
‘I read books in my free time.’

211 assume, with Oztiirk (2005) and Gorgiilii (2012), amongothers, that the prenominal bir ‘one’ in
Turkish is a marker of singularity.
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Further, to the extent that they are acceptable, bare plurals lead to deviant and
highly lexicalized interpretations. Thus, in (26), giysiler ‘clothes’ directly refers to
plurality of types of clothes, and only indirectly to the plurality of instances of
clothes.

(26) Bugin giysi-ler al-di-m...
Today clothe-PL buy-PST-1SG

‘I bought clothes today...’
I. trld trlu “of varying types’ (plurality of kinds)
il. *Uc tane ‘three’ (plurality of objects)

As can be seen from the English translation of the sentences in (25), however,
English requires bare plurals in almost all cases where number-neutrality is intended,

further strengthening the argument that English bare plurals are number-neutral 2

3.4.2 Domain of mass bare nouns

Recall from Section 2.2 that, despite claims to the contrary, Turkish does have
lexical count/mass contrast. The relevant piece of evidence was that quantifiers like
sayisiz ‘numerous’ and birka¢ ‘a few’ are only possible with count nouns (27a), that
denominal verbs built on count nouns yield telic predicates while those built on mass
nouns yield atelic ones (27b-b’), and that classifiers are only possible with count

nouns (27c¢).

(27)  Lexical count/mass contrast in Turkish

a. {sayisiz / birkag} {kitap /ev /*su / *benzin}
numerous a.few book house water gasoline
‘{numerous / a few} {books/ houses / *waters / *gasolines}’

22 See Farkasand de Swart (2010) for counterarguments.
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b. Kisrak bir dakika {icinde / *boyunca} yavru-la-d. (yavru is count)
mare one minute in by foal-DRV-PST
‘The mare foaled in {a/*for} minute.’

b’. Bebek on dakika {*icinde / boyunca} ter-le-di. (ter is mass)
baby ten minutes in for sweat-DRV-PST
“The baby sweated {*in / for} ten minutes.’

c. iki tane {elma/ *hava}
twoCL apple air
‘two {apples/*airs}’

| assume that mass BNPs are also ambiguous w.r.t. the domain they pick, and

can denote both kind and object entities. Unlike the case with count nouns, however,

the domain of object-denoting mass nouns is not structured, while that of subkind-

denoting ones is.

(28) Domain of mass bare nouns

a. Object b. Kind
A’ 1@A’2@A’3

/’\

A’I@A’2 A,1®A,3 A’2€BA,3

A’ . A’ ) A’

This predicts that, when they pick out the object domain, mass nouns in Turkish will
resist plural morphology and always refer cumulatively. This is because the domain
of mass BNPs is unstructured. When they pick the kind domain, however, they will

accept plural marking, in which case they will refer solely to pluralities of subkinds.

(29) confirms both predictions.

(29) a. Object

*Baz1 benzin-ler burada.
Some gasoline-PL here
Int.: ‘Some gasolines are here.’
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b. Kind

Baz1 benzin-ler yakit ekonomi-si sagli-yor,
Some gasoline-PL fuel economy-COMP provide-IMPF

orn. Shell V-Power, Esso Supreme.
e.g. Shell V-Power Esso Supreme

‘Some gasolines provide fuel economy, e.g. Shell V-Power, Esso Supreme.’

As with count nouns, true kind reference of mass bare nouns can only be
achieved with the singular form. Kind emulation is still blocked because it is derived
from plural individuals that denote in the object subdomain, and mass nouns,
referring to undifferentiated stuff, have no plural forms in the first place.

(30)  Su(*-lar) yasam-in 6nkosul-u-dur.

water-PL life-GEN prerequisite-POSS-COP
‘{The wateris / *Waters are} a prerequisite for life.’

Let us summarize the domain of count and mass nouns in Table 12.

Table 12. Extensions of Number-Neutral, Singular, and Plural Nouns

Count Nouns Mass Nouns
Object Number-Neutral \ v
Singular \ *
Plural \ *
Kind Number-Neutral \ v
Singular \ V
Plural \ V

Note incidentally that the ambiguity analysis does not need operations like

Universal Sorter (Bunt, 1985), originally formulated to explain examples like (31).
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(31) three wines (i.e. three kinds of wine)

The idea is that Universal Sorter takes an object denoting uncountable mass noun and
returns a kind denoting countable one. Under the model advanced here, the effect of
Universal Sorter is captured without further assumptions. Here is how. Recall that
mass nouns, like count ones, are ambiguous as to whether they denote a kind or an
object entity, and that the role of classifiers and kind terms is to restrict the domain to
object and kind entities respectively. This correctly predicts that, given sufficient
context, a counted mass nouns can either denote a subkind (taking the kind domain)

or a measure (taking the object domain).

(32)  three wines
a. three measures (i.e. bottles) of wine (object)

b. three subkinds of wine (i.e. red vs white) (kind)

We can thus capture the effect of Universal Sorter (Bunt, 1985) and Universal
Packager (Jackendoff, 1991) by assuming the presence of a measure phrase (see
Section 4.4.1) above the noun, the head of which is left null and supplied by listeners
contextually.

To recap, we have seen that, in the absence of contextual factors, Turkish
bare nouns are globally ambiguous as to what entity they denote: subkind or object.
This applies to count as well as mass nouns. Both singular and plural markers modify
the number-neutral noun restrictively, narrowing its domain to atomic and sum
individuals respectively. Since Turkish bare nouns denote the subkind and object,
plural forms can denote pluralities of subkinds and objects, but notably not kinds,

which can only be derived through Link’s (1983) group forming operator 1.
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Obligatorily plural kind emulations are disallowed because they are built on the
properties of object individuals, and Turkish plural excludes atomic entities from the

domain, making it incompatible with kind reference.

3.5 Classifier — kind contrast

In this section, | address the function of classifiers and propose, in keeping with the
model presented so far, that they serve the purpose of restricting the domain of bare
nouns to object individuals. Kind term like tur ‘kind’ do the opposite: They restrict
the domain to (sub)kind individuals. I will demonstrate in particular that this line of
reasoning readily accounts for the behavior of a group of nouns that resist classifiers

and/or kind terms.

3.5.1 Function of classifiers

Recall that Turkish bare nouns are ambiguous: They have the potential to denote a
kind as well as an object. | propose that one crucial function of classifiers is to
restrictively modify the bare noun to object entities only. Significantly, though, the
classifier does not change the denotation of the bare noun from kind to object; it
simply acts as a restrictive modifier. Thus, a classifier takes an ambiguous <% t>
bare noun and returns an unambiguous <e®,t>noun. For the time being, | label the

projection hosting the classifier CLP but I will revise it in Chapter 4.

(33)  Function of classifiers (preliminary)
CLP"

T T—

CL<" k: t», <% t>>  BNP=" k:t}
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This proposal stands in sharp contrast to the so-called classifier-for-counting
hypothesis argued for in Chierchia (1998a), and Borer (2005), among others, which
basically maintains that classifiers are required to carve out a level of counting from
an otherwise exclusively kind-denoting and thus mass noun. In the present model,
classifiers do not partition a mass noun into countable units (recall from Section 2.2.1
and 3.4.2 that classifier languages do have count/mass contrast); rather, they simply
combine with an already countable bare noun, concomitantly restricting its domain.
What they do is rather negative: They block reference to the kind domain.

It also explains in what sense Cheng and Sybesma (1999) are on the right
track in arguing that while measure expressions (their massifiers) ‘create’ a unit,
classifiers ‘name’ an already available unit (Cheng & Sybesma, 1999, p. 515). |
agree that the bare nouns of classifier languages have already lexicalized the
information as to what counts as a counting unit, obviating the need for classifiers to
do so, but disagree as to the primary function of classifiers: They restrict the domain
rather than name the unit.

This reasoning also goes against Rullmann and You (2006), who argue that
classifiers arise because bare nouns of classifier languages are number-neutral. The
presence of classifiers is not related to number-neutrality at all, as number-neutral
bare nominals exist in classifier as well as non-classifier languages.

This model also fares well with the observation that classifiers categorize, or
at least select, nouns based on properties like shape, size, texture, and function,
which are properties associated with object but not kind individuals. Given that
classifiers target the object domain, it comes as natural that they incorporate such

functions into their lexical specification.
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3.5.2 Function of kind terms

Given the ambiguity analysis developed so far, it must have been clear what function
kind terms perform: They do the opposite of classifiers. While classifiers restrict the
domain to object entities, kind terms like tir ‘kind’, ¢esi®® ‘type’ restrict it to kind
entities, functioning again as restrictive modifiers. Thus, tlr ‘kind’ takes an

ambiguous <e%k t>-type bare noun and returns an unambiguous <ek,t>one.

(34)  Function of kind terms (preliminary)
KiPek i

T~

Kice® 1o o e BNP=k

This correctly predicts classifiers and kind words to be mutually exclusive. To the

best of my knowledge, such restrictions apply crosslinguistically.

(35)  *iki {tane tur / tir tane} kdpek
two CL kind kind CL dog
Int: ‘two {instances kinds / kinds instances} of dogs’
Further, the model presented here does not predict classifiers (and kind words

for that matter) to be either obligatory or optional. It just predicts ambiguity in the

absence of such elements, which has already been demonstrated to be the case.

23 Not all kind terms pattern the same though. In general, tir ‘kind’ and cins ‘breed’ are used to refer
to well established, taxonomically available kinds (i.a), while ¢esit ‘type’ is used to categorize entities
based on non-taxonomically relevant properties (i.b).

0} a. kopek tiirleri/cinsleri: Dalmacyali/Golden / *tiiylii/ *biiytik kulak-h
dog kinds breeds Dalmatian Golden furry big ear-DRV
‘kinds/breeds of dogs: Dalmatian/Golden/*furry/*with big ears’

b. kopek ¢esitleri: *Dalmagyah/*Golden / tiiylii / biiyiik kulak -l
dog types Dalmatian  Golden furry big ear-DRV
‘types of dogs: *Dalmatian/*Golden/furry/with big ears’

Crucially, ¢esit ‘type’ refers not to an object-level entity butan abstract kind-level one representing

the category. | leave open the issue of how to formulate the contrast between taxonomic kinds versus
categoric generalizations and how they interact with different kind words.

115



Different languages might take different paths as to whether this sort of
disambiguation should be supplied morpho-syntactically. Thus, we have obligatory
classifier languages which make the disambiguation overt, optional classifier
languages which allow but do not require it, and non-classifiers ones which (mostly)
lack lexical resources to do so. Exactly such an analysis of English comes from
Kratzer (2008), who proposes, based on the ambiguity of zebra/zebras in (36), that

English count nouns are underspecified as to whether they denote kinds or objects.

(36) a. This zebra has not been fed. (object)
a’. Those zebras have not been fed.

b. This zebra is almost extinct. (kind)
b’. Those zebras are almost extinct.
(Kratzer, 2008, p. 272)

She further demonstrates, as | have already argued in Section 3.4.2, that this sort of

ambiguity extends to mass nouns.

(37) a. This wine is for Table 8. (object)
a’. You dropped two red wines.

b. This wine (i.e. Pinot Noir) is rare. (kind)
b’. We tasted five different wines (i.e. Pinot Noirs).
(Kratzer, 2008, p. 272)

Kratzer (2008) therefore concludes that a classifier must project above the noun as in

(38), noting that the kind/object ambiguity arises when this classifier is covert.

(38) English classifier projection

!"/’”’\\
([phural])
/\

classfier  * zebra
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Note in the passing that this sort of under-specification is not peculiar to
classifier constructions per se but applies to the expression of other grammatical
categories crosslinguistically. Take the case of aspectual marking. While English
overtly marks the distinction between general imperfective and progressive, Turkish
conflates the two, leading to under-specification, in which case listeners rely on
contextual cues to disambiguate. Same goes for clusivity: Some languages overtly
mark the distinction between inclusive uses of the first-person plural pronoun we, in
which case its extension includes the addressee, and the exclusive uses of it, in which
case its extension excludes the addressee. Other languages simply leave such

distinctions morphologically unmarked.

3.5.3 Non-canonical bare nouns
This section provides further evidence in support of two claims made in this chapter:
(i) That bare nouns are (largely) ambiguous between kind and object denotations, and
(i) That classifiers and kind terms restrict the domain to object and kind entities,
respectively. In the spotlight are nouns that denote more or less than kind and/or
object entities.
For a starter, consider the following expressions.
(39) a. uc (*tane) {gin/ay / wyil}
three CL  day month year
‘three days / months / years’
b. U¢ (*tane) {sey / kisi}

three CL  thing person
‘three things / persons’
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In Turkish, words of duration like giin /ay /yil ‘day / month / year’?* as well as some
other words like sey / kisi ‘thing / person’ reject co-occurrence with a classifier, as
also noted in Schroeder (2007, p. 476). Such a phenomenon has also been observed
in other typologically unrelated obligatory and optional classifier languages. Tang
(2005, p. 455) reports, for instance, that (some) words of duration in Mandarin like
tian ‘day’ and nian ‘year’ resist classifiers. Thus, even in obligatory classifier
languages, lexical items exist which totally reject co-occurrence with a classifier.
Importantly though, this includes the so-called general classifier, which is assumed
to be the default one that can combine with any bare noun. The question then is how
to account for such restrictions.

Considering the (relatively easier) case of words of duration, Zhang (2011a)
assumes, with Li and Thompson (1981) and Cinque (2011), that words like day and
year occupy the classifier position and combine with the null noun shijian ‘time’ in
Chinese?®. Similarly, Tang (2005) proposes that these words are lexically specified as
[-N, +CL], which amounts to saying that they are classifiers occupying a functional
slot. In Turkish, too, words of duration can only co-occur with the word sire

‘duration’, suggesting that Zhang (2011a) and Tang (2005) are on the right track.

(40) Canug {gun/hafta} {sure-yle / *zaman-la} izn-e ayril-di
Can three day week duration-INST time-INST vacation-DAT leave-PST

‘Can went on vacation for three {days/ weeks} {duration/*time}.’
Thus, (39a) ceases to be a problem if we assume that words of duration are classifiers
themselves that already occur with a covert duration-denoting noun, leaving no room

for another classifier.

24 Rijkhoff (2002) categorizes nounsinto three groups: spatially existing first order nouns like cat,
temporally existing second order nouns like game, and abstract third order nounslike belief. In this
model, words like giin ‘day’ denote second order entities.

25 For counterarguments, see Simpson and Ngo (2018).
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The difficult problem comes from cases like (39b) in which a noun strictly
rejects co-occurrence with a classifier. Quite recently, Simpson and Ngo (2018)
propose an account of such nominals in the obligatory classifier language of
Vietnamese. This language apparently has three groups of bare nouns: one
obligatorily requiring classifiers (41a), one optionally allowing them (41b), and one

rejecting them (41c).

(41) a. hai *(con) cho b. bdn (can) phong c. hai (*con) mau (Vietnamese)
two CL dog four CL  room two CL color
‘two dogs’ ‘four rooms’ ‘two colors’

(Simpson & Ngo, 2018, pp. 213-214)

Simpson and Ngo (2018) call these obligatory-classifier nouns, optional-
classifier nouns, and non-classified nouns respectively. Briefly, they propose that a
classifier layer always projects in Vietnamese, but that the language has a covert
classifier (CL-g) alongside the overt ones. Bare nouns of Vietnamese are lexically
specified as to whether they are compatible with CL-g: Obligatory-classifier nouns
reject it while non-classified nouns require it. Optional-classifier nouns, on the other
hand, are taken to be compatible with overt classifiers as well as the affixal covert
CL-@. When a bare noun occurs under the affixal CL-g, it obligatorily raises to the
classifier position for phonological reasons. Thus, Simpson and Ngo (2018) relate the
contrast to the lexical specification of bare nouns.

Although I do not have a grasp of the Vietnamese data, and fully accept that
the issue is highly complicated, I reject Simpson and Ngo’s (2018) analysis on at
least two principled grounds. First, by linking the contrast to lexical specification,
they actually name the problem rather than account for it. Why should a group of
nouns be lexically specified as rejecting classifiers (in their terminology, obligatorily

combining with CL-g), while others as requiring them? | believe lexical specification
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should not be brought into picture unless all other means are exhausted, since such an
argument has virtually no explanatory power. Second, the group of nominals that
crosslinguistically reject classifiers tend to be words of duration like day and month,
unit specification like dollar, words like thing and person, and, as | shall
demonstrate, words that specifically denote events. Taking the issue to be lexical,
Simpson and Ngo’s (2018) model misses an apparent crosslinguistic generalization.

Inwhat follows, | propose an account that naturally follows from the model
presented here without additional stipulations. The upshot of the proposal is that bare
nouns that lack kind and/or object in their denotation resist modification by kind
words as well as classifiers crosslinguistically. This is because their presence will
eventually lead to either a semantic conflict or to redundancy.

The reasoning goes as follows. I start with the standard assumption that the
word kisi ‘person’ is categorically a noun like insan ‘human’, since taking it to be a
classifier will lead to further complications. However, unlike insan, which
ambiguously denotes both kind and object, 4isi lacks kind individuals in its domain,

leading to the following contrast.

(42) a. iki tdr insan a’. iki taneinsan a’’. insan tir-ler-i
two kind human two CL human human kind-PL-COMP
‘two kinds of humans’  ‘two humans’ ‘kinds of humans’
b. *iki tlr  kisi b’. ??iki tane kisi  b’’. *kisi tur-ler-i
two kind person two CL person person kind-PL-COMP
‘two kinds of persons’  ‘two persons’ ‘kinds of persons’

Given that insan ‘human’ lexicalizes both the kind and the object individuals, it
readily accepts modification by tur (42a) and tane (42a’), as well as participating in
compounds headed by tir ‘kind’ (42a”’). kisi, however, lacks the kind domain in its

lexical specification; it only denotes in the object domain. Roughly, it means
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HUMAN.OBJECT (whereas insan simply means HUMAN, underspecified with
respect to kind/object contrast). Thus, (42b) leads to a conflict as we are trying to
restrict the denotation of kisi ‘person’ to kind entities, which simply do not exist in
its domain. The ungrammaticality of (42b’’) further strengthens the argument that
kisi lacks kind denotation. (42b”), on the other hand, attempts to restrict the
denotation of kisi to object individuals only; but ungrammaticality obtains
presumably due to redundancy: kisi already refers to object individuals exclusively,
and thus the object-selecting classifier cannot restrict the noun in any meaningful
way. Thus, kind terms and classifiers are banned from co-occurring with such nouns
for different reasons: kind terms due to semantic conflict (i.e. their combination leads
to empty sets), and classifiers for redundancy (they cannot restrict). Yet, the marked
status of (42b”) as opposed to the plain ungrammaticality of (42b) and (42b”)
suggests that the ban against redundancy is lesser of a constraint than the one against
semantic conflict. Indeed, with words like sey ‘thing’, which also exclusively refer to
object individuals, the use of a classifier is much freer than the use of kind-targeting
modifiers.

(43) ki (*tdr / ?tane) sey

twokind CL thing

‘two {?items / *kinds} of things’

Thus, the earlier proposal that bare nouns are inherently two-way ambiguous
is at best an idealization. We do have nouns that lack either of the kind or object
domain in its specification, and we have seen that such words resist restriction by
kind- or object-targeting modifiers like tir ‘kind’ and tane ‘CL’ respectively.

Another group of bare nouns that lack either the kind or the object denotation

are words that specifically lexicalize events. Take the word devir ‘revolution’. Since
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it exclusively refers to an event whereby an object rotates around its axis once, it is
predicted to resist kind-targeting tiir and object-targeting tane, but not classifiers that
specifically target the event component in its lexical meaning. (44) establishes that

this prediction is borne out.

(44) Makine dakika-da 4000 {*tane/ tur} devir yap-iyor.
machine minute-LOC 4000 CL  round revolution do-IMPF
‘The machine does 4000 {*CL / rounds} of revolutions per minute.’
cf. *devir  tur-ler-i
revolution kind-PL-COMP
Int.: kinds of revolutions’
Oyun ‘game’, on the other hand, is three-way ambiguous: kind, object, an

event. Thus, modification by kind, object, and event classifiers leads to grammatical

forms with different interpretations.

(45) a.iki tir oyun oyna-di-k: sans oyunu ve zeka oyunu.  (kind)
two kind game play-PST-1PL chance game and mind game
‘We played two kinds of games: lottery and mind games’
b.iki el  oyun oyna-di-k. (event)
two hand game play-PST-1PL
‘We played two hands of games.’
c. iki tane oyun oyna-di-k: iskambil ve scrabble. (object)

two CL game play-PST-1PL cards and scrabble
‘We played two games: cards and scrabble.’

(45a) denotes two kinds of games, with no specification as to how many specific
games or how many hands were played; (45b) simply states that two events of
playing took place, with no specification of how many kinds/instances of games were
involved in these events; and (45c) counts specific games played, with no reference

to the number of playing events, though we indirectly infer that a minimum of two

types of games were involved.
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In contrast to Simpson and Ngo’s (2018) ad hoc lexicalization argument, the
analysis proposed here for the so-called non-classified nouns explains the problem
with virtually no added stipulations. Further, unlike Simpson and Ngo (2018), the
present model has predictive power: It predicts that nouns denoting concepts that
exclusively refer to object individuals will crosslinguistically reject co-occurrence
with kind terms and classifiers (with the proviso that the use of a classifier might be
marginally acceptable if redundancy is a violable constraint). Aikhenvald (2003, p.
102) has already noted, unsurprisingly, that Hungarian ember ‘person’ cannot co-
occur with any classifier. The analysis also predicts the existence of nouns that solely
refer to kind entities, which will also be incompatible with classifiers for reasons of
semantic conflict, and at best marginally compatible with kind terms for reasons of
redundancy. The Turkish word insanoglu ‘mankind’ is a kind-only noun; but since
such nouns are highly abstract and almost exclusively uncountable, it is hard to test
them with classifiers, which only combine with countable nouns. Only further
research will demonstrate if, and to what extent, this analysis accounts for such
patterns crosslinguistically.

Note as a final remark that the presence of object-only nouns like kisi
‘person’ strongly challenge Krifka (1995), who claims that “kinds seem to be
ontologically prior to specimens; if we want to call some real object a bear, we have
to relate this object to the kind Ursus, whereas it is not necessary to have some real
specimens in mind in order to talk about the kind Ursus” (p. 399). Whether this
might ontologically be the case, we have seen that languages do have lexical items
(Turkish kisi and Hungarian ember, both meaning ‘person’) that exclusively denote

in the object domain.
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3.6 Summary

This chapter discussed the denotation of Turkish bare nouns. After a short review of
literature on bare noun semantics was introduced in Section 3.2, it was demonstrated
in Section 3.3 that Turkish bare nouns are ambiguous as to whether they take object
individuals or kind individuals as their domain. It was shown in particular that the
presence of classifiers and kind terms lift the ambiguity, singling out object and kind
domains respectively. We have further seen that Turkish bare plurals in their kind
denotation can refer to pluralities of subkinds but not kinds. This is because, in
contrast to English, morphological plural in Turkish aligns with semantically
plurality, whereas kind reference requires a number-neutral form.

Section 3.4 laid down the domains of count and mass bare nouns in their
number-neutral, singular, and plural forms. The argument was that singular and
plural markers act as restrictive modifiers in Turkish, restricting the domain of a bare
noun to singularities and pluralities respectively. It was demonstrated that count
nouns can take object and kind domains in either form, while mass nouns cannot
refer to singularities or pluralities of object individuals since the domain of a mass
noun is in its object denotation is unstructured. Reference to pluralities of subkind
individuals is still possible with plural mass nouns though, under a type-of reading.

The function of classifiers and kind terms was discussed in Section 3.5 where
it was demonstrated that a classifier takes an object- or kind-referring ambiguous
noun as input and returns an object-referring noun as output, while a kind word does
the opposite: It restricts object- or kind-referring nouns into kind-referring ones. This
line of reasoning was shown to easily account for the properties of a set of nouns that
resist classifiers and/or kind word like kisi ‘person’ or devir ‘revolution’. This

restriction was linked to the fact that these nouns lack reference to object and/or kind
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entities, and that restriction by classifiers or kind words either returns an empty set or
results in redundancy. This was further supported by the behavior of three-way
ambiguous words like oyun ‘game’, which further lexicalize events alongside objects

and kinds.
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CHAPTER 4

CONSTITUENCY OF CLASSIFIER CONSTRUCTIONS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the syntax and concomitant semantics of classifier
constructions. Three issues are discussed in particular: (i) the dual nature of some
classifiers and measure words, (ii) the syntax and semantics of classifier and measure
constructions, (iii) and the status of Multiple Classifier Constructions (MCLCs).

Section 4.2 highlights the dual nature of some classifiers and measure words
which come in two guises: As a lexical element that can participate in derivational
contexts, and as a functional one which measures or counts. It is demonstrated that in
their lexical disguise, those classifiers and measure expressions are regular words of
type <e,t>, while they are functional elements of type <n, <e,t>>in their functional
use. These two uses of dual classifiers and measure words are shown to have
contrasting distributional and interpretive possibilities.

Section 4.3 lays down and justifies some background assumption regarding
the upcoming discussion in Section 4.4 where | address the syntax of classifier
constructions. I demonstrate in particular that classifiers and measure words target
the head position of a dedicated functional layer, the pP, and spell out varying
features of it. All elements that target puP are transitive objects of type <n, <e,t>>,
hence always requiring the presence of a numeral. Overall, the uP denotes a property
of type <e,t>, which is then applied to the bare noun either predicatively or
attributively. In this section, | also address the problem of counting/measuring
ambiguity associated with classifier constructions involving container words (cf.

Section 2.3.3) and propose an analysis that fits well with the current model. | close
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off the section by rejecting Zhang’s (2011a) argument that the presence of some
classifiers is not semantically but syntactically motivated, and that they serve no
function at all.

Section 4.5 turns to the problem of multiple classifier constructions which
basically come in two forms: Partitive MCLCs, and Attributive MCLCs. Itis
demonstrated in particular that the distribution and interpretation of multiple
classifier constructions follows quite naturally from the model presented, once we
bring two independently established constraints into the picture: monotonicity, and
distributivity.

Section 4.6 addresses the problematic [CL + NP] constructions in which,
surprisingly, a classifier occurs with a bare noun in the absence of a numeral. | argue,
however, that these are instances of bare N-N compounds, and that the classifier is
actually an <e,t>-type predicate occupying the non-head position of the compound.

I close this chapter in Section 4.7 with an incursion into the territory of kind
words which pose a strong object-or-kind puzzle. The mystery is that, in some
constructions involving kind words, evidence points to conflicting conclusions:
Some part of the evidence strongly suggests that the domain includes object
individuals only, while the other part strongly suggests that it includes kind
individuals only. I argue that in these cases, the process is not the canonical

restriction of the domain, but one of instantiation of the kind by a specimen.

4.2 Dual nature of classifiers and measure terms

This section differentiates between lexical and functional classifiers and measure

terms, assigns them to appropriate types, and discusses their distribution.
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4.2.1 Types of classifiers and measure terms
Observe first that, based on their function, classifiers and measure words can be

grouped into the categories in Table 13.

Table 13. Types of Classifiers and Measure Words

Type CL/M Example/Gloss Translation

standard Ms kilo, litre iki kilo un two kilos of flour
kilo, liter two kilo flour

container Ms bardak, salon iki bardak su two glasses of water
glass, hall two glass water

partitive Ms damla, dilim iki dilim pasta two slices of cake
drop, slice two slice cake

paranumerals  cift, dizine iki cift corap two pairs of socks
pair, dozen two pair sock

group CLs siirt, demet iki demet cicek two bunches of flowers
flock, bunch two buch flower

atomic CLs yaprak, dal iki yaprak kagit two sheets of paper
sheet, fag two sheet paper

general CLs tane iki tane kalem two pens
CL two CL pen

The reason for classifying such terms as classifiers or measure words is that
they more or less perform the same function of either counting or measuring the
noun in varying ways. In what follows, | restrict attention to standard measures,
container measures, group classifiers, atomic classifiers, and the general classifiers,
ignoring partitive measures and paranumerals for expository purposes. Nevertheless,
the analysis proposed is intended to cover all types of classifier and measure

constructions.
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4.2.2 Lexical — functional contrast

While the examples in Table 13 establish that all classifiers and measure words can
fill functional positions, those in Table 14 demonstrate that only some have lexical
uses. Thus, standard measures and general classifiers cannot participate in the

derivational process of compounding.

Table 14. Lexical/Functional Distinction in CLs/Ms

Type CL/M Compounding Translation

standard Ms kilo *un kilo-su?® Int: flour kilo(s)?’
kilo flour kilo-COMP

container Ms bardak su bardag-1 water glasss(es)
glass water glass-COMP

group CLs demet cicek demet-i flower bunch(es)
bunch flower bunch-COMP

atomic CLs yaprak kagit yaprag-i paper sheet(s)
sheet paper sheet-COMP
tane kum tane-si sand grain(s)
grain sand grain-COMP

general CLs tane *kalem tane-si Int: pen(s)
CL pen CL-COMP

26 Oztiirk and Erguvanli-Taylan (2016) propose that in such constructions (their possessive
compoundswhose non-head lack genitive-marking), the non-head noun restricts the denotation of the
head noun to anappropriate subkind. Therefore, the head noun mustallow for a subkind
interpretation, or else ungrammaticality obtains.

(i) a. *elma kilo-su b. *kumas metre-si
apple kilo-POSS fabric meter-POSS
‘apple kilo’ ‘fabric meter’

(Oztiirk & Erguvanli-Taylan,2016,p. 98)

Inthese examples, the measure expressions kilo and meter lack a subkind in most people’s taxonomy.
Thus, restriction by the non-headselma ‘apple’ and kumas ‘fabric’ fails, hence the ungrammaticality.

27 Constructions like (i) pose no challenge to the argumentation.

@) a.un*(-un) kilo-su 5 lira. b.Un*(-un) birkilo-su 5 lira.
flour-GEN kilo-POSS 5 lira flour-GEN one kilo-POSS 5 lira
‘A kilo of flour is 5 liras.’ ‘A kilo of flour is 5 liras.”
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Put briefly, standard measures and the general classifier tane?® are purely functional
items, while container measures, group classifiers, and atomic classifiers double as
regular words. Despite their synchronic status as classifiers/measures, most of these
functional uses have been demonstrated to have diachronically derived from
corresponding lexical bases. Particularly interesting is tane, which has a limited

distribution as a lexical element. | discuss that in the next section.

4.2.3 Denotation of lexical classifiers/measure words

Since lexical classifiers and measure words typically occur in compounds, | would
like to take a little excursion into the structure of compounding. There is a
considerable body of literature behind compounding in Turkish, particularly the
status of the compound marker —(s)I(n), since the same marker is used in genitive-

possessive constructions (1a) as well as compounds (1b).

1) a. gocug-un oda-st (genitive-possessive construction)
child-GEN room-POSS

‘the child’s room’
b. cocuk oda-s1 (compound)

child room-COMP
‘child room’

Two major lines of analyses have emerged regarding the status of —(s)I(n) in

these two constructions: Unified analyses which argue that —(s)I(n) is a possessive

First, thatthese are not compoundsis evidenced by the obligatory presence of the genitive marker.
Second, (i.a) hasidentical semanticswith (i.b), suggesting the presence of a covert bir ‘one’. For
omission of the numeralone in counting contexts, see Cheng and Sybesma (2005), Her, Chen,and
Tsai (2015), and Her (2017).

28 Zhang (2011a, p. 146) observes that Chinese general classifier ge cannotoccurin such compounds,
buttakesit to be anaccidentalgap. | will demonstrate shortly that generalclassifiers are always <n,
<e,t>>-type functionalitems. Since lexical processes require <e,t>-type predicates, the exclusion of ge
from compoundingfollows due to type mismatch.
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agreement marker in both genitive-possessive constructions in and compounds
(Lewis G. L., 1967; Y Ukseker, 1998); and split analyses which maintain that —(s)I(n)
IS a possessive agreement marker in genitive-possessive constructions but a
compound marker in compounds (van Schaaik, 1992; Goksel, 2009; Kunduraci,
2013). Quite recently, another unified analysis has been proposed in Oztiirk and
Erguvanh-Taylan (2016) according to which —(s)I(n) has the same function in both
genitive-possessive constructions as well as compounds. Contra the agreement
analysis, however, they propose that —(s)I(n) is “a valency marker which signals the
introduction of an argument” (Oztiirk & Erguvanli-Taylan, 2016, p. 96). Based on
the observation that arguments of nominals must be introduced by some functional
head (unlike verbs which can take their arguments directly) Oztiirk and Erguvanli-
Taylan (2016) argue that —(s)I(n) heads the n° position in (2), thus allowing the NP to

take an argument.

2) Structure of —(s)I(n)

nP
argument n'
NP n”
| -(s)in)
N

Thus, in this model, -(s)I(n) is the morphological reflex of a valency changing
operation on a par with the little v in the clausal domain.

Gurer (2017) extends Oztiirk and Erguvanhi-Taylan’s (2016) analysis of
Turkish —(s)I(n) to its counterpart in Karachay-Balkar (a Turkic dialect spoken
Karachay-Cherkessia and Kabard-Balkar Republics of Russia), demonstrating that

the two languages pattern very much alike, the only difference being that Turkish
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does but Karachay-Balkar does not have type-shifting mechanisms to “transitivize”
otherwise intransitive nouns and subsequently use them with —(s)I(n).

Back to lexical classifiers and measure words, | propose, pending the
discussion and abstracting away from technical details, that compounding has the
structure in (3), but nothing about the argumentation strictly depends on that
assumption. Any model would do as long as the head and non-head nouns as well as

the resulting compound are all of type <e,t>.

(3) Structure of compounding

CompPes -
Nez g Comp'<<s t>, <2 >

N

Nezpr Compecs o gz s s poms
-slin)

| propose that container measures like bardak ‘glass’, group classifiers like demet
‘bunch’, and atomic classifiers like tane ‘grain’ are nouns denoting predicates of type
<e,t>. Accordingly, the grammatical compounds in Table 14 built on those lexical

classifiers/measure words are derived as follows.

4) Compounding with lexical classifiers/measure words

CompPe: i~
Neai= Comp'ces t> st
kagit ‘paper’ /’\\
Fum ‘sand Nea p Compueca p_aca t <o o
vaprag 'sheet -1
tane 'grain’ -5i
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This analysis correctly predicts that, occupying the head position of the
compound, lexical uses of these elements will have different distribution and
interpretive possibilities from their functional counterparts.

First, although functional elements require the presence of a numeral, lexical
ones do not. Note that lexical classifiers/measure words can appear to the right of the

noun while functional ones must appear to the left of it.

(5) a. *tane kum / ??yaprak kagit / ??demet cigek (functional CLs/Ms)
CL sand sheet paper bunch flower

b. kum tanesi / kagit yaprag:i / gicek demeti (lexical CLs/Ms)
sand grain  paper sheet  flower bunch
Second, verbs like diz- ‘lay’ that require plural complements are incompatible
with uncountable nouns like su ‘water’, kagit ‘paper’, and kum ‘sand’ even when
they are pluralized (6a). When they appear as the non-head of a compound headed by
a lexical classifier/measure word, however, we obtain a grammatical construction
which denotes plurality of lexical classifiers/measure words (6b). This is because

lexical classifiers/measure words denote countable units.

(6) a Can{??su-lar= / ??kum-lar-}  yanyana  diz-di.?°
Can  water-PL-ACC/ sand-PL-ACC side.by.side lay-PST
‘Can laid {??waters / ??sands} side by side.’

b. Can {su bardak-lari-nz / kum tane-leri-ni}  yanyana  diz-di.
Can water glass-PL-ACC sand grain-PL-ACC side.by.side lay-PST.
‘Can laid {water glasses / sand grains} side by side.’

29 These constructionscan be grammaticalunderan implied measure reading; but this is not what we
are testing here. The point is that lexical classifiers/measure words do not measure or count, but rather
denote either a perceivable unit, as in the case of kum ‘sand’ and kagit ‘paper’, or a totally different
object,as in the case of bardak ‘glass’, which actually denotesnot water but glass.
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Third, with verbs that require a plural complement, when a countable noun is
substituted for the uncountable one, both constructions become grammatical but with
different interpretations.

(7) a. Can gigek-ler-i yanyana  diz-di.
Can flower-PL-ACC side.by.side lay-PST
‘Can laid the flowers side by side.’ = (Flowers ended up side by side.)
b. Can cicek demet-ler-i-ni yanyana  diz-di.
Can flower bunch-PL-COMP-ACC side.by.side lay-PST
‘Can laid flower bunches side by side.” = (Bunches ended up side by side.)

Fourth, constructions with lexical classifiers/measure words are compatible

with the general classifier tane while functional ones are not.

8) a.iki tane {su  bardagi/kagit yapragi/¢icek demeti/kum tanesi}
twoCL waterglass/ paper sheet/ flower bunch/ sand grain

b. *iki tane {bardak su/  yaprak kagit / demet gicek / tane kum}

twoCL glass water/ sheet paper /bunch flower/ grain sand

Thus, lexical classifiers/measure words contrast in distribution and
interpretation from functional ones: While functional ones measure or count, lexical
ones create another nominal headed by the classifier/measure word.

A question arises at this point as to what role these lexical classifiers/measure
words play. In particular, what is the function of tane ‘grain’ in kum tanesi ‘sand
grain’ (cf. Table 14)? An insightful analysis comes from Grimm (2012a; 2012b),
who argues that, as far as the linguistic phenomenon of lexicalization is concerned,
entities fall on a scale in terms of individuation.3? This individuation, Grimm (2012a;

2012Db) argues, lies at the heart of number marking patterns crosslinguistically. On

30 Individuation is influenced by factors like animacy, distinguishability, interaction, and inherent
plurality, amongothers.
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the least individuated end of the scale are prototypically uncountable nouns denoting
liquids/substances, and on the most individuated end are prototypically countable
nouns denoting individual entities. Table 15 demonstrates that languages differ as to
whether they mark all categories with independent morphemes, or whether they use

syncretic forms that cover contiguous regions.

Table 15. Grimm’s Lexicalization Patterns

liquids / granular collective individual
Language Substances aggregates aggregates entities

SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
English SG:-@ |/ PL:NA SG:-@ | PL:-s
Welsh -0 NA SG:-yn |/ PL:-@ -0 -0d
Dagaare -@ NA -ruu -@ -ri -@ -@ -ri

As we can see, English collapses liquids/substances (like water) and granular
aggregates (like sand) into one group, and collective aggregates (like grape) and
individual entities (like child) into another group. The former group happens to have
no PL form in English, while the latter uses -s. Thus, English uses syncretic forms to
cover liquids/substances on the one hand and collective aggregates and individual
entities on the other. Welsh, however, syncretizes number expression on granular
aggregates and collective aggregates: -yn for SG and -@ for PL. Aswith English,
liquids and substances have no PL form, while the PL of individual entities is marked
by -od. The most contrastive marking of each group is seen in Dagaare (a Niger-
Congo language spoken in Ghana). In this language, granular aggregates are marked
by -ruu in the SG and -@ in the PL. Likewise, collective aggregates are marked by -ri
in the SG and -@ in the PL. This phenomenon is frequently referred to as inverse
marking of number, since it is unusually the singular rather than the plural that gets

marked. As for individual entities, singular is marked by -@ and plural is marked by -
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ri, the exact opposite of collective aggregates. Thus, these three languages follow
different lexicalization patterns in expressing the singular and plural of the four
groups of entities.

Back to Turkish, words like kum ‘sand’ lexicalize a granular aggregate,
despite having perceivable/distinguishable atoms. | propose, in line with Grimm
(2012a; 2012b), that tane in its lexical form spells out the perceivable atoms in
granular aggregates (i.e. the ‘grains’ of sand), corresponding to Dagaare -ru and
Welsh -yn. In a similar vein, the perceivable atoms of collective aggregates like kagit
‘paper’ are spelled out by the lexical classifier yaprak ‘sheet’. In a nutshell, the role
of Dagaare -ruu and -ri are performed by tane ‘grain’ and yaprak ‘sheet’ in Turkish.

Thus, although liquids/substances and granular aggregates are lexicalized as
uncountable nouns in Turkish, the language still has grammatical means to express

the ontological distinction between them.

4.2.4 Denotation of functional classifiers/measure terms

When used in functional positions, classifiers/measure words can, but do not have to,
retain their lexical meaning. Thus, three glasses of water or three bunches of flowers
does not necessarily mean that the water/flowers come(s) in glasses or bunches.
These expressions simply measure the noun. Similarly, (¢ tane kitap ‘three CL book’
does not signal that books come in grains. In Section 4.4, | elaborate on the
denotation and compositional properties of functional classifiers/measure words, but
before moving onto the analysis, | wish to spell out some assumptions | make
regarding the properties of numerals, measure words, and classifiers, which will form

the basis of my analysis.
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4.3 Background assumptions

Numerals:
These are number-denoting elements of type n.3! They correspond to natural
numbers, but crucially, do not denote measure or cardinality. No numeral can thus

directly combine with a bare noun due to type mismatch.

Measure terms:

Measure is a function from sets to numerals. A measure is a mathematical object that
quantifies the size of a set. Measure functions like kilo relate individuals to some
point on a scale, i.e. they map individuals onto scales. Measure words are relational

type-<n, <e,t>> items, and all measure phrases denote <e,t>-type properties.

31 There are four views of numerals proposed in the literature. Partee (1987) takes numeralsto be
<e,t>-type predicates; van der Does (1993)takesthem to be <<e,t>, <<e,t>, t>>-type determiners;
lonin and Matushansky (2006) assign them the <<e,t>, <e,t>>-type of modifiers; while Scontras
(2014) proposes thatthey are n-type entities denoting naturalnumbers. In line with Partee (1987),
Balkiz Oztiirk (p.c.) proposes based on (i.a-c) that numerals of Turkish pattern with predicates.

@) a. Soguk insan-1 hasta ed-er. (adjective)

cold human-ACCsick do-PRS
‘Cold makesonesick.’

b.Canher ginban-a telefon ed-er. (noun)
Canevery day I-DAT telephone do-PRS
‘Can telephones me everyday.’

c. Dort kere ic  oniki ed-er (numeral)
four times three twelve do-PRS
‘Four times three makestwelve.’

d. *Dort tanekere U¢ taneoniki taneed-er. (numeral-CL)
four CL timesthree CL twelve CL do-PRS
‘Four times three makestwelve.’

Oztiirk’s point is that the numeraloniki ‘twelve’ patterns with hasta ‘sick” and telefon ‘phone’ in
immediately preceding the predicate et- ‘do’. Given the principle of semantic compositionality, this
distributional parallelism suggests thatthe numeral oniki might be associated with the sametypeas
the adjective hasta and the noun telefon, which are clearly predicative. loninand Matushansky (2006)
present several pieces of argumentsagainst treating numeralsas determiners of type <<e,t>, <<e,t>,
t>> or predicatesof type <e,t>. (i.d) demonstrates, on the other hand, that Numeral-CL sequences,
which | take to denote properties of type <e,t> (see below) are clearly ungrammatical with the verb et-
‘do’. Given the grammaticality of (i.c), a type-shifting mechanism is possibly involved whereby the n-
type numerals is converted into a predicative one.
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Cardinality:
Cardinality is just another type of measure (Scontras, 2014). Like weight or length,
cardinality relates individuals to points on a scale where the scale is cardinality and
the points are natural numbers.

Subsuming dimensional properties like weight, length, and cardinality under
a single measure function has several advantages. First, a measure is a mathematical
object that quantifies the size of a set. Objects are sets of points in space, but their
extent can only be understood by measuring. The size of a set can be measured based
on its cardinality.

Second, all measure terms, be them measure words or classifiers, are

mutually exclusive.

9) *Uc tane/kilo/metre kalem

three CL kilo meter pencil

‘three CL/kilos/meters of pencils’

Conceiving of all such terms as values that the measure head can take provides a
natural explanation for this sort of complementarity.

Third, all measure words are relational elements denoting functions from
natural numbers to predicates, and are thus assigned to the same type (see next
section).

Fourth, classifiers and measure terms follow the same word order restriction
in relation to the numeral. If a language uses the [Numeral-CL] order, it also uses
[Numeral-M] order, and vice versa.

Finally, numerals, like measure terms, are monotonic expressions
(Schwarzschild, 2002; Krifka, 2003). Kilo, for instance, is monotonic on the

dimensional property of weight, and counting is monotonic on the dimensional
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property of cardinality. Nakanishi (2003) presents further evidence demonstrating
that monotonicity requirement governs the distributional contrast between non-split
(continuous) and split (discontinuous) classifier phrases that appear in nominal and

verbal contexts respectively.

4.4 Syntactic composition

This section addresses the syntactic constituency of classifier constructions, and
argues that both classifiers and measure terms occupy the same head position of the
Measure Phrase (UP), spelling out its varying values. Numerals, on the other hand,
fill [Spec, uP]. The WP is syntactically an adjunct that left-adjoins to the NP. The
resulting structure is a uniformly left-branching one as also proposed in Croft (1994)

and Hsieh (2008) (see Sections 2.3.2 and 2.4.1).

4.4.1 The pP

In Section 4.3, | subsumed canonical measure terms like kilo and cardinality under
the measure function. Here, | elaborate on the semantic properties of the uP and
demonstrate how the syntactic derivation proceeds.

Observe that all measure expressions are Fregean unsaturated objects,
requiring the presence of a numeral for them to be saturated. Together with the
numeral, the resulting uP denotes a property, which is then attributed to an
individual. No measure expression is complete without a numeral. This captures the
fact that measure is a function from numerals to predicates. Thus, all p-heads are of
type <n, <e,t>>,32 associated with the syntax in (10). p° can host different elements

measuring the noun is different ways.

32 Note that classifier or measure constructions can appearas predicates (i.a), as complements of
measure verbs (i.b), and asmodifiers of nouns (i.c).
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(10)  Syntax of yP

NP i
I.I.P{a:t} h—P{a:t}

N

NumPyn  |len, < ps>
WEIGHT
LENGTH

CARD

This line of reasoning immediately explains several properties of classifier
constructions and measure constructions. First, note that classifier and measure
constructions are not arguments of the noun (Jackendoff, 1977; Stowell, 1991,

Schwarzschild, 2005; Corver, 2009) (after all a noun is perfectly interpretable

(1) a. The tomatoesare 3 kilos.
b. The tomatoesweigh 3 kilos.
c. threekilos of tomatoes

Scontras (2014) argues that, judging by their relatively limited distribution, the intransitive uses in
(i.a-b) must have been derived from the transitive base in (i.c). As Corver (2009) observes, however,
morphological evidence points to the contrary. In general, modifiers carry more morphological
material, typically some sort of a linker, than their corresponding predicates. Thus, in Korean, pre-
nominal modifier classifier constructions must carry a genitive marker.

(i) [sye meyng-uy] haksyang
three CL-GEN student
(Lee, 2013, p. 256)

Although nothing about the argumentation rests on the position | take, | believe the intransitive (i.e.
predicate) version is the basic form and the modifier version is derived. This also squares with
Peyraube’s (1991) observation that, diachronically speaking, Chinese classifiers originated in the
postnominalposition and then moved to the prenominal position. If so, the modifier
classifiers/measures are probably of type <n, <<e,t> <e,t>>> (which will yield an <<et>, <e t>>-type
KP), in contrastto the <n, <e,t>>-type predicative ones (which will yield an <et>-type uP). This
argument receives furthersupport from the presence of modifier-only (transitive) and predicate-only
(intransitive) adjectives.

(iif) a. Modifier-only former
This is the [former president]. cf. *The president is [former].

b. Predicate-only alive
*This is the [alive president]. cf. The president is [alive].

Throughout the discussion, | remain agnostic about this contrast, and assume forsimp licity that

classifiers and measure words are of type <n, <e,t>> in their predicative as well asmodifier uses, and
thatthe uP combines with the noun by standard modes of composition.
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without a classifier or measure word), and thus cannot be occupying its argumental
Spec or complement positions. Therefore, the null assumption is that they are
adjuncts syntactically.

Second, Turkish is a consistently head-final language, locating complements
as well as modifiers to the left of the NP, which is perfectly respected in (10). Third,
under the reasonable assumption that Turkish DP must also be head-final, the
alternative syntax in (11a) would violate the Final-over-Final Constraint (FOFC)
(Holmberg, 2000; Biberauer, Holmberg, & Roberts, 2007; Sheehan, 2013). This is
because, per FOFC, the head-final DP in (11b) cannot take the head-initial pP as a

complement.

(11) FoFC-violating pP

I.I.P{a:t}
NumPy U'an, <z tos

T~

Wesat>, <n, <at>e>  NPeag>

WEIGHT
LENGTH
CARD

oP

—

D’Pa q}

T TTT—

l-lP*:a:t} D{{a:t}: a>

_—

NPy U'en, <zt

T~

o<z t> <n, <z p>>>  [MP<sis
WEIGHT

LENGTH
CARD
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Fourth, approximative modifiers can intervene between the pP and the NP,

which can be accommodated with the structure in (10) as in (12b).

(12) a. Konser-e [8000 tane kadar/civarinda dinleyici] katil-d1.
concert-DAT 8000 CL about/around audience participate-PST
‘[About 8000 audiences] participated in the concert.’

NPe >
ApprP NPzt
/\ dinleyici
WP<a i Appr

/\\\ kadar/civarmda
I"'-_UmPn l.l.{n: RN e
p. 800 tane

In contrast, the head-initial uP in (11a) simply does not allow room for approximator

heads like kadar/civarinda ‘about/around’.

(13) the approximative problem

P<a i
NumPy W'<n, <o t>>

800 Py

Lzt <, <a foii NP =
tane 2  dinlevici

A

kadar/civarmda

Note in the passing that Approximatives can occupy both the Appr® as in
(14a-b) and [Spec, ApprP] as in (14c-d). Further, since they take maximal projections
as complements, they can attach to NumP as in (14a) and (14c) as well as YP as in

(14b) and (14d).33

33 There are gaps, though. Most native speakers of Turkish I consulted with judge asungrammatical
approximative constructionsin which civarinda ‘around’ takesa NumP ascomplement.
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(14)  a. [up [Nump 20 kadar] tane] 6grenci [[about 20] CL]student

NPz >
I_I,P{E:[} I.\T{a:t}
/\—\_\ darenci 'student’
ApprP LLen, <2t
//\ tane 'CL'
NumPy Appr
20 kadar 'about'
b. [up [Nump 20 tane] kadar] 6grenci [about [20 CL] student
hP{a:t}
ApprP NPzt
/,,/’/\\\ dgrenci 'student’
P i Appr

,_/-/\ kadar 'about'

NumPs  plen, <= o
20 tane 'CL'

C. [up yaklasik [nump 5] Kilo] elma [[around 5] kilo] apple
P{P{a:[}

T

I_I,P{E:t} h?-n’.’a:t}
/\-\_\_\ elma "apple’
ApprP Ln, <z t=>
/\-\ kilo 'kilo'
vaklasik 'around' Appr’
NumP.  Appr
5 )

@) a. [up 150 tane] civarinda 6grenci
150 CL around student
‘around 150 students’

b. *[nump 150] civarinda tane 6 grenci
150 around CL student
Int.: ‘around 150 students’

cf. (14a) with kadar ‘about’

In contrast, kiisur ‘so” only takes NumP complements, establishing that some approximatorsimpose
selection on their complements.

(i) a. [nump 100]kusur tane 6grenci b. *[.p 100 tane] kiisur 6grenci
100 so CL student 100CL so  student
‘100 or so students’ ‘100 or so students’
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d. [ yaklasik [nump S Kilo]] elma [around [5 kilo]] apple

h—P{a:t}
ApprP NPeot>
”_._._'__‘,.-a—r"'"”’\'\_\ elma 'apple’
vaklasik 'around' Appr’
uPee > Appr

/\ )
T"-_LU:I:IPn I.lén: {a:t}}
5 kilo 'kdilo'
When attached to the NumP, they approximate the numeral; and when attached to
WP, they approximate the measure. | assume that in all cases, ApprP does not affect

the category or selectional features of NumP/uP; i.e. the properties of NumP/uP

“shine through” the ApprP.

4.4.1.1 Structure of classifier constructions

With Scontras (2014), | propose that an atomic classifier like tane is the overt spell-
out of CARD, which is one of the possible values of p (see (10) above). This
explains a number of properties of classifiers.

First, classifiers measure in terms of cardinality, being perfect candidates for
CARD understood as a counting function. This applies to general classifiers like tane
as well as specific ones like bas ‘head’ (as in iki bas sogan ‘two heads of onions”).
The only difference between general and specific classifiers is that the latter impose
some selectional restrictions on their complements. Since the P is headed by
classifiers, the configuration allows for c-command of the noun by the pP, and
selection can apply as predicted.

Second, recall that classifiers restrict the domain of the noun to object

individuals only. Since shape, size, and texture are relevant for concrete object (but
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not abstract kind) individuals, it comes as natural that classifiers/measure words
closely interact with such salient properties of object entities.

Third, all p-heads have to occur with a numeral (15a), hence the term
numeral classifiers. In particular, they reject direct combination with D elements

(15b).

(15) a. *(iki) tane elma ‘two CL apple’
b. *bu tane elma ‘this CL apple’3*

cf. bu iki tane elma ‘these two apples’

Given the <n, <e,t>> nature of u°, (15a) comes as natural. On the other hand, since
determiners are type-<<e,t>, e>, the incompatibility of bu ‘this’ with tane is also
accounted for under type mismatch.

Fourth, this line of reasoning accounts for my earlier assumption that no
numeral can directly combine with a noun due to type mismatch. This is because sets
can only be counted (i.e. related to numerals) by CARD.

Fifth, assuming that CARD exists as a function, we would predict some
languages to mark it overtly, which I believe is the case in classifier languages.

Sixth, given that CARD counts, we correctly predict that classifiers will only

be possible with countable nouns.

34 Note that Chinese allows demonstrativesto co-occur with classifiers in the absence of a numeral
(Cheng & Sybesma, 1999; Cheng & Sybesma,2005; ZhangN. N., 2009; ZhangN. N., 2011a).

(1) a. zhe-ge ren. ‘this CL man’
b. zhe ben shu ‘this (volume of) book’
(Zhang, 2011a,p. 74)

The proposall make requires that these deictic classifiers be associated with a different semantics than
numeralclassifiers. As of now, | have noexplanation asto whatsort of entities they denote, but Chan
(1999) proposes thatthey are generated at classifier-head and subsequently raise to D. An alternative
is thata silent one occupies [Spec, uP] (Cheng & Sybesma, 2005; Her, Chen, & Tsai, 2015).
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Seventh, and theory internally, if CARD is not the locus of classifiers, we
simply run out of slots to insert them into.
Eighth, numerals cannot occupy the predicate position, unless accompanied

by a classifier or measure word (Krifka, 1995).

(16) Elma-lar bes *(tane/kilo).

apple-PL five CL Kkilo

‘The apples are five *(in number / kilos).’
This is actually predicted, considering that a numeral, being of type <n>, cannot
denote a property, while an <e,t>-type uP can, allowing it to function as a predicate.

However, when we insert the words sayis: ‘number’ Or sayica ‘in number’, the

classifier-less construction is saved.

(17) a Elmalar-m sayist  bes (??tane).
apples-GEN number five CL
“The number of apples is five.’
b. Elmalar sayica bes (??tane).
apples in.number five CL
‘The apples are five in number.’
Given that words like sayis: and sayica denote number, we can safely assume that
they spell out cardinality. By extension, the fact that their presence renders the use of
a classifier unnecessary (even awkward) puts such words on a par with classifiers
semantically. | take this as conclusive evidence that classifiers spell out CARD.
Finally, this way of reasoning might help overcome some intriguing
properties of numerals crosslinguistically. Of particular importance is the syntactic
status of complex numerals like two thousand five hundred and twenty-three. Given

their “iterative” nature (Booij, 2010, p. 86), arguments have been made that such

numbers are created “entirely in syntax and interpreted by the regular rules of
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semantic composition” (lonin & Matushansky, 2006, p. 316). Thus, complex
numerals (and by extension simplex ones as well) must project to syntactic phrases.3°
This is also supported by the fact that different parts of a complex numeral enter into
quite predictable additive, subtractive, multiplicative, and divisive relations with one
another (Zweig, 2005; Her, 2011; Her & Chen, 2013).

On the other hand, both simplex and complex numerals have been observed
to assign case to the noun they compose with (Hurford, 2003; lonin & Matushansky,
2006). This is typically the case with Russian, in which low cardinals assign paucal

and high cardinals assign genitive and even oblique case.

(18) a. cetyre saga b. sest sagov c. 250 sagami
four step.PAUC  six step.GEN.PL 250 step.INST
“four steps’ ‘six steps’ 250 steps’

(Tonin & Matushansky, 2006, p. 333)

Under the assumption that only heads assign case to their complements, (18) strongly
suggests that cardinals (simplex or complex) must occupy the head position of some
projection. Thus, we have two conflicting sets of data: one suggesting that cardinals
are phrases, the other suggesting that they are heads.

The WP analysis of cardinals proposed in this study can potentially overcome
this problem. Recall that a cardinal expression is composed minimally of CARD
occupying p°, and a numeral occupying [Spec, UP], and that no numeral can directly
combine with an NP. If we extend this analysis and assume crosslinguistically that
all numeral expressions project to uP, we can then conclude that case is assigned by

overt or covert CARD occupying p° as in (19).

35 Kosaner (2016) provides a syntactic account of Turkish cardinal aswell as ordinal numerals based
on Booij’s (2010) categorial distinction between different typesof numeralsand Hurford’s (2003)
Packaging Strategy. A brief overview of problems surrounding the syntax and semantics of numerical
expressions can be found in Corver, Doetjes and Zwarts (2007).
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(19) Case-assigning cardinals3®

NPzt
I.I.P{a:t} h?ﬁ.’a:t}

N

MNumP, I, < o

case assignment
Numeral CAED

Whether and to what extent this line of reasoning is on the right track will need to be
further investigated.

The picture we thus get for classifier constructions is:

(20)  Syntaxof CLCs
I\T{a:t}

,/"/J\—\‘\

I.I,P{a: t= I"‘-?{a:t}

T elma 'apple’

NumP,, Wen, <o t55 sogan ‘onion’

iki 'two' CARD
iic 'three' tane 'CL'
bag "head'

4.4.1.2 Structure of measure constructions
By now it must have been clear what the structure of other measure phrases should

look like. For a standard measure like kilo or liter | propose (21).

36 One might object thatan adjunct cannotassign case. But if we assume, with Cinque’s (2011)
cartographic model, that modifiers project phrases with their own dedicated heads, the analysiscan
easily be modified to accommodate such data.

) Caseassignment by uP in a cartographic model
uP

/\'\
NumP w'
Numeral /‘\

18 NP

CARD caseassignment
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(21) Standard Ms
NPzt

T

P> NPz >

//,/’”\\ patates 'potato’

NumP,, . benzin 'gasoline’

ild 'twa' MASS
ii¢ 'three' VFOLUME
kilo 'kilo'
fitre Titer'

Container measures, on the other hand, are not measure words in and of
themselves, as we have already seen. | follow the standard argument that they are
actually embedded under an overt or covert |, or else raised to i where they assume

measure semantics through conflation with p.

(22)  Container Ms

¢ bardak (dolusu) su ‘three glass(ful)s of water’

NP>
I_I,P{E: b= h?{a: t=
’_;’_,_J-—/—’"’_F"\\ su 'water'
NumPa l.lrl*l:n: iz
iki 'two' /\\\
N i

bardak 'glass'  (dolusu) '(-ful)’
| t

As for collective classifiers, | assume that they too are measures creating a
unit that is not in the denotation of the noun. Considering that measures are in
general insensitive to the internal atomicity of the noun (as evidenced by the fact that
they can freely combine with countable as well as uncountable nouns), they must

themselves do a new partitioning that serves as input for counting.
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(23) Collective Ms

NPzt
l.lP{a:t} h?ia:t}
/'\-\ koyun 'sheep'
NumP,, Wen, <o 5 ki ‘sand’
iki 'two' COLL
ii¢ 'three' siiril "herd'
vign pile’

4.4.1.3 Classifier — measure word contrast?

At this point, one might object that the role of classifiers is different from that of
measure words, and thus cannot be subsumed under the same semantic function or
syntactic position. Recall from Section 2.4.2 that Cheng and Sybesma (1999), Borer
(2005), and Zhang (2009) argue for a split analysis of classifier constructions and

measure constructions. Let us review some of their arguments.

Argument 1: Measure words are available in all languages, classifiers are not.

This distinction is not thus clear-cut, however. On the one hand, we have optional
classifier languages like Turkish, and on the other hand, even non-classifier
languages like English do have a number of classifiers (Lehrer, 1986). It is just that
non-classifier languages have not generalized the classifier system (see Csirmaz &
Dékany’s (2014) arguments for Hungarian being a classifier language despite claims
in the literature to the contrary). Under the present proposal, this means that non-
classifier languages allow CARD to be covert, obligatory classifier languages require

CARD to be overt, and optional classifier languages have both options.
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Argument 2: Classifiers impose selectional restrictions, measure words do not.

This is simply not true. Measure words like liter select liquid-denoting complements,
while kilo selects non-liquid ones. Volume denoting cc, however, can combine with
liquids as well as solids. Similar restrictions apply to collective classifiers (cf. flock

for animals, deck for cards, etc.) as well as kind terms (cf. breed for animals).

Argument 3: Measure words are nouns rather than functional elements.

For one thing, not all measure words are nouns (cf. kilo/liter) though there are some
(see Section 4.2). However, | already demonstrated that such lexical elements, e.g.
container measures, are actually embedded under p, but still function as measures

and thus pattern with standard measure words.

(24) a. *(uc) kilo elma
three kilo apple
‘three kilos of apples’

b. *(iki) bardak su
two glass water
‘two glasses of water’

Argument 4: Measure words can be modified by adjectives while classifiers cannot,
highlighting the nominal status of the former.

(25) is adduced in support of this argument.

(25) a.yi xiao/da xiang shu (Chinese)
one small big box book
‘a small/big box of books’

b. *yi xiao /da zhi gou
one small big CL dog
‘a small/big dog’

Her & Hsieh (2010), however, challenge the validity of (25b), based on (26).
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(26) a.yi da ke pingguo
one big CL apple
‘a big apple’

b.yi da benshu
one big CL book
‘a big (volume of) book’
(Her & Hsieh, 2010, p. 535)
One thing to note at this conjuncture is that measure words do not freely
allow for adjectival modification. The adjectives that appear before them typically
denote size (e.g. big/small) and fullness (e.g. full). Thus, while Ug¢ blyik bardak ¢ay
‘three big glasses of tea’ is grammatical, ti¢ kirmizi bardak ¢ay ‘three red glasses of
tea’ is out. Of particular importance is the Chinese expression in (26a) where even a
classifier is adjectivally modified.

I thus conclude, with Tang (2005) and Hsu (2015), that the purported CL/M

contrast, if exists at all, should not be dealt with syntactically.

4.4.2 Counting — measuring ambiguity
Recall Rothstein’s (2011) argument that the two readings (counting vs measuring) of
classifier constructions involving a container classifier are associated with different

structures, repeated below from Section 2.3.3.

(27)  three glasses of wine

a. Counting reading b. Measuring reading
DP
D NumP |
tw _— .
O ] NP
Num NP /\.\_\
\_lm 1{-//\ MeasP N

DP .
gasses N hfm/}m

) {of) wine
(of) wine two glasses
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Note that there is no [ in this representation. We have however been arguing
that no numeral can directly combine with a noun. Thus, this representation, though
essentially correct, is slightly problematic. In what follows, | make an alternative
proposal that captures the same interpretive difference without deviating from the
current model.

The measuring reading receives an easy explanation, once we assume that the
noun is actually embedded undera covert p (cf. (22)) and raises to or conflates with

1 where is gets associated with its canonical measuring semantics.

(28)  Measure reading of container Ms

NPe >
I_I,P{E:[} h?{a:t}

Nlﬂ:ﬂPrl I.I,I{ﬂ: <a t
three VOLUME

of wine

N 1t
glass  (-ful)s
L ¢

The counting reading, however, is slightly more complicated. Here, we are
clearly talking about three actual glasses which happen to be full of wine. It suffices
then to assume that the noun glasses takes an AP complement headed by a covert

full.37

37 Deriving the surface word order in head-finallanguages necessarily involves movement of the AP
across the NP. I tentatively propose the derivationin (i.a) for (30a’) and (i.b) for (30a).
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(29) Counting reading of container Ms38
NPz i

,/’,’\

I.I.P{a:tl‘-‘ h?{a: t=

/\/\\

NumPr  pen <> Nep AP i

three CARD glasses /\

@ A PP

N

of wine

This representation predicts that, since the NP glasses is actually being
counted, the p-head can be filled by another classifier or measure word. (30)

establishes that this is the case in Turkish.

(30) a.Ban-a (¢ tane sarap dolusise getir.3° (general CL)
I-DAT three CL wine full bottle bring
‘Bring me three bottles full of wine.’

a’. 77Ban-a U¢ tane sise sarap getir.
I-DAT three CL bottle wine bring
‘Bring me three bottles of wine.’

@) a. g sise sarap b. li¢ tane sarap dolu sise
‘three glasses of wine’ ‘three glasses full of wine’
NPzt
/l\?fap\ P NP>
pPes s NPz t> NumPrn e, g APerpn NPez =
N N fig CARD N
NumPn  pen, <eps> Neats APeps tane NP A Nz APt
iig CARD sise //\ A doln | sise PN
tane NP A sarap NP A
A o ' VAN
sarap sarap

38 Scontras (2014) makesa similar proposal. In his analysis, the complement of the NP is a PP, notan
AP. Since nothing aboutthe analysishinges on this contrast, | do not go into details here.

39 Note that the alternative construction in (i) hasa different meaning. Recall that the classifier in such
constructionsis actually a lexical item denoting a set ratherthana measure value.

(i) U¢ tane sarap sisesi

three CL wine glass
‘three wine glasses (thatmay ormay not contain wine)’
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b.U¢ dizi sarap dolu sise (collective CL)

three row wine full bottle

‘three rows of bottles full of wine’
Particularly telling is (30a’), which allows the CL to co-occur with the M in the same
construction. As for the highly marked status of this construction, I would like to
hypothesize that it results from the ungrammaticality of *sise sarap (dolu)
‘bottle(ful)s of wine’. The correct version, in line with head-finality of Turkish, has
to be sarap (dolu) sise ‘bottle(ful)s of wine’. The inversion suggests that the
container word gsise ‘bottle’ has raised at some point in the derivation, ending up with
the same slot as the CL tane. | will not go into any further details here, hoping to
study these constructions at some future work.

In short, individuating/measure ambiguity of container measures can easily

be captured under the proposed model with no further stipulation required.

4.4.3 Place-holder classifiers?
Given this background, one might wonder the status of the classifiers in the

following examples.

(31) a. Dinya-da yaklasik 4200 tane inang var.

world-LOC about 4200 CL belief exist

‘There are about 4200 beliefs in the world.’

b. Akl-im-a bir tane ¢cozum gel-di.

mind-1SG.POSS-DAT one CL solution come-PST

‘I conceived of a solution.’
In these sentences, tane combines with a noun referencing abstract notions like belief
and solution. How do we make sense of such data?

Given the role of classifiers as modifiers restricting the nominal domain to

object individuals, we predict these words to contain both kinds and objects in their
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extension. That this is the case is evidenced by the fact that, beside appearing with

object tane as in (31), these abstract terms can also appear with tir ‘kind’.*°

(32) a.lki tir inanc-la ilgilen-iyor-um: monoteizm, ve politeizm.
two kind belief-INST be.interested-IMPF-1SG: monotheism and polytheism
‘I am interested in two kinds of belief(s): monotheism and polytheism.’

b.1ki tir ¢6ziim-den bahsed-elim: gecici ve kalict ¢ozim-ler.

two kind solution-ABL talk-1PL.OPT: temporary and permanent solutions
‘Let us talk of two kinds of solution(s): temporary and permanent ones.’

Thus, even abstract terms are like belief and solution are two-way ambiguous
between a kind and an object reading. This, however, requires us to conceive of
object individuals more generally, including not only physical entities but also
abstract ones. In any case, classifiers retain their object selecting roles.

Next, consider the data in (33).

(33) a.san *(ge) shui-di (Chinese)
three CL water-drop
‘three drops of water’

a’. san *(ge) shu-ben
three CL book-CL
‘three volumes of books’
(Zhang, 2011a)

b.U¢ (tane)su  damlasi (Turkish)
three CL water drop
‘three drops of water’

40 Note that our perception of kinds come from at least two different sources: (i) naturalkind based on
taxonomy, and (ii) perceived kind based on any characteristicsthat help categorize (Liao & Wang,
2011). Crucially, only the naturalkind is a true kind compatible with Link’s (1983) group forming
operator 1.

(1) a. The dogis a loyal animal. (naturalkind)
b. *The hairy dog is a lovely creature. (perceived kind)
cf. Pencils are useful tools.

c. *The pencil is a useful tool.
cf. Pencils are useful tools.

Kinds of solutions as temporary or permanentas in (29b) fall under the perceived kind.
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b’. U¢ (tane) kagit yapragi

three CL paper sheet

‘three sheets of paper’
Zhang (2011a) argues that the CL ge in such examples has no function at all, simply
appearing there as a place holder (on a par with English dummy do which surfaces as
a tense/agreement bearer). Her reasoning goes as follows. Before it can be counted,
the denotation of a noun must be delimited (by Del), so as to create a countable unit.
This is performed by classifiers. The section after ge is a compound headed by a
specific classifier, which has already delimited the denotation of the noun; i.e. shui-di
‘water drop” and shu-ben ‘book volume’ are already countable. Interestingly, though,
the general classifier ge must still be used to ensure grammaticality in Chinese. Thus,
Zhang (2011a) concludes, the appearance of ge in such constructions is not
semantically but syntactically motivated, hence the term place holder classifiers.

This is problematic, however. First, given the function of classifiers as
domain restrictors, Zhang’s (2011a) analysis of semantically vacuous classifiers
cannot be maintained. Second, her analysis lacks CARD, which we take to be
compulsory in counting contexts. Third, recall from Section 4.2.3 that classifiers that
participate in compounding are in fact nouns of type <e,t>. Thus, Chinese di ‘drop’
and ben ‘volume’ as well as Turkish damla ‘drop’ and yaprak ‘sheet’ are not
classifiers of type <n, <e,t>>, but nouns of type <e,t>. If so, the overall compound
must also be of type <e,t>, denoting sets of object as well as kind individuals, on a
par with regular Ns. This is indeed the case.

(34) a. iki kagit yaprag (kind/object)
two paper sheet
‘two sheets of paper’
i. two kinds of sheets of paper, i.e. A4 and Letter

il. two individual sheets of paper, i.e. this and that
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b. iki tane kagit yaprag (*kind/object)

two CL paper sheet
‘two sheets of paper’

c.iki tur kagit yaprag (kind/*object)

two kind paper sheet
‘two kids of sheets of paper’

Therefore, classifiers in Zhang’s (2011a) examples are not necessarily
vacuous place holders, but rather perform their grand task of restricting the domain
of the noun to object individuals.

Fourth, recall that Turkish tane has both a lexical and a functional character.
The lexical one, meaning grain, can participate in compounding if the non-head noun
denotes a granular aggregate. The functional one however is a relational element
barred from lexical processes. This line of reasoning makes two interesting
predictions, both of which are confirmed. The first is that tane in its lexical form
should include kinds as well as objects in its denotation (35a); and the second is that

the two forms of tane should in principle co-occur, one as the compound head, and

the otheras CARD (35b).

(35) Kind/object ambiguity of tane

a. kum taneleri ‘sand grains’

I. meaning Kkinds of sand like fine or coarse (kind)
ii. meaning object on your palm (object)
b. 2Avuc-um-da iki tane kum tanesi var.*!

hand-1SG.POSS-LOC two CL sand grain exist
“There are two sand grains on my palm.’

41 For some speakers, constructions in which the CARD and the compound head are phonologically
identical are marked in Turkish, though they are much better compared to constructionsinvolving two
functionalclassifiers. Nevertheless, they have a much freer distribution in Chinese.
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cf. *El-im-de iki tane Kitap tanesi var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC two CL book CL  exist
“There are two books in my hand.’

Thus, we have (36) as the representation of (35b). Note in particular the

syntactic position as well as the semantic type of either occurrences of tane.

(36) CL doubling

CompPe: i~
WP<a i CompPes
I"‘-_IIEEIPn W=n, <z t>= N{a:t} Cﬂtﬂpl"ﬂ:a:t}: =zt
ik CARD loum /\
tane Nezrz  Compess p> <cat> <apmon
tane -5

I thus conclude that Zhang’s (2011a) problematic data actually falls out from
the proposed model with no unwarranted stipulations like place-holders vs delimitive
classifiers. Even in classifier doubling cases, classifiers serve to restrict the domain

of bare nouns to object individuals.

4.5 Multiple classifier constructions

Apart from classifier doubling constructions, there are cases in which several
classifiers appear in what is called Multiple Classifier Constructions (MCLCSs).
These basically come in two variants: partitive MCLCs, and attributive MCLCs. In
this section, | address their syntax/semantics, and demonstrate how they fit with the

current proposal.

@) a.san duohua-duo b.san qunyang-qun c.san di shui-di
three CL flower-CL three CL sheep-CL three CL water-CL
‘three flowers’ ‘three flocks of sheep’ ‘three drops of water’

(Zhang, 2011a).
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45.1 Partitive MCLCs

The data at issue in this section is MCLCs like

(37) El-im-de bes tane bu tur Kkopek var.
hand-1SG:POSS-LOC five CL this kind dog  exist
‘I have five dogs of this kind.’
In this sentence, the two uPs bes tane “five CL’ and bu tir “this kind” appear

to be stacked on top of one another. Assuming kind terms to be classifiers, we appear

to have (38).

(38) MCLCs (first impression)

DP
uP DP
NumP n D uP
bes CAFD bu //\
tane m NP

tir kopek

This representation is wrong. To see why, observe that all the sentences in

(39) are semantically identical.

(39) a El-im-de bes tane bu tir kopek var.
hand-1SG:POSS-LOC five CL this kind dog exist

b. El-im-de bes tane bu tur-den kopek var.
hand-1SG:POSS-LOC five CL this kind-PART dog exist

c. El-im-de bes tane bu tir kopek-ten var.
hand-1SG:POSS-LOC five CL this kind dog-PART exist

d. El-im-de bu tur-den bes tane kOpek var.
hand-1SG:POSS-LOC this kind-PART five CL dog exist
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e. El-im-de bu tir kopek-ten bes tane var.
hand-1SG:POSS-LOC this kind dog-PART five CL exist

AllL: ‘T have five dogs of this kind.’

In other words, the MCLC in (37) is actually an example of a partitive construction

(Liao & Wang, 2011), associated with the following (preliminary) syntax.

(40) Partitive MCLCs (preliminary)
PariP

,/””\\\—\

Part' DP
uP Part D uP
/\ (-den) bu /\
NumP T T8 NP
bes CARED tir kopek
tane

This representation, too, is slightly problematic. Recall that t is an unsaturated object
of type <n, <e,t>>, requiring the presence of a numeral; but the downstairs p in (40)
simply lacks a numeral. To get round this problem, | assume that kind terms like tur
‘kind” also have two forms: an <e,t>-type lexical one, and an <n, <e,t>>-type
functional one. This line of reasoning has the added advantage of explaining why tir

‘kind’ can appear with D-elements while measures and classifiers cannot.

(41)  bu tir kdpek ‘this kind of dog’

cf. *bu tane/stiri kdpek ‘this CL/flock of dogs’

As a byproduct, we also account for the fact that compounds involving tir as

the head and those in which tiir appears before the NP have identical semantics.*?

42 There areslight differences, however. While iki képek tiirti ‘two dog kinds’ can only take the kind
domain, iki tir kdpek ‘two kinds of dog’ can also refer to individual dogs.
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(42)  butur kopek ‘this kind of dog’ = bu kopek tirt “this dog kind’

Coupled with the fact that a DP may contain numerals, the correct representation

must be as in (43).

(43)  Partitive MCLCs (final version)*3

PartP.?-
_——’—’__’—/__’—r_‘_\_\_‘—\_\—_
Part'ce p> NPz
/\———\_\ /‘\_"\\_\\
DP.k Partes oo [TI2EACFEN NPz
(___,,,——"’”—M\ 3/(-den) //\\ kapek
Dem D NumPn  pen, < s
bu /““—\.\‘_ bes CARD
NPt D >, o> tane
/‘\_\ @
[TN-FREN NPzt
/\\ képek
NumPn  preg, <F s
(bir) CARD
i

| assume that the downstairs NumP is filled by a cover one. Such an
assumption is independently required as this slot can normally be filled by other
numerals (see (44) below). Indeed, bu tir kdpek ‘this kind of dog’ refers to
singularities only, further suggesting the presence of one. In fact, the alternative bu
bir tir kopek ‘this one kind of dogs’ is degraded in grammaticality, presumably due
to blocking by covert version. Further, the use of covert one with varying p heads has

also been observed crosslinguistically, particularly in Chinese.

@) a.??Caniki kopektlri-ni  dalag-tir-d1.
Can two dog Kkind-ACC fight-CAUS-PST
‘Can made two dog kinds fight.’

b.Caniki tiir kopeg-i dalag-tir-d1.
Cantwo kind dog fight-CAUS-PST
‘Can made two kinds of dogs fight.’
| formulate an explanation forthese constructions in Section 4.7.
43 | assume standardly that, in a partitive construction, both the lower DP and the higher QP havea

copy of the NP, and thatone copy is deleted at PF.
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Here is dead end. Given that the downstairs classifier tir ‘kind’ in (43) has

already restricted the denotation of the bare noun to kind individuals only, how can

the construction be compatible with the object-selecting tane, and receive an object

reading? It has been argued that the Part(itive) head unpacks an entity of type e toa

set of type <e,t> that contains the entity as a subset (Ladusaw, 1982; Barker, 1998;

Zamparelli, 1998; Schwarzschild, 2002; lonin & Matushansky, 2006). Liao & Wang

(2011), on the other hand, add that the partitive head removes the kind/object

restriction from the DP. Therefore, the upstairs classifier tane in partitive MCLCs

still functions as a disambiguator, singling out object individuals. | conclude thus that

classifiers carry their function over to MCLCs.

(44)

The distribution of MCLCs is rather restricted, tough. Compare (44) to (45).

Grammatical partitive MCLCs

a. El-im-de bu tir kopek-ten bes tane var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC this kind dog-PART five CL exist
‘I have five dogs of this kind.’

a’. Elimde bu iki tiir kopekten bes tane var.
‘I have five dogs of these two kinds.’

b. El-im-de bu tir sarap-tan bes sise var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC this kind wine-PART five bottle exist

‘I have five bottles of this kind of wine.’

b’. El-im-de bu iki tiir sarap-tan bes sise var.
‘I have five bottles of these two kinds of wine.’

c. *El-im-de bu destekagit-tan bes tane var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC thisdeck card-PART five CL exist

‘I have five cards of this deck.’

¢’. El-im-de bu iki deste kagit-tan bes tane var.
‘I have five cards of these two decks.’
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(45)  Ungrammatical partitive MCLCs
a. *El-im-de bu tane kopek-ten iki tlr var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC thisCL dog-PART two kind exist
‘I have two kinds of this dog.’

a’. *El-im-de bu bes tane kdpek-ten iki tur var.
‘I have two kinds of these five dogs.’

b. *El-im-de bu sise sarap-tan iki tir var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC this bottle wine-PART two kind exist

‘I have two kinds of this bottle of wine.’

b’. *El-im-de bu bes sise sarap-tan iki tir var.
‘I have two kinds of these five bottles of wine.’

c. *El-im-de bu tane kagit-tan iki deste var.
hand-1SG.POSS-LOC this CL card-PART two deck exist
‘I have two decks of this card.’
¢’. *El-im-de bu bes tane kagit-tan iki deste var.
‘I have two decks of these five cards.’
What is the source of across-the-board ungrammaticality of the MCLCs in
(45)? Schwarzschild (2002) observes that measure phrases are subject to the
monotonicity condition. Monotonicity requires that part-whole relations are tracked.
In partitive MCLCs, the whole is provided by the downstairs DP and the part by the

upstairs pP. In English, for instance, non-monotonic UPs cannot appear in pseudo

partitives with of, while monotonic ones must.

(46)  a. two {kilos *(of) flour / bottles *(of) wine} (monotonic)

b. *two {degrees of water/ kilos of a baby} (non-monotonic)

Back to the MCLCs above, we see that all the grammatical ones are
monotonic. (44a-a’) is explained under Chierchia’s (1998a; 1998b) proposal that a
kind is the largest set of its instantiations. Here, bu tiir ‘this kind’ and bu iki tir

‘these two kinds’ are the set, and bes tane ‘five’ is the subset. Since individuals
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instantiating a kind constitute a subset of that kind, monotonicity is respected, and we
get a grammatical construction. Likewise, bes sise sarap ‘five bottles of wine’
constitutes a subset of bu tiir sarap ‘this kind wine’ or bu iki tiir sarap ‘these two
kinds of wine’. Similarly, bes tane kagit ‘five cards’ is a proper subset of bu iki deste
kagit ‘these two decks of cards’. Each of these constructions track part-whole
relations. The ungrammatical (44c) is due to bu deste kagit “this deck of cards’ being
ungrammatical. This is because classifiers in Turkish, being of type <n, <e,t>>,
always require the presence of a numeral.

In (45), however, there are two sources of ungrammaticality. (45a,b,c) are
ungrammatical for the reason (44c) is; namely due to the ungrammaticality of bu
tane kopek ‘this CL dog’, bu sise sarap ‘this bottle of wine’, and bu tane kagit “this
CL card’. In (452’,b’c’), however, there is a monotonicity violation. Here is how.
Suppose that we wish to increase the number of kinds of dogsin (45a’) from two to
three. Do we also need to increase the number of dogs from five to, say, six? Clearly
not. In other words, more kinds of dogs does not necessarily mean more individual
dogs. The same goes for (45b’) and (45¢’): Having more kinds of wine does not
necessitate having more wine, and increasing the number of decks does not require
adding cardsto the decks. These highlight the non-monotonic nature of such
expressions. Assuch, they cannot participate in measure constructions.

To sum up, stacking of classifier constructions on top of one another is not
allowed: Those that seem stacked are actually partitive constructions. We have also
seen that even such constructions respect our proposal that classifiers restrict the
domain of the bare noun to object individuals. Finally, ungrammatical partitive
MCLCs can be explained with reference to well established constraints like

monotonicity without complicating the model.
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4.5.2 Attributive MCLCs

Another set of data involving multiple classifier constructions comes from attributive

MPs.

(47) a. Bakkal-dan iki tane bes litre(-lik) su  al.
market-ABL two CL five liter-ATTR water buy
‘Go get two five-liter waters from the market.’
b. Iki paket on tane*(-lik) kalem al-abil-ir mi-yim?
two pack ten CL-ATTR pencil get-ABIL-PRS QUES-1SG.POSS
‘Can I get two ten-pack pencils?’

The WP in such constructions is embedded under the attributive marker -lIk,
which is optionally overt in (47a) but obligatorily so in (47b). Both the attributive
and the matrix . heads require a numeral as predicted. Thus, | propose the following

syntax for attributive MCLCs.

(48)  Attributive MCLCs

hT{a:t}
WPz NPee >
NumPy Lein, <2 b Attt’P-.:a:t:» I'\T{a:t}
ikd CARD /'\_\ su
i GROUF UPzs Affress b =z pon kalem

tane
paket ) N ) .F;f.!?:
NumPy en, <= p
bes VOLUME
o CARD
litre
tane

Unlike Partitive puPs which track monotonic dimensions of objects, attributive
MPs describe non-monotonic properties of them (Schwarzschild, 2006; Cornilescu,
2009). As such, attributive pPs interact with the individuals in the denotation of the

noun distributively, like regular adjectives do. Hence, for a sentence like lazy
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students to be true, it must be the case that each student in the denotation of the noun
is lazy. Likewise, in two five-liter waters, each pack of water must measure five
liters. This distributivity requirement is the reason why kind words are ruled out in

attributive MCLCs.

(49) Kind in attributive MCLCs
*iKi(-ser) tlr-l0k on tane kedi
two-DISTkind-ATTR ten CL cat

‘ten two-kind cats (i.e. ten cats of two kinds each)’

cf. iki(-ser) kiloluk on tane kedi ‘ten two-Kkilo cats (each weighs two kilos)’

This conclusion is further strengthened by the observation that kind terms can
participate in attributive MCLCs, provided that they appear as the downstairs p-head.
(50) iki?(-ser) tane-lik on tur kedi

two-DIST CL-ATTR ten kind cat

‘two cats of ten kinds each’

In (49), the distributivity requirement dictates that the attributive puP two kinds apply
to each one of ten cats. However, no cat can instantiate more than one kind at the
same time, hence the ungrammaticality. In (50), on the other hand, each one of ten
kinds can contain two cats, under a scenario where a pet-shop only keeps two
members of each kind of cats. As such, the construction respects distributivity,
leading to a grammatical derivation.

Once again, we conclude that stacking of pPs is ruled out, the uP can only
combine with a single nominal. Seemingly stacked uPs are instances of either
partitive MCLCs (in which case the downstairs uP is embedded under PartP) or

attributive MCLCs (in which case the downstairs puP is embedded under AttrP).
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4.6 [CL/M + NP] constructions

This section addresses the syntax and semantics of [CL/M + NP] constructions. The
significance of these constructions is that, in aberrant violation of what we have been
pursuing so far, they do not require the presence of a numeral.

Consider the following examples.

(51) a. salkim/kokteyl domates
truss cocktail tomato
‘truss/cocktail tomatoes’

b. gram altin
gram gold
‘1-gram gold coins’

c. kutu kola
can coke
‘coke-in-can’

What is the status of the CL/M in these constructions? They cannot be

occupying W, as they can co-occur with another CL.

(52) iki tane {salkim domates/ gram altin / kutu kola}
twoCL truss tomato/ gram gold/can coke
‘two {truss tomatoes / 1-gram gold coins / cokes-in-can}’

They cannot be modifiers of the noun either, as the following contrast shows.

(53) a.pahali / kirmizi bir kitap
expensive red a book

‘an expensive/red book’

a'. ?bir pahalvkirmiz1 kitap

b. *salkim bir tomates / gram bir altin / kutu bir kola
truss a tomato/ grama gold/ can a coke
‘a truss tomato/ 1-gram gold coin / coke-in-can’

o

. bir {salkim domates/ gram altin / kutu kola}
‘a {truss tomato / 1-gram gold / coke-in-can}’

168



(53a-a’) establish that modifiers tend to appear to the left of the indefinite bir ‘one’.
These contrast with (53b-b’), making a modifier analysis of (51) inappropriate.

| propose that [CL/M + NP] constructions are actually bare N-N compounds.
Goksel and Kerslake (2005) state that such compounds do not mark the head/non-
head relation between the two Ns, and that they are restricted in distribution. If so,
(52) receives an easy explanation given that compounds can appear under pP. (53b-
b’) is also explained given that no modifier can split the Ns of a compound.

The compound analysis is also appealing in that salkim domates ‘truss
tomato’ denotes a kind of tomato, i.e. the [CL/M + NP] constructions denote novel
concepts. These compounds only differ from canonical compounds in lacking the

compound marker -sl. In a sense, these expressions parallel those in (54).

(54)  a. doner sermaye / kizarkadas / yiin gorap
floating capital / girlfriend / wool sock

b. *ddner bir sermaye / *kiz bir arkadas / *ytin bir ¢corap

Note that salkim domates ‘truss tomatoes’ is a head-final compound denoting
a kind of tomato, and the expression as a whole has nothing to do with salkim

‘bunch’. Thus, (55) is about a single tomato, not a bunch.

(55) Ban-a bir tane salkim domates ver.
I-DAT one CL bunch tomato give
‘Give me a (single) truss tomato.’

Against this background, | suggest that [CL/M + NP] constructions have the

following syntax.
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(56) [CL/M + NP] constructions

CompPez i~
N{E:[} Cﬂtﬂpl<<a:t}: <z tr
sallm/ kokteyl //\\
el N{a:t} Camp-:»:a:p: wla p i p
domates ]
kola

Pending further research, | propose for constructions like (57), in which the
CL/M is obligatorily reduplicated, that the phrase is a VP level adverbial. Note
however, that the reduplicated CL/M in these constructions is indeed a modifier, and

does not form a compound with the NP.

(57) Tezgah-m ust-on-de salkim *(salkim) domates-ler var-di.
Counter-GEN top-POSS-LOC bunch  bunch tomato-PL exist-PST

“There were bunches of tomatoes on the counter.’
Thus, the argument that CLs/Ms are type-<n, <e,t>> relational elements that
are unsaturated without a numeral still applies. [CL/M + NP] constructions are not

classifier constructions, but N-N compounds lacking an overt compound marker.

4.7 The puzzle of ‘kind’ words
The final section of this chapter discusses the puzzle associated with kind terms, and
develops a partially formulated account of their syntax and semantics.

Consider the challenge posed by the following example.

(58) a.Caniki tir kopeg-i  birbiri-yle dalag-tir-d1.
Can two kind dog-ACC each.other-COM  fight-CAUS-PST
‘Can made two kinds of dogs fight each other.’

b. ??Can iki kdpek tir-u-ni birbiri-yle dalas-tir-d1.

Can twodog kind-COMP-ACC each.other-COM fight-CAUS-PST
Int.: ‘Can made two dog kinds fight each other.’
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The puzzle is this: The compatibility of (58a) with the object level verb dalas- ‘fight’
suggests that iki tir kdpek ‘two kinds of dogs’ takes the domain of object individuals.
| have argued however that the function of kind words is to restrict the domain to
kind individuals. Therefore, the ungrammaticality of (58b) is correctly predicted
given the incompatibility of kind referring iki kopek tir ‘two dog kinds’ and object-
level dalag- ‘fight’. How can, then, (58a) refer to object entities despite the presence
of tir ‘kind’?

Before formulating an answer, let me present more datathat adds to the

puzzle, and at the same time provides clues to a possible solution.

(59) a. Caniki {farkli / melez} tiir kopeg-i dalas-tir-di.
Can two different hybrid kind dog-ACC fight-CAUS-PST
‘Can made two {different/hybrid} kinds of dogs fight.’
b. *Can iki {buylk/kara} tir kopeg-i  dalas-tir-d1.
Can twodog black kind dog-ACC fight-CAUS-PST
Int.: ‘Can made two {big/black} kinds of dogs fight.’
c. *{biiylik/kara/farkl/melez} tane kopek
big black different hybrid CL dog
Int.: ‘big/black/different/hybrid dogs’
(59c) demonstrates that adjectival modification is generally disallowed with
classifiers, while (59a) shows that it is fine with kind terms. Apart from the puzzle
that a functional head (the p-head tur ‘kind’) is being adjectivally modified, the
grammaticality contrast between (59a) and (59b) establishes that reference is made
here to kind individuals. This is because iki tlr kdpek ‘two kinds of dogs’ accepts
kind level modifiers like different/hybrid, but not object level ones like big/black.

Thus, we are led to a contradiction: (58a) suggests that iki tir kdpek ‘two kinds of

dogs’ takes the object domain, (59a-b) suggest that it takes the kind domain. Note
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that the problem is theory-independent; even if we revised our assumption that kind

words target kind individuals, we would still be faced with this contradiction, since

both examples contain a kind word.

To see what actually happens, let us first observe that (59a) is semantically

identical to (60a-b).

(60)

a. Can {farklr / melez} tiir-den ikKi tane kopeg-i  dalas-tir-d1.
Can different hybrid kind-PART two CL dog-ACC fight-CAUS-PST

b. Can {farkli | melez} kdpek tirleri-nden iki tanesi-ni dalas-tir-d1.
Can different hybrid dog  kinds-COMP-PART two CL-ACC fight-PST

Both: ‘Can made two dogs of different/hybrid kinds fight.’

c. Structure4

PartPe:" >
Part'<a:;> l\—PQ":p
Dk Partes <zt [TNLERCEN NP>
/\_ -nden /\ kopek/-si
CompPe:t 1= Dezets o NumPn  pen, <%t
’/’/\ @ ild CARD
APz s CompPe:t 1= tane
farkhi'melez /"\
Nezp> Comp'ecs >, <t
képek

Nepn  ComPuace s, <ae s, <atsss
tiirler -i

This means that iki tir kdpek ‘two kinds of dogs’ under the object reference

constitutes an example of partitive MCLCs discussed in Section 4.5.1. If so, we can

still hold the assumption that the downstairs kind word restricts the domain to kind

entities, and that the object reading is derived by the upstairs classifier tane. This

means that iki ‘two’ in (58a) and (59a) does not actually combine with the kind word

tir ‘kind’, but rather a covert classifier that references object entities as in (60c).

44 The possessive suffix —(s)I canactasa pronominalform in Turkish (see Schroeder (2007) and von
Heusinger and Kornfilt (2017)).
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Further, kind level modifiers farkii/melez ‘different/hybrid’ in (59a) do in fact
modify the compound head tur ‘kind’.

I thus, conclude that these kind-word constructions share the same semantics
with canonical partitive MCLCs, though | hesitate to say that the same syntax. The
process in these constructions is not one of restriction per se, but one of instantiation,
i.e. kpek ‘dog’ in these examples refers to object individuals not through the
restricting of the domain object individuals, but by ‘instantiating” a specimen of the
dog kind. I leave the exact formulation of how this happens, and in particular how

the surface order is derived, for a future work.

4.8 Summary
This chapter addressed the syntactic constituency of classifier and measure
constructions and the way their semantics is derived. Section 4.2 introduced
classifiers and measure words that have lexical as well as functional uses,
demonstrating that they are usual words of type <e,t> in their lexical form.
Functional ones, on the other hand, were shown to be transitive expressions of type
<n, <e,t>> that need a numeral to be saturated. It was shown in particular that even
the general classifier tane has a lexical form meaning grain. Based on Grimm’s
(2012a; 2012b) account of crosslinguistic lexicalization patterns, it was argued that
the role of lexical classifiers like tane ‘grain’ is to spell out perceivable atoms in the
denotation of granular aggregates like kum ‘sand’, which refer cumulatively.

After laying down some assumptions concerning numerals, measure phrases,
and cardinality in Section 4.3, | moved onto the syntactic constituency and associated
semantics of classifier and measure constructions in Section 4.4. Here, | first

introduced the puP, arguing that it measures the entity denoted by the noun in varying
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ways. It was also argued, based on Scontras (2014), that cardinality is a possible
value of p° alongside mass, volume, length, among others. Contra split analyses of
classifier and measure constructions (see Section 2.4.2), this view of uP was shown
to account for many properties of classifier and measure phrases, including the
observation that they are mutually exclusive. In this model, classifiers spell out the
CARD feature of n° beside restricting the domain of the bare noun to object
individuals. The model thus emerges was also shown to accommodate
counting/measuring ambiguity of measure constructions involving a container
classifier discussed in Section 2.3.3. The section was closed with counterarguments
against Zhang’s (2011a) claim that some classifiers may be syntactic place holders
with no associated function. | argued, however, that in these classifier doubling
cases, the downstairs classifier is a noun of type <e,t> in the head position of a
compound, while the upstairs one is a regular classifier of type <n, <e,t>> which
ordinarily serves to restrict the domain of the compound to object entities.

Section 4.5 shifted attention to multiple classifier constructions that come in
two types: partitive MCLCs and attributive MCLCs. The discussion concluded that
there is no room for undesired stacking of classifier/measure/kind constructions, and
that the proposed mechanism is powerful enough to explain the properties of these
constructions. Ungrammatical partitive classifier constructions were shown to either
violate the monotonicity condition (Schwarzschild, 2002), or lack a numeral that p°
requires. Attributive MCLCs, on the other hand, must be distributive. Thus,
violations of distributivity were shown to result in ungrammatical attributive
MCLCs.

Section 4.6 addressed the status of [CL/M-NP] constructions which

unpredictably lack a numeral. However, their compatibility with another classifier
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and their resistance to insertion of bir ‘one’ between the classifier and the noun led
me to conclude that [CL/M + N] phrases are not classifier or measure phrases but
rather N-N compounds that lack the compound marker —(s)I.

In the final section of this chapter, | turned to some ‘kind’ word
constructions. We have seen, quite puzzlingly, that while their occurrence with
object level verbs suggests that these denote in the object domain, adjectival
modification of the kind word strongly points to the conclusion that they denote in
the kind domain. | proposed that these constructions exemplify not the canonical
process of domain restriction but one of instantiation whereby the construction
denotes a specimen belonging to the kind. Thus, they receive an interpretation

similar to that of a partitive phrase.
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CHAPTER 5

NUMBER MARKING

5.1 Introduction

In the face of the observation that a sizable number of classifier languages do not
allow number markers on bare nouns in the presence of a numeral, the issue of
number marking in classifier constructions has given rise to a number of theories that
are specifically designed to capture this distribution (see Section 2.5). This chapter
addresses the problem of number marking in Turkish classifier constructions, and
proposes that, contra Chierchia (1998a; 1998b) and Borer (2005), among others,
number markers do not stand in a paradigmatic relation with classifiers or measure
words. The gist of the proposal is that Turkish nominals can minimally be split into
two major camps: those that only project up to a pP, and those that project all the
way up to DP, which may or may not contain the pP. It will be demonstrated that
number marking is only relevant for DPs in Turkish, and that all sub-DP nominals
lack specification of number understood as a sum-forming function.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 5.2, | lay down some of the
assumptions regarding morphosyntax and semantics of Number. The basic
arguments will be that morphological marking of number does not necessarily align
with semantic Number; that, despite claims to the contrary (Boskovi¢ & Sener, 2014;
Oztiirk, 2005), some Turkish nominals do project to a DP; and that Number markers
reside in a P which takes the DP as a complement. | will also propose and elaborate
on the Number Neutrality Condition (NNC) according to which the pP can only

compose with number-neutral bare nouns.
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Sections 5.3 and 5.4 discuss the expression of Number in the two major

camps of nominals: sub-DP nominals like NPs and pP versus DP-nominals like

referentials and strong quantifiers. Based on their distribution with respect to the tests

in (1), I will propose the syntax and semantics in (2) for these two groups of

nominals in Turkish. Strong quantifiers will be addressed in Section 5.4.4.

(1)
A.

2)

Test for DPs vs non-DPs

Existential / existentially closed constructions
Non-DPs can appear in these constructions, DPs cannot.

Canonical Subject position
These can host DPs but not non-DPs.

Number Agreement
This is only possible with DPs, not with non-DPs.

Overt structural Case
This is also only possible with DPs, not with non-DPs.

Scope
Only strong gquantifiers, which take a DP complement (see Section 5.4.4), can
have wide scope w.r.t. other operators; non-DPs always take narrow scope.

a. Structure of non-DPs
NP
(uP) NP
/\\ COMMON NOUNS
NumP 18
Mg erals, classifiers,

weak guantifiers  measure words
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b. Structure of DPs

KP
oP K
f_/__//'f_'_'_‘_‘—-—-—-k_.____k______* [NOM/ACC/...]
DP @ Case
T [SG/PL]
Spec o Number specification

Pronouns, /-—-—-_‘______‘_____1_‘_‘_‘—__
proper names (h?) D

M referentiality,

uP NP definiteness,

/\ comnion nouns specificity

NumP n
numerais, classifiers,
weak guantifiers  measure words

The distributional properties given above will be shown to follow from (2),
I.e. the proposal that non-DPs (NPs and pPs) lack the number-related projection of
¢P, while all DPs (referentials and strong quantifiers) must have it.

In Section 5.5, | address some issues that have the potential to challenge the
account presented here, demonstrating that they can be explained by reference to
well established facts without complicating the model. | first demonstrate in Section
5.5.1 that plural markers do not induce a definiteness effect; rather, they signal the
presence of a DP layer, which may or may not be definite. Next, | present evidence
in Section 5.5.2 that justify my rejection of CL/M-Number complementarity. Then |
demonstrate in Section 5.5.3 that not all plural markers are examples of canonical
sum-forming operations. Such non-sum-forming pluralization processes minimally
include plural of types, plural of abundance, and plural of events, aka pluractionality.
Section 5.5.4 addresses the unpredicted presence of baz: ‘some’ in existential
constructions, concluding that it has two forms: one as a strong quantifier, another as
a weak one. It is this weak baz: meaning ‘a few’ that emerges in existential
constructions. Section 5.5.5 turns to a set of quantity denoting words that, when
subjected to the tests in (1), pattern neither with strong quantifiers nor with weak
ones. It will be concluded that these are neither strong nor weak quantifiers but

degree modifiers. Finally, Section 5.5.6 will establish that the negative existential yok
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in definite constructions is actually a negation element stripped off its existential

semantics.

5.2 Background assumptions
In this section, I spell out some of the assumptions | make with respect to the syntax

and semantics of Number specification.

5.2.1 Syntax— semantics mismatch
Despite appearances, the morphological marking of number does not always align
with semantically interpreted Number. To the best of my knowledge, morphological
plural markers have not so far been observed to receive exclusively singular
interpretation, or vice versa. The misalignment of morphological vs semantic
Number is typically the case when one morphological form spells out two functions:
singular/plural and number-neutral. Pereltsvaig (2011) argues that number
morphology does not always express a corresponding number feature, and presents
examples from languages like English, Russian, Norwegian, and Eastern Armenian
demonstrating the ubiquity of inclusive (i.e. number-neutral) singulars and plurals.
Bale, Gagnon and Khanjian (2011b) take this position one step further, maintaining
that a negative correlation between morphological vs semantic markedness in
Number specification is more appealing on theoretical as well as empirical grounds if
number markers can also be interpreted as augmenting functions (alongside their
usual restricting functions).

Recall the arguments from Section 2 that English PL-marked nominals
receive number-neutral interpretations in downward entailing contexts. Turkish

number-neutrals, on the other hand, are morphologically identical with the singular.
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Arabic, however, despite patterning with English in syncretizing plural and number-
neutral forms of native words, has a group of loan words with three forms
corresponding to singular, plural, and number-neutral. Thus, we have the
crosslinguistic distribution in Table 16 regarding the morphosyntax and semantics of

Number marking.

Table 16. Crosslinguistic Number Syncretism

Language SG Number-Neutral PL
English 2 -
orange oranges
-0 -lIAr
Turkish portakal portakallar
‘orange’ ‘oranges’
tifl Paffaal
. ‘child’ ‘children’
Arabic burtogaal burtogaala(h) burtogaalat
‘orange’ ‘oranges’ ‘oranges’

Syntax-semantics mismatch of Number marking extends well beyond this
simple syncretism. In Turkish, for instance, semantically plural nominals sometimes
fail to trigger syntactic plural agreement on the verbal predicate.

(3) Bugiin ders-e sadece ¢  dgrenci gel-di(*-ler).

today class-DAT only three student come-PST-3PL

‘Only three students came*PL to class today.’

In this sentence, ii¢ ogrenci ‘three students’, despite being semantically plural,
cannot control agreement as it lacks morphosyntactic number. This leads to the
conclusion that number marking (SG/PL) is a structural issue in Turkish, restricted to
DPs. All non-DP projections lack morphosyntactic expression of number, and thus

necessarily receive a number-neutral interpretation. DPs, on the other hand, project
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to P, which restricts the noun denotation to either singularities or pluralities.*®> This

conclusion is supported by a number of facts.

First, bare nouns are already number-neutral, meaning that singular/plural

reference can be achieved without overt expression of number.

4)

)

(6)

a. Can giir ~ oku-ma-z. (object position)
Can poem read-NEG-PRS
‘Can does not read {a poem / poems}.’

b. Kardes-in var mi? (possessive existential)
sibling-2SG.POSS exist QUES
‘Do you have {a brother / brothers} ?’

c. Ben {onu / onlar1} mihendis san-1yor-du-m. (predicate position)
I him them engineer think-IMPF-PST-1SG

‘I considered {him an engineer / them engineers}.’

Next, quite tellingly, these constructions reject singular or plural markers.

a. *Can {bisiir / siir-ler} oku-ma-z. (object position)
Can a poem/ poems read-NEG-PSR
‘Can does not read {a poem / poems}.’

b. *{Bi kardes-in / kardes-ler-in} var m? (possessive existential)
a  sibling-3POSS / sibling-PL-3POSS exist QUES
‘Do you have {a brother / brothers} ?’

¢. *Onlar1 {bir mihendis / muhendis-ler*6} san-di-m. (predicate position)
them  anengineer-PL engineer-PL  think-PST-1SG

‘I considered them engineers.’

Finally, number markers are disallowed in derivational contexts altogether.

ant(*-s)-invaded house

45 This is in line with Partee’s (2010) strong hypothesisthat all modification, including number
modification, is restrictive.

46 This sentence can be grammaticalif -lAr on mithendis ‘engineer’ is interpreted not asa plural
markerbutas a third person plural agreement marker.
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The verb invaded semantically requires ant to be plural, as no single ant can invade a
house alone. The fact that it lacks, even resists, the plural marker provides conclusive
evidence that semantic plurality does not always come with plural markers. A

number-neutral form suffices to do the job just as well.

5.2.2 DP hypothesis

Boskovi¢ and Sener (2014) argue that Turkish lacks the DP projection. Following
Osawa (1998), Oztiirk (2005), in contrast, proposes that the role of DP is fulfilled by
Case. Based on the correlation between case markers and articles (i.e. the observation
that the rise of the article system follows the deterioration of case system), Osawa’s
(1998) proposes that the R(eferential)-role of NPs is bound by Articles in DP
languages and by Case in NP languages.

I assume with Abney (1987), Stowell (1991), Szabolci (1994), and
Longobardi (1994) that referential arguments project to a DP. I also follow Arslan-
Kechriotis (2009) in assuming that the two conditions for argumenthood are encoded
in different loci in Turkish: referentiality in D, Case in K. Slightly modifying
Oztiirk’s (2005) analysis, | propose, following Ketrez (2004), that overt structural
case markers do not actually encode referentiality, but they merely hint at the
presence of a DP layer. In what follows, | provide some additional arguments in

favor of a DP analysis for Turkish nominals.

Theoretical elegance:

In line with the Uniformity Principle (Chomsky, 2001a), the null assumption is that

referentiality is associated with the DP layer crosslinguistically.
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Number:

Referential nouns cannot be number-neutral in Turkish. When not PL-marked, they

only receive a singular interpretation. On the surface, however, the singular/number-

neutral distinction is blurred as singular is phonologically null (-@), and surfaces as

string-identical to number-neutral.

)

Case:

a. Can kitap oku-du. (non-DPs)

Can book read-PST
‘Can read {abook / books}.’

. Can1 polis kovala-mus.

Can-ACC policeperson chase-PST
“{A policeperson / Policepersons} chased Can.’

c. Can kitab-@*(-;)  oku-du. (DPs)

Can book-SG-ACC read-PST
‘Can read the {book / *books}.’

. Polis-@*(-@) Can-1 kovala-mis

policeperson-SG-NOM Can-ACC chase-PST
‘The {policeperson / *policepersons} chased Can.’

Referential nouns cannot appear caseless (see (7c-d)). This is predicted assuming the

close connection between case and referentiality in Turkish (Kornfilt, 1984; Sezer,

1991; Eng, 1991; Kelepir, 2001; Oztiirk, 2005). Crosslinguistically, case and number

markers have been observed to interact with D elements, as in German determiners

(der ‘the.SG.NOM’, den ‘the.SG.ACC’, dem ‘the.SG.DAT’, die ‘the.PL.NOM’).

Referentials:

These are common in putatively NP languages. Under the no-DP analysis, such

referential e-type nominals would have to parsed as NPs, which blurs their sharp

contrast to <e,t>-type predicative nouns.*’

47 Oztiirk (2005, p. 84) notessome examples of pronouns being used as NPs.
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Demonstratives:
These, too, are common in all languages. The categorial status of demonstratives is
controversial though. Taboada (2007) lists several properties mentioned in Roca
(1996) that are common to both determiners and demonstratives; while Bernstein
(1997) points to similarities between demonstratives and adjectives. Yet, the general
consensus in the literature is that demonstratives and determiners do not merge in the
same slot. Some argue that demonstratives merge lower than DP (Giusti, 1994),
while others maintain that they merge higher than the DP (Windsor, 2014; Lewis,
2014). There is a third group arguing that definiteness, particularly in the case of
demonstratives, is encoded in two different locations and achieved as a result of their
interaction (Szabolci, 1994; Hoekstra & Hyams, 1996; Bruge, 2002; Sio, 2008).
These have in common the idea that an uninterpretable definiteness/referentiality
feature/variable is hosted in a projection above the NP, which is checked/bound by
the interpretable one in [Spec, DP]: [pr OPi D [ap A] [xp Xi(variable/feature)] [Np N1

The discussion revolves around the observation that in some languages,
demonstratives and determiners can co-occur. In Romanian, demonstratives can co-
occur with the definite article if the noun is located to the left of the demonstrative
(8a); in Spanish, they can co-occur unless both are prenominal (8b); while in English

they never co-occur (8c).

(1) Ben artik 0 eskiben degil-im.
I no.longer thatold I NEG-1SG.PRS

‘T amno longer thatold me.’

I believe such examplescanalso be found in well-established DP languages. These have peculiar
interpretationslike 1 am no longer {what / the person} I used to be, and can possibly be accounted for
by reference to Partee’s (1987) type shifting mechanisms. As such, these do not weaken the argument
that, categorically speaking, pronounsare referential D elements.
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(8) a. baiat-ul acest frumos / acest (frumos) baiat (frumos)
boy-the this nice this  nice boy nice
Both: ‘this nice boy.’

b. el libro este / este libro / *{el este / esteel} libro
the book this this book the this this the book
All: ‘this book’

c. {*this the/ the this} book

Those who argue for a DP internal merge of demonstratives claim that they raise to
[Spec, DP], while those that argue for a DP external account of demonstratives claim
that the NP moves to a DP internal Topic position proposed in Giusti (1996).

Taking demonstratives as D elements squares nicely with Greenberg’s (1978)
observation that determiners derive from demonstratives diachronically. In fact, in
many languages, demonstratives are also synchronically used as determiners stripped
off their deictic function.

Back to Turkish, citing examples like (9), Oztiirk (2005) entertains the
hypothesis that Turkish demonstratives*® are adjectival in nature. The upshot of these
examples is that the demonstrative bu ‘this” does not close off the projection (9a),
which would be expected if it were a truly D element; and that it can be freely

ordered with respect to other adjectives (9b-c).

9) a. Johnun  bu Kitab-1
John-GEN this book-POSS
‘this book of John’s’

b. bu kirmizi Kitap
this red book

‘this red book’

C. kirmiz1 bu Kitap
red this book
‘this red book’

48 Oztlirk (2005) goes on to claim that numeralsare adjectival, too. However, while adjectivescanact
aspredicates in Turkish, numeralscannot, unless accompanied by a classifier. Further, I demonstrated
thatnumeralsand adjectives belongto different semantic types, n and <e,t> respectively.
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| believe the evidence is not conclusive. For one thing, (9c) is only
grammatical under a non-restrictive reading, meaning that kzmiz: ‘red’ is contained
in a reduced High-RC (see below) merged in [Spec, DP].

Second, adjectives can also be freely ordered with respect to numerals,

though they belong to different semantic classes.

(10) a.iki kwrmiz kitap
twored  book

b. kirmizi iKi Kitap
red  twobook
I such reordering suggests anything at all, it is the conclusion that they
should not be taken as evidence when establishing the categorial status of
constituents.
Further, as Boskovi¢ and Sener (2014) note, demonstratives can also be freely

order with respect to possessors alongside adjectives.

(11) a. Can’-m su (eski) Gc (eski) bisiklet-i*®
Can-GEN that old three old bicycle-3SG.POSS
‘those three old bicycles of Can’s’

b.Su Can’-m (eski) i¢ (eski) bisiklet-i
that Can-GEN old three old bicycle-3SG.POSS
‘those three old bicycles of Can’s’
(Boskovi¢ & Sener, 2014, pp. 111-112)
If possessors are assumed to occupy [Spec, DP], then (11Db) is a puzzle forthe

demonstrative-as-adjective analysis because the purportedly adjective su ‘that’ is

ordered to the left of a [Spec, DP]-occupying possessor Cann ‘Can’s’.

49 Balkiz Oztiirk-Basaran (p.c., June 8, 2019) notes that such examples cannot actually be formed with
true deictic demonstratives like bu ‘this’ and o ‘that’. In fact, su in this example is a discourse-level
demonstrative meaningrecall that.
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Thus, based on the grammaticality of examples like (11b), | assume
standardly that both possessors and demonstratives target the DP. Accordingly, (9a)
ceases to be a problem.% In the upcoming sections of this chapter, I will demonstrate
that demonstratives pattern with the canonical D elements like proper nouns and

pronouns with respect to all the tests introduced in (1).

Extraposition:
Referential nominals in Turkish do not allow extraposition of pP, which is normally

possible with non-DPs.

(12) a. Non-DPs
Oda-m-a (Ug tane) 6grenci gel-di (Gc tane).
room-1SG.POSS-DAT three CL  student come-PST three CL
“Three students came to my room.’

50 It is probably the case that constructionsinvolving a possessor and a demonstrative are covert
partitives. This is because DPs are known to have strong existence presupposition, which incorrectly
leads to the interpretation that John only has this (single) book. But if bu ‘this’ is a DP taking John ‘un
kitabi ‘John’s book” asa complement, we correctly evade the presupposition that John hasa single
book. I conclude thusthatthe demonstrative mustraise at LF. See Lewis (2014)for a similar analysis.

@) PF: [pp John’un bu kitabi]] LF: [opbui [opJohn’un tikitabi]]
An alternative analysisbased on DP internal Topic analysisis given in (ii).
(i) [Topp Johnuni [pemp bu [pp ti kitab1]]]

This set of data isreminiscent of cases involving a possessor and a numeralwhich lack the predicted
existence presupposition.

(iii) Can’in iki kitab1 ‘two books of Can’s’

This sentence can mean that Can hasmore than two books. Boskovi¢ and Sener (2014) argue that the
non-presuppositionalreading arises due to LF movement of the numeral, leading to a covert partitive.

(iv) [ikii [or Can’intikitab1]]

Given the difficulty in motivatingthe movement of the numeral iki ‘two’ in (iv), I believe thata DP
internal Topic movementisa betterexplanation. Similar to (ii), the proper noun Can overtly movesto
the Topic as in (v), ending up to the left of the numeral. I will not pursue the issue any further, hoping
that future research will shed more light on that controversy.

(v) [topp Can’mi [riki [opti Kitabi]]]
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b. DPs
(Ug tane) dgrenci oda-m-a gel-di  (*ug tane).
three CL student room-1SG.POSS-DAT come-PST three CL
“The three students came to my room.’

Under the NP analysis, such a contrast would be very difficult, if not impossible, to
explain. Under the DP analysis, however, it suffices to say that the DP does not allow
sub-extraction of part of its complement. If so, extraction of the pP [,p Uc tane]
‘three’ from the DP [pp [up UG tane [np ogrenci]] @] ‘the three students’ leads to

ungrammaticality.

Low/high RCs:

Note the grammaticality contrast induced by overt case marking between (13a-a’)

and (13b-b’).

(13)  a. Can Ingilizce yaz-1l-mis makale oku-du.
Can English write-PASS-PST article read-PST

‘Can read articles that are written in English.’

a’. Can 6t-en kus iste-me-z.

Can chirp-REL bird want-NEG-PRS
‘Can does not want birds that chirp.’

b. Can ben-im yaz-dig-im makale*(-yi) oku-du.
Can I-GEN write-NOML-1SG.POSS article-ACC read-PST
‘Can read the article that I wrote.’

b’. Cansen-in  al-dig-in kus*(-u) iste-me-z.

Can you-GEN buy-NOML-2SG.POSS bird-ACC want-NEG-PRS
‘Can does not want the bird that you bought.’

It has been suggested that some relative clauses attach to the NP (called Low
RCs), while others attach to the DP (called High RCs). Presumably, this distinction
depends on the type of the predicate: individual level predicates (like 0t- ‘chirp’)

favor low RCs, stage level predicates (like al- ‘buy’) favor high RCs, and not-so-
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strict predicates (like yaz- ‘write”) allow both. Stage-level (episodic) predicates are
argued to provide an event variable which is bound by D under Spec-Head
configuration; while no such variable is introduced by individual-level predicates.>!
This is reminiscent of locative modifiers like suradaki kalem ‘{the/*a} pen over
there’ which automatically induce referentiality due to the location variable they

provide, which is arguably bound by the operator in [Spec, DP].

(14) a LowRCs b. High RCs
DP
RC D

NP event variable /\\

VAN L D NP
RC NP variable binder

'

Under the DP analysis, (13a”) and (13b’) would be associated with (15a) and (15b)

respectively.

(15) a. LowRCs b. High RCs%2:53
DP-

NPe s f"/ﬂ;\-\\

/\.\ BCuasps D'
event variable /\
Rccta: = T"-T{a:t}

A kus ‘/—\\_ NP> Doz g o

senin aldigm ks variable binder
Oten P -

51 See Lin (2008) on the superiority effects of stage- vs individual-level predicatesin RCs.

52 High RC-containing DPs can also be quantificational, in which case they would be associated with
<<e,t>, <<g,t>, t>> type.

(i) [rc Can sen-in al-dig-in] her  kus*(-u) iste-me-z.
Can  you-GEN buy-NOML-2SG.POSS every bird-ACC want-NEG-PRS
‘Can does not want every bird that you buy.’

53 A similar proposalis made in Sio (2008) based on the observation that Mandarin Chinese does not
allow (i.b) in which a markermodifier occurs to the left of [Numeral-CL-NP] sequence.
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The obligatorily overt case marking requirement in (13b-b’) is correctly
predicted under the DP account. If the nominal containing the high RC must be a DP,
and if DPs must bear overt case markers in Turkish, they cannot appear caseless.

Under the non-DP account, however, this set of data would be a tough challenge.

5.2.3 The P
I also assume with Sauerland (2003) and Sauerland and Yatsushiro (2005) that
Number is never directly interpreted on NPs. The only semantically relevant number

markers are located in @P that takes a DP complement as in (16) (see Section 2.5.2).

(16) The P54

oP
o DP
[SG/PL] ,.//A\'\
D NP

[£-SG / u-PL]  [6-SG/ u-PL]

In this model, number markers on bare nouns in English type languages arise

as a result of agreement with the number features of @P (but see next section). ¢

(i) a.you [san bén zhangsan de shi] zai zher
havethree CL Zhangsan GEN bookat here
‘There are three booksof Zhangsan’shere.’

b.*ydu [zhangsan de san bén shi] zai zhér
have Zhangsan GEN three CL book at here
‘There are three books of Zhangsan’s here.’

Sio argues that (i.o) canonly receive a specific reading, and is thusincompatible with existential
sentences. In this analysis, the sequence Zhangsan de ‘Zhangsan’s’, though not triggering specificity

itself, probably raises to the specifier position of Sio’s Specificity Phrase, comparable to our [Spec,
DP] analysisof High RCs.

54 Aboh (1998) makesa similar proposal forthe nominals of Gungbe, a Niger-Congo language spoken
in West Africa, but putsnumber markers between the DP and the DemP: [pp [Nump [Demp [Numerals [Adj [NP

1
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itself is an identity function serving to check whether its complement meets certain
conditions (i.e. whether the DP has the correct person, number, and gender features).
It thus acts as a licensor of non-interpretable @-features in the nominal domain.

This view of Number immediately explains several significant properties of
number markers. First, given that agreement does not have any semantic force, we
would actually predict the existence of languages that require number agreement
(like English), those that optionally allow it (like Western Armenian), and those that
disallow it totally (like Turkish). Crucially, though, the DPs of all languages
obligatorily project to P where interpretable number features reside.

Second, number features are thus located in a position where they can control
the number features of their nominal complements (nouns and their adjective

modifiers) as well as those of the clausal elements in T.

(17)  [op Lo-s [np auto-s [ap rojo-s]]] [te {*es/son} viejo-s]. (Spanish)
the-PL car-PL  red-PL is are old-PL
“The red cars *is/are old.’

TP
oP T
] DP T AP
[PL] //”\\ [-PL] [2-PL]
D NP s0n Viejo-s
[#-PL] [-PL]
lo-s /\\\
NP AP
auto-s  [u-PL]
rojo-s

Third, as Sauerland (2003) argues, we have an explanation as to how the

plural feature arises out of two singular conjuncts.
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(18) John and Jane *is/are at work.

pP
0 &P
[SG+SG=PL] N
! DP &'

[SGI "\
/N & DP
John and  [SG]
| AN
number features Jane
added up |

Further, attempts have already been made to move the locus of number
markers away from the NP, and as far as above QP (Scontras, 2014), below DP
(Ritter, 1992), and any adjoined position in the nominal projection (Wiltschko, 2008;
Butler, 2011; Butler, 2012a; Butler, 2013)).

Finally, I demonstrate in Chapter 6 that Sauerland’s (2003) model best
accounts for a number of puzzling facts about Inclusively Used Plural Pronoun
Constructions (IPPCs) in which a plural pronoun can surprisingly receive a singular
interpretation.

The gist of the proposal is that the plural feature of a plural pronoun in an
IPPC is a feature of the coordinated DP (termed DP3), not of the inclusively used
plural pronoun (DP2) per se. The IPPC is derived when the person feature of the
singular pronoun raises from P2 to ¢P3, where it spells out the plural feature of os.
Crucially, this is only possible under the DP analysis of Abney (1987) and the ¢P

analysis of Sauerland (2003).
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(19) IPPC

[Can-’la biz] iyi anlas-1yor-uz.
Can-COM we well get along-PRS-1PL
‘[Can and 1] get along well.

/!/FF’\_-\_\‘
o
S TTT—
KP
/ﬁ\\
oP1
S~ [coM] w1 [s6] g
oP1 o1 la [4-SG]  bea / E
P VAN | S— #
DP; 01 Cfn ben - .. E
[«3]  [SG] | e H
[-5G] Can ;.' E

Thus, Sauerland’s (2003) account of Number captures a fairly wide range of
properties of number marking. | will demonstrate in the remaining parts of this
chapter that this model is very fruitful in accounting for the major split in number

marking between NPs/uPs and DPs.

5.2.4 The Number-Neutrality Condition

Recall Sauerland’s (2003) proposal that, in a phrase like three student*(-s), the plural
marker on students is an agreement reflex that emerges due to the plural feature of
the o. | have argued however that a [Numeral + BNP] construction only projects up

to uP, lacking the DP layer. Inthe absence of a DP, the plural marker cannot be an
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instance of agreement, as there simply is no @P. If such plural markers do not mark
agreement, what are they for?

| propose that in languages like English, morphological plural markers on
bare nouns in the context of a numeral greater than one is actually a marker of
number-neutrality. To capture this, | propose the Number Neutrality Condition
(NNC).
(20)  Number Neutrality Condition (NNC)

WP exclusively combines with number-neutral bare nouns, not bare singulars
or bare plurals.

NNC is appealing on theoretical and empirical grounds for several reasons.

Optimality:

K° is the locus of classifiers and measure words, and [Spec, pP] of numerals. Overall
MP measures the noun along various dimensions. Given that numerals range from
whole numbers (one, thirty-seven, etc.) to fractions (0.2, 3/4 etc.), a number-neutral
bare noun is the optimal solution to meet the requirement of pP since some of these
numerals target objects whose cardinality is below one. Indeed, English requires the

presence of a bare plural even with quantifiers like zero/no and fractions.

(21) a. 0.5 apple*(-s)

b. zero/no apple*(-s)

Considering that 0.5, zero, and no do not denote plurals semantically, the obligatory
presence of the plural marker in such cases strongly suggests that it marks number-

neutrality, not plurality of the bare noun or agreement with some other feature.
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Economy:

Being structurally simpler, number-neutral forms are expected to block structurally
more complex number-marked forms. Indeed, even in number-marking languages
like English, it is not the case that one goes with the singular and other numerals go
with the plural. Rather, the correct observation seems to be that one (and only one)
selects the singular while all other numerals select the plural, which I have argued to
be the spell out for number-neutral forms. In other words, the numeral one, which

carries with it a strong atomicity presupposition (Krifka, 1989), is an exception.

Morphology:

In Arabic, there apparently is singular/dual/plural agreement with numerals up to ten;
but after that, singular is used.>° Likewise, Zhang (2011a) states that in Finnish,
nouns must carry singular markers in the presence of numerals (22a). If a

demonstrative is also present, however, the demonstrative has to be plural (22b).

(22) a. Kolme auto-a aja-a tiella. (Finnish)
three car-part.SG drive-SG road
“Three cars drive on the road.’
b. Ne kaksi  pien-t& auto-a seiso-ivat tiella.
those.PL two.SG small-part.SG car-part.SG stand-PST.3PL road. ADES

‘Those two small cars stood at the road.’
(Zhang, 20114, p. 122)

Such idiosyncratic number-marking would be a puzzle if it were semantically
interpreted, and should therefore be explained by assuming that they are somehow

selected by varying values of p. | have as yet no explanation as to why this happens,

but such varied number marking lends strong support to the argument that nouns

55 | suspect the issue is more complicated. In particular, whether the NP complement of numerals
greater thantenis truly singular or number-neutralshould be checked.
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combining with the pP must be semantically number-neutral, whatever its

morphological form may be.

5.3 Number with non-DPs

This section addresses the syntactic structure and semantics interpretation of Number
in Turkish non-DP nominals. These minimally include BNPs and pPs. It is argued
that both of them lack the number-related projection of @P. This is then demonstrated
to account for their properties laid out at the beginning of this chapter, i.e. that non-
DPs can appear in existential and existentially closed constructions, cannot fill in
canonical subject positions, lack number specification, lack overt structural case, and

always take narrow scope with respect to other operators.

5.3.1 Bare nouns

Bare nouns of Turkish are <e,t>-type predicates, only projecting an NP in syntax.

(23)  Structure of bare NPs

NP<e t>

Because bare nouns lack the DP layer, they also lack morphosyntactic expression of
number (Schroeder, 1999; Kelepir, 2001), the locus of which is the ¢P above the DP.
This line of reasoning accounts for a wide range of properties of bare NPs. They are
allowed in existential (24a) and existentially closed (24b) constructions®®; they only

receive number-neutral interpretations (24c), they cannot trigger agreement (24d);

56 | am assumingthat locatives and datives mark the edge of the VP in Turkish. Thus, constituentsto
the left of them are mapped to Diesing’s (1992) restrictive clause, whereas constituentsto the right of
them are mapped to nuclearscope.
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they must appear caseless®’ (24e); they cannot fill canonical subject positions (24f),

and are scopeless (249).

(24) Distribution of bare NPs

a. Garaj-da  araba var. (existential)
garage-LOC car  exist
‘There {is a car / are cars} in the garage.’

b. Can’a araba carp-mus. (existentially closed)
Can-DATcar  hit-PERF
‘{A car has / Cars have} hit Can.’

c. Ev-e hirsiz gir-mis. (number-neutrality)
house-DAT thief enter-PERF
‘{A thief has / Thieves have} broken in the house.’

d.Ev-e hirsiz gir-mis(*-ler). (agreement)>8
house-DAT thief enter-PERF-3PL
‘A thief/ Thieves has / *have broken in the house.’

57 Given the Case Filter (Chomsky, 1986),a question arises asto whether these nominalsare truly
caseless. A sizable literature establishes thatthey are not. De Hoop (1996) proposes thatthe morpho-
syntactic case of an objectdirectly correlates with its semantic interpretation. In her analysis, weak
Caseis lexical and assigned at D-structure. NPs bearing weak Case are existential expressions or
predicate modifiers of type <<e,t>, <e,t>>. Weak Case is takento lack referential power. Strong Case,
on the other hand, is structural, assigned at S-structure, and actsasa type-shifter. NPs with strong
Caseare taken to be generalized quantifiers of type <<e,t>, t>. Van Geenhoven (1996) proposes that
de Hoop’s (1996) weak nominalsare semantically incorporated as part of the verbal complex headed
by an <<et>, <e,t>>-type predicate. Van Hout (2004) addsthat only objectswith strong Case move
out of the VP, more specifically to [Spec, AgrOP] where strong structural Case is checked. Weak NPs,
on the other hand, remain in VP, and get their Case checked in-situ.

Oztiirk (2005) associates overt structural Case in Turkish with de Hoop’s (1996) strong Case, and lack
thereof with weak Case. Accordingly, non-referentialnominalsare predicted to lack overt Case. (i)
demonstrates, however, that this prediction is too strong.

(i) Araba-y1 hizh degil giivenli kullanmak gerekir.
car-ACC fast not safe drive necessary
‘{A car/ Cars} oneshould drive not fast butsafely.’

Here, araba-y: ‘car-ACC’ is a non-referential, number-neutralnoun. The case markerpresumably
arises becauseit is moved away from verb for focus. Erguvanh-Taylan (1984) observes that non-case
marked nounsmustoccur in preverbal position, irrespective of whatthey denote. Butit could also be
the case that araba here denotes kind and is thusreferential. A thorough analysis of case marking is
beyond the confines of this study, but see von Heusinger and Kornfilt (2005) for details.

58 Kornfilt (1997) and Goksel and Kerslake (2005) observe that verbalagreement can only be
achieved with nounsdenoting human referents.
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e. Can ev(*-i) al-du. (structural case)
Can house-ACC buy-PST
‘Can bought {ahouse / houses / *the house(s)}.’

f. *Araba garaj-da. (subject position)
car garage-LOC
“{*A caris / *Cars are} in the garage.’

g. Herkes araba al-d1. (scope)
everyone car  buy-PST
‘Everyone bought {a car/ cars}.’ everyone>car / *car>everyone

Particularly interesting are (24c-g). If number specification, overt structural
case, canonical subject position, and scope is only relevant for DPs, it follows that

bare nouns show this distribution because they lack the DP layer.

5.3.2 Weak quantifiers

Weak quantifiers are actually cardinality-denoting numerals, of type n, and are
associated with the yP just like numerals. p° hosts classifiers and measure words
while [Spec, UP] hosts numerals like bes ‘five’, as well as weak quantifiers like
birkag ‘a few’, tiches ‘several’, and hi¢ ‘any’. This is in line with Milsark’s (1977)
argument that weak quantifiers are cardinality words rather than true quantifiers. The
only difference between a weak quantifier and a cardinal is that the former denotes

imprecise quantity. The structure of a uP is repeated in (25).

(25)  Structure of uPs

I.\T{a:t}
nPee i NPzt
/\\ COMMON NOUNS
NumPyq Wen, <z i
Mg erals, classifiers,

weak guantifiers  measure words
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Therefore, regarding their ability to co-occur with classifiers and measure words,

weak quantifiers pattern with regular numerals rather than strong quantifiers.

(26)  {sekiz / birkac / iiches | *her [ *tim / *kimi/ *¢ogu} tane 6grenci
eight / a.few / several / *every / *all / *some / *most CL student

Lacking the DP layer, pPs parallel bare nouns in many respects. The only
difference between them is that pPs can be semantically plural in the presence of a
numeral greater than one, despite lacking morphosyntactic number. Semantic

plurality, however, does not influence their syntactic distribution.

(27)  Distribution of pPs

a. Garaj-da  iiches tane araba var. (existential)
garage-LOC several CL car exist

“There are three cars in the garage.’

b.Can’a  birkag tane araba carp-mus. (existentially closed)
Can-DAT a.few CL car  hit-PST
“Two cars have hit Can.’

cf. ??Birkag tane araba Can’a ¢arp-muis.>°

c. Ev-e birkag¢ tane hirsiz gir-mis(*-ler). (agreement)
house-DAT a.few CL thief enter-PST-3PL
‘A few thieves has / *have broken in the house.’

d.Caniiches tane ev(*-i) al-mig.%0 (structural case)
Can several CL house-ACC buy-PST

‘Can bought three houses.’

e. *Ucbes tane araba garaj-da.6! (subject position)
several CL car garage-LOC
‘Several cars are in the garage.’

f.Herkes birka¢ tane makale oku-du. (scope)
everyone a.few CL article read-PST
‘Everyone read a few articles.’ v>a few / *a few> v

59 This is grammaticalunder a specific reading, which | assumeis a DP. See Section 5.4.3.

60 When case-marked, this construction has either a specific or a partitive reading, presupposing the
existence of a set of houses.

61 Only grammaticalwith contrastive focuson several cars.
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I conclude thus this section that both bare nouns and puPslack DP and P,
hence only appearing in existential constructions with a number-neutral
interpretation (27a-b), failing to trigger agreement (27¢) and to occur in canonical
subject positions (27e), and rejecting overt structural case (27d). In particular, they
cannot take scope with respect to other operators (27f), establishing their non-DP

status.

5.4 Number with DPs

This section addresses the syntactic structure and semantics interpretation of Number
in Turkish DP-projecting nominals. These include referential nominals (like
pronouns, proper nouns, and definite expressions) and strong quantifiers. It is argued
that both of these project to a DP and ¢P and thus receive either a singular or a plural
interpretation. Number-neutrality is impossible with DPs. This is demonstrated to
account for their properties laid out at the beginning of this chapter, i.e. that DPs
cannot appear in existential and existentially closed constructions, can fill in
canonical subject position, have Number specification, have overt structural case,

and can take wide scope with respect to other operators.

5.4.1 Pronouns and proper nouns
Pronouns and proper nouns are referential elements of type e, which always project
toa DP and @P. Assuming that all DPs must have overt structural case in Turkish,

they must be associated with the following structure.
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(28)  Structure of pronouns/proper nouns

KP
oP K
T~ [NOM/ACC/..]
D’P a o
[-SG / u-PL]  [SG/PL]

Drononns,
Droper names

Note that number on D elements is an uninterpretable ¢ feature which must be
checked against the interpretable features in ¢. @ itself is an identity function which
serves to make sure that the DP meets certain conditions (i.e. appropriate person,
number, and gender specification).

Pronouns and proper nouns are banned from existential (29a) and
existentially closed (29b) contexts, carry Number (cannot be number-neutral) (29c),
trigger agreement (29d), must carry overt case (29e), can fill canonical subject

positions (29f), and are referential and thus scopeless (299).

(29) Distribution of pronouns and proper nouns

a.*Ev-de {o / Can}var. (existential)
house-LOC (s)he / Can exist

‘There is {him / Can} in the house.’

b.*Sen-i {0 / Can}ara-di.52 (existentially closed)
you-ACC (s)he / Can call-PST
“You, {he/Can} called.’

c. {Hwsiz | Husiz-lar} ev-e gir-mis. (number-neutrality)
thief/  thief-PL  house-DAT enter-PST

‘{The thiefsc has / The thievespL<neuT have} broken in the house.’

62 This sentence is actually grammatical, but not underan existential reading. |1 would like to propose
thatthe grammaticalreading hasthe semanticsin (i.b) not (i.a).

@) a.* 3 x,y [you(x) A he/Can(y) A called(y,x)]
b. called(he/Can, you)
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d.{On-lar / Hwsiz-lar} ev-e gir-mis-ler. (agreement)
he-PL  thief-PL  house-DAT enter-PST-3PL
‘{They / The thieves} have broken in the house.’

e. Can {on-lar*(-) / ev-ler*(-i)} al-du. (case)
Can it-PL-ACC/ house-PL-ACC buy-PST
‘Can bought {them/ the houses}.’

f.{On-lar / Araba(-lar)} garaj-da. (subject position)
it-PL / car-PL garage-LOC
‘{It(They) / The car(s)} is(are) in the garage.’
g.Canon-u / Selen-i gor-me-di. (scope)
Can he-ACC Selen-ACC see-NEG-PST
‘Can did not see {him / Selen}.’ *= > him/Selen | him/Selen > -

5.4.2 [Dem-(uP)-NP] constructions

I assume with Lewis (2014) that demonstratives are merged externally to the DP,
which means that “[d]ets are always present in Dem constructions, even when not
overtly pronounced” (2014, p. 10). Given that Dems take e-type referential DPs and

return another e-type nominal, they must be of type <e,e>.63

(30)  Structure of demonstratives
KP

/_'—‘_‘—*—-k—-___________

DemP. K
[:-5G / u-PL] [NOM/ACC/ .. ]
Demes o oP
demonstratives /11_‘_"*_“———.*
DP- o
[:-5G / u-PL] [SG/PL]

T TTT—

NP> Decaps, 2>

TT—

(I-I-P“:E: t})‘ T"?{a: =

TN

NLU:DP:L e, <zt

63 This is a simplified version of the one proposed in Lewis (2014), who takesdemonstrativesto be of
type <<s,e>, <s,e>> where s refers to the DP-internal situation time.
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Being referential nominals projecting to a DPs, Dem constructions are
correctly predicted to pattern with pronouns and proper nouns in all the relevant

tests.

(31) Distribution of [Dem-(uP)-NP] constructions

a. *Smif-ta bu (U¢ tane) ogrenci var. (existential)
classroom-LOC these three CL student exist

‘There are these (three) students in the classroom.’

b.*Sen-i  bu (iki tane) adam ara-di. (existentially closed)
you-ACCthis twoCL man call-PST
“You, these (two) men called.’

C.Bu (bes tane) hrsiz ev-e gir-mis. (number-neutrality)
this five CL thief house-DAT enter-PST

‘This thiefsc has (These thievespL/neuT) have broken in house.’

d.Bu {fursiz-lar /U¢  tane hirsiz} ev-e gir-mis-ler (agreement)
this thief-PL three CL thief house-DAT enter-PST-3PL
*{This thief / These five thieves} *has / have broken in the house.’

e.Can{bu ev*(-)/ bu U¢ taneev*(-i)} al-d1. (case)
Can this house-ACC this three CL house-ACC buy-PST
‘Can bought {thishouse / these three houses}.’

f.{O araba/O iki tane araba} garaj-da. (subject position)
thatcar  thattwoCL car garage-LOC
‘{That car / Those two cars} are in the garage.’

g.Cano (iki) makale-yi  oku-ma-di. (scope)
Can that two article-ACC read-NEG-PST
‘Can did not read those two articles.’ *= > article | article > —

5.4.3 [D-(uP)-NP] constructions
A question arises as to the maximal projection of sentences like (32). Given their

referential status, do they project to DP?

(32) a. Polis U¢c tane surlci-yl cezalandir-di.
policeman three CL driver-ACC fine-PST

‘The policemen fined the three drivers.’
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b. Ug tane dgrenci disiplin kurulun-a  sevk ed-il-di.64
three CL student disciplinary board-DAT refer do-PASS-PST
“The three students were referred to the disciplinary board.’

I would like to propose that they indeed do. The D° in such constructions is

filled with a phonologically null determiner (-@) of type <<e,t>, e>.

(33)  Structure of [D(-pP)-NP] constructions

KP
oP K
/‘\'—\'—\____ [NONM/ACC/ ]
DP. °
[1:-SG / u-PL] [SG/PL]
(NPzt2) Decaps o
//‘\\ referentiality,
I-LP{a:t} I\?{a: = ffé_ﬁi'?i'-fé‘ii‘EJJJ

/\ specificity
-@

I"'-_UmPn l.l{ﬂ: {a:t}}

64 [uP-NP] constructionsin Turkish canalso have a quantified reading, in which case they would be
associated with type <<e,t>, <<e,t>, t>>. Note however that quantified [uP-NP] constructionsare not
grammaticalin all classifier languages. In Chinese, for instance, (i) canonly have an existential
reading.

@) liu-ge ren tai-gi-le na-kuai shitou
six-CL person lift-up-SFP that-CL rock

a. *“The six persons have lifted thatrock.’
b. ‘There are six persons who have lifted that rock.’

Tsai (2008) argues that for the reading in (i.a) to be available, V-to-I raising mustapply, thereby
extending the domain of Diesing’s (1992) nuclearscope to I, for which he proposes his Extended
Mapping Hypothesis. Since, however, Chinese lacks overt agreement morphology, it does not license
V-to-l raising atall, overtly or covertly. Therefore, the quantified reading cannot be derived. Given
that Turkish allows such readings, it must be the case that V-to-I raising applies, allowing quantifier-
raising of puPs to IP and extending the domain of existential closure as in (ii).

(i) Extended nuclearscope of Turkish
P

T

<Subj>
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(34)

Note that they have the same distribution as [Dem-(uP)-NP] Constructions.

Distribution [D-(uP)-NP] constructions

a. Agreement

Uc tane égrenci yardim iste-mey-e gel-di-ler.
three CL student help demand-NOML-DAT come-PST-3PL
‘The three students camepL to ask for help.’

. Case

Yliz  tane bisiklet-*(-in) 6grenci-ler-e  ver-il-mesi sevindirici.
hundred CL bicycle-GEN student-PL-DAT give-PASS-NOML pleasing
‘It is pleasing that the hundred bicycles were given to the students.’

cf. Ogrenci-ler-e yiiz tane bisiklet ver-il-mesi sevindirici.

. Subject position

Efendim, (0) i¢ tane memur Kkurum-umuz-a ulastilar.
sir that three CL employee institution-1PL.POSS-DAT arrived
‘Sir, the(those) three new employees have arrived at our institution.’

This leads me to the conclusion that all referential nominals in Turkish are

DPs, as evidenced by the observation that they pattern with canonical examples of D

elements like pronouns and proper nouns.

5.4.4 Strong quantifiers

Strong quantifiers also project to a DP. Unlike referential Ds, however, strong

quantifiers are generally takento be <<e,t>, <<e,t>, t>>-type objects, which take

<e,t>-type nouns as complements and return <<e,t>, t>-type generalized quantifiers

(Barwise & Cooper, 1981). Though nothing crucially hinges on the theory assumed, |

nevertheless follow Matthewson’s (2001) proposal that strong quantifiers take as
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complements not <e,t>-type predicative NPs but e-type argumental DPs, and are thus

derived in a two-step fashion as in (35).

(35)  Structure of strong quantifiers

KP
QPzce = = K
) T [NOM/ACC/.. ]
Qus, ccap> o oP.
strong quantifiers /\‘\_\‘_\
D’Pa (p{a:a}
[:-SG / u-PL] [SG/PL]
I\T{'a:t} D*f*-fa:t}: >

[1-SG / u-PL]

Note first that in this view, DPs are uniformly associated with type e. Further, as we
shall see below, strong quantifiers never combine with number-neutral bare nouns. In

fact, they always select a Number-specified complement.

(36) a. PL-selecting strong quantifiers

her / ¢ogu dgrenci(*-ler)
every most student-PL
‘every student / most students’

b. SG-selecting strong quantifiers
tim / bUtin®%/ bazi dgrenci*(-ler)

all all some student-PL
‘all / all / some students’

65 Note thattiimand bitiin have dualuses: one asa strong quantifier meaning ‘all’, the other as an
adjective meaning ‘whole’. While the quantifier version always selects a plural noun, the adjective
version combineswith bare nouns.

(i) a.Butunbilgisayar*(-lar)su  al-mis. b. Butiin bilgisayar(*-lar)su  almis.
all  computer-PL  watertake-PST whole computer-PL  water take-PST
‘All the computershavetaken in water.’ ‘The whole computerhastaken in water.’
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If these quantifiers combine with DPs, which by definition must be Number-
specified due to the obligatory presence of the @P, the fact that they either select a
singular or a plural complement follows as a natural consequence.

Matthewson (2001) presents several pieces of evidence for her analysis. First,
in St’at’imcets, a Salishan language spoken in Canada, strong quantifiers never
combine with NPs; they always require the presence of a determiner to appear
between the quantifier and the noun. Note incidentally that this is also the case with
the optional appearance of a determiner in some English QPs like all/half (the)
students.

Second, in partitive constructions of the form John ate most of the apples, the
quantifier combines with a PP, whose semantic type is controversial. In
Matthewson’s (2001) analysis, however, the quantifier is taken to combine with a
DP, and of is treated as a semantically vacuous case marker. Third, she argues that
the domain restriction typical of strong quantifiers is actually done by the D before
the quantifier is introduced. Finally, Kallulli and Rothmayr (2008) demonstrate that
determiner doubling constructions in Bavarian German, which is also optionally
attested in Standard German to a lesser extent, can best be accounted for under
Matthewson’s (2001) two-step model of QPs.

Strong quantifiers in Turkish can take scope over other operators, carry
strong existential presuppositions, and impose selectional restrictions on their
complements. One further property of strong quantifiers is that they reject

combination with the pP.%¢ As such, they are correctly predicted to contrast with

66 Except for her ‘every’.
0] Her iki ogrenci de simif-ta.

every two student all classroom-LOC
‘Both studentsare in classroom.’
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other bare nouns and uPs in rejecting existential (37a) and existentially closed (37b)

constructions as well as number-neutral interpretations (37c). They can also trigger

agreement (37d), require over structural case (37e), can appear in canonical subject

positions (37f), and are scopally active (379).

(37)

Distribution of strong quantifiers

a. *Smif-ta {her dgrenci | tiim 6grenciler} var. (existential)
classroom-LOC every student all student-PL exist
‘There {is every student/are all students} in the classroom.’

b. *Kdéy-e  {her doctor /tlim doctor-lar} gel-di. (existentially closed)
village-DAT every doctor all doctor-PL come-PST
‘to the village came {every doctor/ all doctors}.’

c. {Her égrenci | tiim 6grenci-ler} 6dev-i yap-mus. (neutrality)
every student/all student-PL homework-ACC do-PST
‘{Every studentsc has/ all studentspLneut have} done the homework.’

d. Tiim 6grenci-ler sunum yap-ti-lar. (agreement)
all  student-PL presentation do-PST-3PL
‘All students *has / have done a presentation.’

e. Can {her soru*(-yu) / tum soru-lar*(-)} yanitla-d1.  (case)
Can every question-ACC all question-PL-ACC answer-PST

‘Can answered {every question / all questions}.’

f.{Her araba/ Tiim araba-lar} garaj-da. (subject position)
every car all car-PL garage-LOC
‘{Every car is / All cars are} in the garage.’

g. Ogrenci-ler cogu makale-yi  oku-ma-d. (scope)
student-PL most article-ACC read-NEG-PST
‘The students did not read most articles.’ most > =

Let us summarize the distribution of different types of Turkish nominals in Table 17.

But I believe this is notthe type of construction I am interested in here. Such constructions have a
partitive flavorand can only be interpreted with a special context. The internal constituency of these
constructions are beyond this study.
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Table 17. Distribution of Different Types of Nominals

— &

S =

c . = IS

S 33 A~ =z S

o c C 3 A o

(<) c 3 e = S

o s o~ 892 A A =
Distribution o0 = aoa 2 =2 o
can appear in existential constructions \ \/ * * * *
is number-neutral N, N * * * *
can appear in canonical subject position ~ *  * \ NN
triggers agreement * * N N N \
must have overt structural case * * N N \ \
can take scope * * * * * \

The discussion so far has demonstrated that this major split follows from the fact that
NPs and pPs do not project to a DP and thus lack the number-specifying projection
of @P, while referentials and strong quantifiers project to a DP and thus are

obligatorily specified for Number.

5.5 Some issues

This section discusses several issues that can potentially challenge the present
account. It is demonstrated that these sets of data either follow from the analysis
proposed or that they can be explained by reference to independently established

facts.

5.5.1 Definiteness effect?
Persian has much in common with Turkish in that its bare objects have number-
neutral readings (38a); its bare plural objects are ungrammatical (38c); and the

presence of —(r)o, which is typically glossed as an Object Marker (OM),
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automatically triggers a definite reading (38b,d). This has led some to conclude that —

(no marks definiteness/specificity (Gebhardt, 2009; Sato & Karimi, 2016).

(38) a.Sexgdid-&m. (Persian)
dog see.PST-1SG
‘I saw a dog/dogs.’

b. Seeg-0 did-&m.
dog-OM see.PST-1SG
‘I saw the dog.’

c. *Seeg-a did-&m.
dog-PL see.PST-1SG
‘I saw dogs.’

d.Seg-a-ro  did-aem.

dog-PL-OM see.PST-1SG
‘I saw the dogs.’

Now, note the exact parallel between Persian —(r)o and Turkish accusative

marker —(y)l.

(39) a. Kopek gor-di-m. (Turkish)
dog see-PST-1SG
‘I saw a dog/ dogs.’

b. Kopeg-i  gor-di-m.
dog-ACC see-PST-1SG
‘I saw the dog.’

c. *Kopek-ler gor-di-m.
dog-PL  see-PST-1SG
‘I saw dogs.’

d. Kopek-ler-i  gor-di-m.

dog-PL-ACC see-PST-1SG
‘I saw the dogs.’

Do Persian —(r)o and Turkish ACC marker encode definiteness? Given the DP
analysis assumed so far, it cannot be, as referentiality is crosslinguistically encoded

in D. Eng (1991) and Kelepir (2001) establish that Turkish ACC encodes specificity
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rather than definiteness. In fact, (40) establishes that Turkish ACC cannot itself be a

marker of definiteness, since it occurs with indefinite (specific) nominals.

(40) a. Birkag tane kopeg-i  gor-di-m.
a.few CL dog-ACC see-PST-1SG
‘I saw a few dogs.’

b. Bazi kopek-ler-i  gor-di-m.

some dog-PL-ACC see-PST-1SG
‘I saw some dogs.’

With Zareikar and Melchin (2014), | propose that both Persian —(r)o and
Turkish —(y)I are actually case markers. But given that (at least overt) case only
appears with DPs in these languages, we have the impression of a definiteness effect,
when in fact these morphemes indirectly signal the DP status of the nominal. The
definiteness effect arises only in the absence of indefinite quantifiers and/or markers
like Turkish baz: ‘some’ and Persian -i. Of particular importance is the
ungrammaticality of (38c) and (39c), where number is present but case is absent.
Given the present proposal that Number is a property of DPs only, and that all DPs
must have overt case, the ungrammaticality follows as a natural outcome.

Note further that in both Persian and Turkish, overt case and number markers
also appear in subject DPs. But because singular and nominative are phonologically
null in both languages, they typically go unnoticed, leading to the incorrect
impression that a bare noun functions as an argument.

(41) a. Becce-B3-@  gerye kerd-@. (Persian)
child-SG-NOMcry do.PST-3SG
“The child cried.’
a’. Bwecce-ha-@ gerye keerd-&nd.

child-PL-NOM cry do.PST-3PL
‘The children cried.’
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b. Cocuk-@-@  agla-di-@. (Turkish)
child-SG-NOM cry-PST-3SG
“The child cried.’
b’. Cocuk-lar-@ agla-di-lar.
child-PL-NOM cry-PST-3PL
“The children cried.’
This leads me to conclude, in support of Longobardi (1994), that arguments
in Turkish must project to a DP, as evidenced by the observation that they must have

number specification and overt case. Data which motivated the so-called definiteness

effect follows from the model as is.

5.5.2 CL/M — number complementarity?
Recall Sauerland’s (2003) proposal from Section 5.2.3 that Number is only
semantically interpreted in @P. Then, why is it that the definite and plural [DP-pP-
NP] construction in (42) is incompatible with the plural marker irrespective of the
presence of a classifier. Afterall, it is a DP that projects to a P with an interpretable
plural feature.
(42) Ug (tane) ogrenci(*-ler) disiplin kurulun-a  sevk ed-il-di-ler.
three CL student-PL  disciplinary board-DAT refer do-PASS-PST-3PL
“The three students were referred to the disciplinary board.’
We cannot simply say that the ban against the plural marker is due to the presence of
a classifier because I have argued earlier that classifiers do not stand in a
paradigmatic relation to number markers: The former targets CARD, the latter
targets ¢. Why, then, is this apparent incompatibility between classifier and plural

markers?
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Before suggesting an answer, | would like to point out that numerals reject
number markers not only in the presence of a classifier but also of measure or kind

term, an observation that has not received due attention.

(43) a.uc kilo elma(*-lar)
three kilo apple-PL

b.iki tur bilgisayar(*-lar)
two kind computer-PL
I have already illustrated in Section 2.4 that, uP only combines with number-
neutral bare nouns. Thus, because numerals fill [Spec, uP], we conclude that p is
present in (43); and since WP rejects number-marked nominals, the construction
becomes ungrammatical.
This line of reasoning has some validity. Observe first that with strong

quantifiers (i.e. in the absence of uP), nominals accept number markers.

(44) {bu / baz1 / ¢ogu/ @} kitap-lar
{this / some / most / the} book-s
Second, when the numeral is contained in an RC or an attributive modifier,

number markers become possible.

(45) a.[rc sayica U¢ taneol-an] bu kitap-lar
in.number three CL be-REL this book-s

‘these books that are three in number’
b. [atre U¢ Kkilo-luk]  kavun-lar

three  kilo-ATTR watermelon-PL
‘three-kilo watermelons’

Third, YP can occur as primary or secondary predicates to plural DPs.
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(46) a. Elma-lar iki tane.
apple-PL two CL
‘The apples are two.’
b. Elma-lar-1 iki tane san-mis-ti-m.5’
apple-PL-ACC two CL think-PERF-PST-1SG
‘I considered the apples two (in number).’
Lastly, Western Armenian allows numerals to co-occur with number markers
while Persian allows them with classifiers as well (Gebhardt, 2009, p. 211). The only

difference is that Persian plural-marked pPs automatically signal the DP status of the

nominal, while in Western Armenian they arise as agreement markers, hence their

optionality.

(47)  a. yergu shenk(-er). (Western Armenian)
two Dbuilding-PL
‘two buildings’

a’. yergu had shenk(*-er)
two CL building-PL
(Bale & Khanjian, 2008, p. 75)

67 Ueda and Haraguchi (2008) argue for a similar analysis for comparable Chinese and Japanese
constructions. They propose that when the noun finds a way of getting to the left of the classifier,
either by merge or by movement, the NP acceptsplural marking.

@) a. XiaoQiang-men san-ge  (ren) (Chinese)
XiaoQiang-PL three-CL person
‘XiaoQiang (them) three’

b. *xuesheng-mensan-ge  (ren)
student-PL three-CL person
‘three students’

(i) san-nin-no gakusei-tati (Japanese)
three-CL-GEN student-PL
‘three students’

(i.a) is grammaticalbecause the proper noun XiaoQiang merges in [Spec, DP], i.e. to the left of the
numeral-classifier sequence. Since common nouns like xuesheng ‘student’ merge low atN, they have
to raise to DP. Nevertheless, the raising violates Head Movement Constraint, hence the
ungrammaticality. Interestingly, the Japanese counterpart of (i.b) is grammatical. According to Ueda
and Haraguchi (2008), this is because Japanese classifiers merge as NP adjuncts, not constituting
barriers for head movement. Asimilar account is proposed in Li (1999) for the incompatibility of
Chinese classifiers with the plural marker men. To the extentthat they are on theright track,such data
corroborate our claim that the incompatibility of classifiers with numeralsis due to the NP being to
the right of the pP.
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b. do (ta) moa?lem (Persian)
two CL teacher
‘two teachers’
b’. do *(ta) moa?lem-ha
two CL teacher-PL
‘the two teachers’
cf. *do moa?lem-ha
(Hamedani, 2011, pp. 8-9)
In Turkish, on the other hand, number markers in the presence of a numeral
are not allowed even with DPs. Pending further research, | would like to hypothesize
that Turkish number markers wish to attach onto the NP (which then will have to
check these features against @P), but uP rejects these markers dueto NNC. Yet, we
know for sure that pP-containing DPs have Number, as they can control agreement
(see (42) above and Section 5.4.3). The resolution seems to be that Number in such

cases becomes phonologically null, satisfying the requirements of both number-

rejecting P and number-requiring DP.

5.5.3 Other plurals

So far, we have developed an account of number marking in the usual sense, i.e. a
process of sum formation out of the atomic individuals in the domain of a bare noun.
The theory proposed so far restricts this type of number marking to DPs. plural-
marked nominals, however, have a wider distribution in Turkish than just DPs. Other
forms of plural include plural of abundance, plural of types, and pluractionals, among
others. An analysis of the latter two forms of plural is given in Ketrez (2004); and a
comprehensive account of Turkish verbal pluractionals is offered in Aksan and
Aksan (2009a; 2009b). In this section, | briefly review an inexhaustive number of

these cases and discuss how they fit the overall picture that has emerged.
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Plural of types:

One type of non-canonical plural creates plurality of typesout of a bare noun. A case
in point is constructions like (48) in which a bare plural appears caseless in the object
position, which means that it lacks a DP layer and has to be number-neutral.8
Crucially, in stark violation of the present account of Number, the plural in this case
is interpreted semantically.

(48)  Bugn giysi-ler al-di1-m.5°

today cloth-PL buy-PST-1SG

‘I bought clothes today.’

Examples like these, however, do not pose a challenge for minimally two
reasons. First, such constructions are rare; most of them appear either in the positive
or negative only. Thus, the negative version of (48) (i.e. *Bugiin giysiler almadim ‘1
did not buy clothes today’) is ungrammatical unless giysiler ‘clothes’ is contrastively
focused.

Second, these do not denote the plural in the sense of sum formation. Rather,

the plural in such cases is a typical example of plural of types.

68 Based on their ability to actasantecedents for pronounsand to allow gapping, Ketrez (2004) argues
thattype-pluralslack NumP but do havea DP layer. | believe the evidence is inconclusive, but for
reasonsof space, | will notgo into details here, hoping to addressthem ata future time.

69 Ketrez (2004) proposes thatthe plural marker -1Ar in such sentences occupies the head position of a
classifier phrase asin (i).

0] [or [cLr [np] -IAT]]

I donot adoptthisanalysis simply because classifiers occupy p° and alwaysrequire the presence ofa
numeral. Further, the notion of “classifier” and its function is not clear in Ketrez (2004).
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(49) Bugun giysi-ler al-di-m...

today cloth-PL buy-PST-1SG

‘I bought clothes today...’

I. *U¢ tane ‘three CL’

ii. trld tirld ‘of varying kinds’
Since (49) only accept a continuation in which reference is made to kinds of clothes,
I conclude that -IAr in this case marks the plurality of kinds, and the conjecture that
more than one clothes were bought arises only indirectly. Thus, whether such cases
involve lexical pluralization a la Alexiadou (2011) or Wiltschko (2008), or more
productive syntactic processes, we can still hold to our argument that sum-forming

Number is only relevant for DPs, and conclude that they do not pose a challenge to

the model developed here.

Plural of abundance:
Next comes the issue of plural of abundance, which comes typically but not
exclusively with mass nouns.
(50) a. Bag-im-a su-lar  dokul-dd.

head-1SG.POSS-DAT water-PL fall-PST

‘Waters fell on my head.’

b. Yat-lar, kat-lar iste-mi-yor-um.

yacht-PL floor-PL want-NEG-IMPF-1SG

‘I do not want yachts and apartments.’
The function of -lAr in (50a) is not to form sums of water from atoms, since mass
nouns have no atoms to begin with. This sentence simply denotes that water fell in
abundance, more than the amount one would normally expect. Likewise, (50b) is not

about many yachts or apartments, but rather an abundance of wealth including a

yacht and an apartment. Alexiadou (2011) proposes that the pluralization in such
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cases a lexical process, and that the plural attaches to noun root (see Section 2.5.3).
Therefore, these sentences do not constitute a counterexample to the proposal that

only DPs in Turkish express number in the sense sum formation.

Pluractionality:

One further case of non-sum-forming plurals is observed in the phenomenon of
‘pluractionality’, a term introduced by Newman (1990) to describe cases in which a
morphological marker on the verb is used to denote event plurality. These involve
plurality of the event either in a single occasion or in multiple occasions.

To the best of my knowledge, it was Banguoglu (1956) who first addressed
Turkish verbs denoting event plurality. In Turkish, pluractionality is normally
encoded on the verb, typically by morphemes like -AlA- and -AkIA attached to the
stem. Aksan and Aksan (2009b, p. 7) provide the following examples.

(51) a. Biskivi-ler-i kir-ikla-yn.
biscuit-PL-ACC break-EPL-IMP
‘Crumble the biscuits.’

b. Herkes  agz-in-da birsey-ler gev-eli-yor.
everybody mouth-3SG.POSS-LOC something-PL mumble-EPL-IMPF
‘Everybody mumbles something in his mouth.’

These morphemes add to their respective bases the interpretation that the events of
‘breaking’ and ‘mumbling’ take place more than once.

As Ketrez (2004) observes, however, verbal affixation is not the only way in

Turkish to derive event plurality. In certain cases, the plurality of event can

surprisingly be achieved by pluralizing the object noun.’®

70 Pluractionality can also be achieved by reduplicating the uP in the form of John ate the biscuits
[two by two]. See Donazzan and Muller (2015) for a pluractionalanalysisof Mandarin and Karitiana
(@ Tupian language spoken in Brazil) reduplicated numerals.
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(52) a. Cok kotu-ydi. Masa-lar-a  vur-ul-du, kuflr-ler ed-il-di, ...
very bad-was table-PL-DAT hit-PASS-PST swear-PL make-PASS-PST
‘It was very bad. Tables were hit, swear words were used, ...’

b. Cok kotlydl. Masaya vuruldu, kufir ed-il-di, ...
‘It was very bad. Tables were hit, swear words were used, ...’

c. Ayse Kur’an-lar oku-du.
Ayse Koran-PL read-PST
‘Ayse read the Korans.’
(Ketrez, 2004, p. 2)
(52b) states that ‘tables were hit and swear words were used’, with no commitment
as to whether this event happened once or several times. Here, both the number of
tables hit and swear words used as well as the number of occasions this happened is
left undetermined. (52a), on the other hand, asserts that these events happened more
than once, leaving the number of tables hit and swear words used undetermined. In
other words, the bare plurals masalar ‘tables’ and kufurler ‘swear words’ in (52a) are
actually number-neutral. The plural marker -IAr on these nominals encodes the
plurality of the events. The number-neutrality of -IAr-marked nominals in such cases
is made clear in (52c), taken from Ketrez (2004), in which a unique book, namely the
Koran, is pluralized.’?
Addressing a similar pattern in French, Spector (2003) argues that the plural

NP des lapins in (53) refers to number-neutral set, as no plurality of rabbits can be

killed more than once.

(53) Le chasseur atué des lapins a plusieurs reprises. (French)
“The hunter has killed rabbits repeatedly.’
(Spector, 2003, p. 304)

1 Again, Ketrez (2004) inserts the plural marker -lAr into the head position of a classifier phrase,
which | believe is mistaken since there is no classification of the nounin any sense. Further, a
classifier cannot occur without a numeralgiven their <n, <e,t>> type. I believe Spector’s (2003)
licensing analysis squares better with the interpretation of these constructions.
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What this sentence means is that a different rabbit was killed in different occasions.
Spector (2003) argues that the plurality on the noun lapins ‘rabbits’ is licensed by an
operator introduced by the adverbial a plusieurs reprises ‘repeatedly’, and indicates
the plurality of ‘killing events’ rather than ‘rabbits killed”.

A thorough analysis of pluractionality in Turkish would take us too far afield.
| assume without argumentation that a similar pattern is observed in Turkish, and that
potential licensers of nominal number markers minimally include aspectual operators
alongside oPs. | thus conclude that the presence of such number morphology on
nominals, which are subject to licensing by some higher functional head, either (i)
denote pluralities of things other than the atoms in the denotation of the noun (as in
the case of plurals of types and abundance) or (ii) arise as uninterpretable agreement
reflexes of a higher interpretable feature (as in the case of pluractionals). As such,

these examples cease to pose a challenge to the model developed in this study.

5.5.4 bazi ‘some’

Enc (1991) first noted the interpretive and distributional difference between Turkish
strong and weak quantifiers, demonstrating that overt structural case is obligatory
with strong quantifiers and optional with weak ones. Weak quantifiers receive a
specific reading, which En¢ (1991) equates with partitivity, when overtly case-
marked, and a non-specific one when not overtly case-marked. Pointing to the
similarity in behavior between accusative-marked indefinites and baz: ‘some’ in that
both can escape scope islands, Kelepir (2001) concludes that baz: ’some’ is

interpreted by the general interpretive mechanism of choice functions.
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Against this background and building on Kelepir (1991), | argued earlier that
bazi ‘some’ is a strong quantifier. This, however, leads to the incorrect prediction

that it should not appear in existential constructions.

(54) a. Siif-ta bazi dgrenci-ler var.
classroom-LOC some student-PL exist
‘There are some students in the classroom.’
b. Smif-a bazi ogrenci-ler geldi(*-ler).

Classroom-DAT some student-PL come-PST-PL
‘To the classroom came*pL SOme students.’

It appears that baz: has dual character: a strong quantifier presupposing the

existence of a set, and a weak quantifier meaning birkag ‘a few’. Indeed (54a) can

best be paraphrased as (55).

(55) Smif-ta birka¢ 6grenci var.

classroom-LOC a.few student exist

“There are a few students in the classroom.’
Yet, even when used as a weak quantifier, baz: retains its selectional properties and
combines with a bare plural. Significantly, existential constructions involving baz:

‘some’ lack number specification since they cannot trigger plural agreement as (54b)

establishes.

5.5.5 az ‘little/few’ and ¢ok ‘much/many’

A further challenge comes from quantity expressions like az ‘little/few’ and ¢ok’2
‘much/many’, which apparently can denote quantity. They appear in existential
constructions, and reject number agreement, which puts them on a par with weak

quantifiers.

2 Not to be confused with the strong quantifier cogu ‘most’.
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(56) Smf-ta {az/c¢ok} Ogrenci(*-ler) var.
classroom few many student-PL  exist
‘There {few/many} students in the classroom.’

In contrast to weak quantifiers and numerals, however, az and ¢ok reject co-

occurrence with classifiers and measure words.

(57) a. *{az/cok} tane kitap
few many CL book
‘few / many books’
b. *{az / cok} litre sut
little / much liter milk
‘little / much liters of milk’

On the other hand, az and ¢ok do not pattern with DPs or strong quantifiers

either. They reject case markers (58a), cannot trigger agreement (58b), and cannot

occupy canonical subject positions (58¢).

(58) a. Bugin {az/c¢ok} makale(*-yi) oku-du-m. (case)
today few many article-ACC read-PST-1SG
‘I read the {few / many} articles today.’
b. *{Az / Cok} 6grenci sinif-a gel-di-ler. (agreement)
few  many student classroom-DAT come-PST-3PL
‘{Few / Many} students camepL into the classroom.’
c. *{Az/ Cok} kitap raf-ta. (subject position)

few many book shelf-LOC
‘{Few / Many} books are on the shelf.’

This leads to the conclusion that quantity expressions are neither strong
quantifiers not weak quantifiers or numerals. A question arises as to their categorial
status, and in particular, how they end up denoting quantity despite not patterning
with canonical examples of quantifiers.

There a considerable literature behind expressions of quantity like little and

much. Taking their prenominal position and apparent complementarity with several
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quantifiers, some argue that these are quantifiers/determiners, while others maintain
that they are adjectives because they can appear as predicates. Rett (2018), however,
demonstrates quite convincingly that such words are neither quantifiers/determiners
nor adjectives in the usual sense. She cites three contexts in which quantity
expressions can appear while adjectives and quantifiers/determiners cannot. |
exemplify them here with data from Turkish.
(59) a. Canbugiin cok calis-t1. (VP modifier)
Can today much work-PST
‘Can worked a lot today.’
b. Garaj ev-in az asagisinda. (PP modifier)
garage house-GEN little below
‘The garage is a little below the house.’
C. nge Ceren-’den ¢gok dahauzun. (comparative modifier)
Ozge Ceren-than much more tall
‘Ozge is much taller than Ceren.’

In light of this data, | assume with Rett (2018) that quantity expressions like
az ‘little/few’ and ¢ok ‘much/many’ are degree modifiers rather than quantifiers or
adjectives. They range over and thus modify the intervals of a degree, which is either
overtly provided or contextually supplied. With VVPs, degree modifiers presumably
measure degrees of the event, while with PPs, they “encode information about the
size of a spatial interval or vector (Rett, 2018, p. 6)”. Given the earlier proposal that
cardinality, being a p element, can also be regarded as a form of measurement, with
natural numbers corresponding to the intervals, the degree modifiers az/cok

‘few/many’ in (60) encode the information that the cardinality of students in the

classroom is few/many with respect to some contextually understood degree.

(60) Smift-a az /¢ok Ogrenci var.
class-LOC few many student exist
‘There are few/many students in the classroom.’
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To sum, words like az ‘little/few’ and ¢ok ‘much/many’ behave differently
from weak quantifiers and numerals on the one hand and strong quantifiers and

determiners on the other because of their categorial status as degree modifiers.

5.5.6 Negative existential yok
One last piece of potential challenge 1 would like to address in this section is the

grammaticality of (61).

(61) Anahtar-lar masa-da  yok.
key-PL table-LOC NEG
‘There are not the keys on the table.’

Here, a plural-marked definite nominative DP puzzlingly appears in an
existential construction. Appearances are misleading though. The fact is that Turkish
negative existential yok can be used in many constructions where it only marks

negation, stripped of its existential semantics.

(62) a.Birsey anla-dig-im yok.
anything undertand-NOML-1SG.POSS NEG
‘I do not understand anything.’

b. A: Gor-du-n mi? B: Yok.
see-PST-2SG QUES NEG
‘Did you see?’ ‘No.’

In (60), yok only means not, and is thus semantically equivalent to (63).

(63) Anahtar-lar masa-da  degil.
key-PL table-LOC NEG
‘The keys are not on the table.”
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In fact, ungrammaticality obtains when we substitute yok ‘exist.not’ with its
positive counterparts var ‘exists’ (in (61)) (cf. *Anahtarlar masada var ‘There are
the keys on the table’). Likewise, the positive existential var would not function as
an acceptable positive answer to the question in (62b), strongly suggesting that yok in
these constructions marks negation alone, not existentiality per se. This strengthens
the argument that number marking is only relevant for DPs in Turkish, and that

plural- or singular-marked nominals cannot appear in existential constructions.

5.6 Summary

This chapter addressed the morphosyntactic marking and semantic interpretation of
Number in Turkish nominals. It was argued that, Turkish nominals fall in two major
camps with respect to several tests: DPs and non-DPs, with semantically interpreted
Number being relevant for DPs only. More specifically, only DPs project to ¢P
where Number is expressed, while non-DPs, lacking this projection, always arise
number-neutral.

Section 5.2 laid down some preliminary issues that form the basis of the
upcoming discussion. Here, | went through arguments in Section 5.2.1 that point to
the conclusion that morphological number markers do not always indicate semantic
Number. It was thus concluded that the presence of plural morphology should not be
taken at face value when establishing the specification of Number. Section 5.2.2
assumed and presented arguments for a DP layer in Turkish, in particular the
observation that DPs always carry overt morphological structural case and that they
never have number-neutral readings. After introducing the @P in Section 5.2.3, |
proposed the Number Neutrality Condition in Section 5.2.4 according to which pP

exclusively combines with number-neutral nouns, and presented theoretical as well
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as empirical evidence in support of it. It was argued in particular that
crosslinguistically observed idiosyncratic number marking in the presence of
numerals can best be explained under the hypothesis that these number markers are
not interpreted semantically but arise as a result of agreement with a higher
functional head.

Section 5.3 discussed the properties of bare nouns and pPs in Turkish.
Judging by their distribution with respect to the tests introduced at the beginning of
this chapter, bare nouns and uPs were shown to lack the DP projection and hence
Number specification. Thus, they are always interpreted number-neutrally and are
restricted to contexts like existentials that handle such interpretations. Therefore,
bare nouns and pPs are typically used when a discourse entity is first introduced into
the discourse (see Section 1.3.6).

Nominals projecting to a DP layer were addressed in Section 5.4, where it
was demonstrated that, since these project to a DP and subsequently to ¢P and KP,
they must have overt Number specification as well as structural case. This prediction
was shown to be met by the tests: All DPs are interpreted either in the singular or in
the plural, can trigger agreement on a verbal predicate, can appear in canonical
subject positions, must have overt structural case, and in the case of strong
quantifiers, can have scope overt other operators.

Section 5.5 some potential challenges to the model presented and
demonstrated that can be accounted for with reference to independently established
facts. First, the possibility that overt case-marking induces a definiteness effect in
ruled out in Section 5.5.1. The observation was that overt case marking only hints at
the presence of the DP layer, and that a definite interpretation only arises in the

absence of an indefinite quantifier, in which case we have an indefinite referential
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reading. Section 5.5.2 addressed the problematic case of a referential uP which,
despite projecting to DP, still resists plural markers. Per the Number Neutrality
Condition, the noun must be number-neutral, rejecting plural markers. A plural @P,
however, forces a plural interpretation of the noun. In the face of such conflicting
requirements, it was proposed that the expression of plurality in such cases is done
covertly. Section 5.5.3 addressed other forms of plurality marked on the noun, with
the conclusion that these cases are not examples of canonical Number in the sense of
sum formation. In particular, it was demonstrated that nouns can also bear plural
morphology due to pluractionality, i.e. plurality of events. Crucially, such plural
markers were shown to be subject to licensing by a higher operator like aspect, as in
the case of other agreement markers that are licensed by ¢. Section 5.5.4 addressed
the dual character of baz: ‘some’, one as a strong quantifier and the other as a
cardinality expression, demonstrating that only the latter can appear in existential
constructions. Section 5.5.5 established the categorial status of az ‘little/few’ and ¢ok
‘many’ as degree modifiers, and demonstrated that their quantity readings are
readings are derived by processes other than measuring. Finally, the case of the
negative existential yok was brought into the picture in Section 5.5.6. Its unpredicted
appearance in definite expressions was linked to the observation that yok can mark

simple negation in some contexts rather than existentiality per se.
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CHAPTER 6

PLURAL PRONOUN CONSTRUCTIONS

6.1 Introduction

In Chapter 5, I built my analysis of Number marking in Turkish on Sauerland’s
(2003) account of Number, which basically argues that interpretable ¢-features such
as person, number, and gender are located inside the ¢P which takes the DP as a
complement. The upshot of the analysis is that other ¢-features in the nominal
domain, much like their clausal counterparts, arise as uninterpretable agreement
reflexes of their interpretable counterparts in @°. The biggest advantage of this model
is that, as illustrated in (1), ¢-features now stand in a position where they can control

both DP-internal (i.e. nominal) and DP-external (i.e. clausal) agreement.

(1) ®-feature agreement

TP
/M‘_'_'\,___‘\-
pP T
,—-—-""’.ff.—)\ /‘\
9 DP T
[Person] M [2-Person]
[Number] D AP [2-Number]
[Gender] [1e-Person] [1-Gender]
[2-INumber] AJ//\I\T
[-Gender] [2-Person] [2:-Person]

[t-Number]  [u-Number]
[1-Gender] [1-Gender]

This chapter addresses a particularly challenging interpretive phenomenon
associated with pronouns and demonstrates that Sauerland’s (2003) view of Number

marking employed here, in consonance with other independently established facts, is
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highly successful in accounting for this problematic set of data. The issue at stake
here is the singular reference of plural pronouns in specific contexts.

In Turkish, plural pronouns normally have a strictly plural reference.

(2) a. Can biz-i selamla-d1. (Turkish)
Can we-ACC greet-PST

‘Can greeted us/*me.’
b. Biz hazir-1z.
we ready-1PL
‘We are / *I am ready.’
When they occur with a comitative-marked DP in what is known as Comitative

Coordination (CC), however, they can also have a singular reference (3.ii) alongside

the usual plural one (3.1).

(3) Can-‘la biz beraber ¢alig-1yor-uz.
Can-COM we together work-IMPF-1PL

i. ‘Can and we work together.’ (EPPC)

ii. ‘Can and | work together.’ (IPPC)

These are called Plural Pronoun Constructions (PPCs) in Schwartz (1988),
Feldman (2002), Vassilieva and Larson (2005), and Vassilieva (2005). To avoid
ambiguity, though, I will differentiate between constructions in which the plural
pronoun has exclusively plural reference as in (3.i) (calling them EPPCs), and the
ones in which the plural pronoun has inclusively singular reference as in (3.ii)

(calling them IPPCs).”3 The IPPC reading is typically the case with comitative

73 Note that the term “inclusive” is used here in a technicalsense, quite differently from studies of
clusivity. Insuch studies, an “inclusive” plural pronoun like we includes the addressee in its extension,
while an “exclusive” one does not. In PPCs, however, the inclusive/exclusive distinction pertains to
the number feature of the plural pronoun. Thus, the “inclusive” use of we actually denotesthe singular
I, whereas its “exclusive” use excludes the singular-only reading, alwayshavinga plural reference.
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constructions. Thus, (3) is ambiguous as far as the reference of the plural pronoun biz
‘we’ Is concerned.

This ambiguity is not specific to first person and is also observed in second
(4) and third (5) person plural pronouns.

4) Can-la  siz nerede-y-di-niz?

Can-COM you.PL where-COP-PST-2PL

i. “‘Where were Can and you(PL)?’ (EPPC)

ii. “Where were Can and you(SG)?’ (IPPC)

(5) Can-’la onlar da birazdan gel-ecek-ler.”4

Can-COM they too soon come-FUT-3PL

i. ‘Can and they, too, will come soon.’ (EPPC)

il. ‘Can and she/he, too, will come soon.’ (IPPC)

Comitative constructions with an inclusive interpretation has been observed
in a wide range of languages including Russian (Feldman, 2002; Vassilieva &
Larson, 2005), Hungarian (Dékany, 2009), Polish (Vassilieva M. B., 2005), Czech
(Skrabalova, 2003), Estonian (Erelt, 2008), as well as Chamorro (an Austronesian
language spoken in Guam), Yapese (an Austronesian language spoken in
Micronesia), Tzotzil (a Mayan language spoken in Mexico), Maori (a Polynesian
language spoken in New Zealand), Tagalog (an Austronesian language spoken in the
Philippines), and Mparntwe Arrernte (a Pama-Nyungan language spoken in
Australia) (Haspelmath, 2007, p. 33). The simple fact that a plural pronoun can a
have a singular reference raises a number of questions for compositional semantics

since the plural feature of the pronoun seemingly evaporates at LF. How can this be,

74 For some yet unknown reason, some native speakers find IPPCs with third person PL pronouns
slightly degraded. This is unsurprising, asthird person pronounsdiffer from otherpronounsin a
number of respects. It hasbeen suggested, forinstance, thatthird person pronounsactually lack a
person feature. Whether this has connection with the issue needs furtherresearch.
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why is this typically the case with pronouns (and sometimes proper nouns) but not
with common nouns, and how does it relate to the syntactic expression of Number in
general? The relevant question is whether PPCs can be accounted for by appealing to
the semantics, and possibly internal structure, of plural pronouns per se, or whether
they arise as a byproduct of the syntactic configuration they occur in.

Unlike the prevalent assumption in the literature that PPCs are
complementation structures, | pursue a different approach and argue that they are
actually examples of coordination. Assigning a crosslinguistically uniform semantics
to plural pronouns, | develop a structural account of PPCs according to which the
plural feature on the plural pronoun is not a feature of the pronoun itself but one of
the coordinated DP. The plural pronoun acquires this feature as a result of the
movement of the person feature from the higher pronominal conjunct to the
coordinated DP. Briefly, the plural pronominal conjunct initially merges as singular
and is interpreted as such at LF. The complex coordinated DP, however, always ends
up as plural by “adding up” the number features of its conjuncts; but is initially
underdetermined as to the person feature. The coordinated DP acquires its person
feature from the structurally higher pronominal conjunct through feature-movement,
a process known as Close Conjunct Agreement (CCA). Thus, the plural pronoun is
located not in the conjunct but in the ¢° position of the coordinated DP. The
movement operation creates a chain between the pronominal conjunct and the
coordinated DP, which ultimately leads to the deletion of the singular pronoun at PF
through chain reduction. The major typological split between languages follows from
language specific constraints. Apparently, this sort of agreement is obligatorily overt

in Russian, optionally so in Turkish, and obligatorily covert in English. | demonstrate
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that this line of reasoning successfully predicts a number of otherwise puzzling
properties of PPCs that previous models struggle with.

The chapter is organized as follows: Section 6.2 lays down some defining
properties of PPCs that this chapter attempts to account for. Section 6.3 reviews
earlier proposals, in particular Vassilieva and Larson’s (2005), and highlights some
major problems associated with these accounts. Section 6.4 develops an agreement-
based model of PPCs and demonstrates how it handles the problematic data left
unaccounted for under the previous models. Some residual issues are also addressed

in Section 6.5.

6.2 Properties of plural pronoun constructions

PPCs have a number of properties that any adequate theory will need to address. This
section outlines some of these properties with data drawn primarily from Turkish and
Russian; but as occasion arises, | bring in data from other languages that have been
reported to allow IPPCs, like Hungarian, Czech, and Polish. Most of the data is taken

from Vassilieva and Larson (2005), and Vassilieva (2005).

Optionality:
First, the use of a plural pronoun in IPPCs is optional in Turkish. Thus, all IPPCs
have a semantically identical counterpart in which the plural pronoun is replaced

with its singular counterpart as in (6).

(6) a. Can-’la {biz/ben} sinema-ya  git-ti-k.”®
Can-COM we/l  cinema-DAT go-PST-1PL
‘Can I went to the cinema.’

5 1n all of the examplesgiven in this work, the IPPC occupies the subject position. Nevertheless, they
canalso occur in the object position.
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b. Melda-‘yla {siz/sen} ben-i bekle-yin.
Melda-COM you(PL)/you(SG) I-ACC wait-2PL
‘Melda and you(SG) should wait for me here.’

The optionality of a singular pronoun in such constructions, however, seems
not to apply cross-linguistically. Feldman (2002) and Vassilieva (2005) report that in
Russian, replacing the plural pronoun with its singular counterpart leads to
ungrammaticality (7a). Dékany’s (2009) data indicate that the same restriction
applies in Hungarian (7b). Vassilieva (2005) adds that Czech (7¢) and Polish (7d)

allow singular pronouns in comitative constructions. Thus, we have cross-linguistic

variation, with Turkish patterning with Czech and Polish in that respect.

(7) a. My/*Jas Dasei kupili komputer. (Russian)
we/l  with Dasha bought computer
‘Dasha and I bought a computer.’
(Feldman, 2002, p. 21)

b. Ti/*Te Janossal  elutaztok. (Hungarian)
you(PL)/you(SG) John.COM travel.PST.2PL
‘John and you(SG) set off on a journey.’
(Dékany, 2009, p. 6)

c. My/jas  Marii jsme sli do kina. (Czech)
we/l with Mary aux.1PL gone.PL.MASC to cinema
‘Mary and [ went to the cinema.’

d.My/Jaz Tomkiem przylecimy w potudnie. (Polish)76
we/l with Tomek fly.FUT.1PL at noon
‘Tomek and I will arrive (by plane) at noon.’
(Vassilieva M. B., 2005, p. 91)

(i) Muidir Can-7a  biz-i oda-sin-a cagir-di.
principal Can-COM we-ACC room-3SG.POSS-DAT call-PST
‘The principle called Canand meinto his room.’

76 Note however that Polish does notallow two SG pronounsin the comitative phrase. As such,
‘Pronoun + with-Pronoun’ constructions are ungrammatical.

0] *Jaz nigposzlismy dokina.
I with her went.1pl to cinema
‘T went to the movies with her.’
(Vassilieva M. B., 2005,p. 91)
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Ambiguity:
Second, PPCs are almost always ambiguous between an exclusive (EPPC) and an
inclusive (IPPC)reading. Thus, in both Turkish (8) and Russian (9), the plural

pronoun can reference a singular as well as a plural individual.

8) Can-’la  biz Dis Ticaret oku-yor-uz.

Can-COM we Foreign Trade study-PRS-1PL

‘Can and we/l study Foreign Trade.’
9) My s Petej pojdém domaoj.

we with Peter.INST go-FUT home

‘Peter and we/l will go home.’

(Vassilieva & Larson, 2005, p. 101)

Hierarchy:
Third, when two pronouns co-occur in an IPPC, they obey a strict hierarchy, which
restricts their combinatorial possibilities. First person pronouns have priority over
second person pronouns, which in turn have priority over third person pronouns.
These effects are usually explained by Animacy Hierarchy (AH) (Comrie, 1981;
Croft, 1988), according to which if a language allows PPCs with a group of
nominals, say Kin Terms, it is predicted to allow PPCs with the nominals on the left

in (10), e.g. proper nouns, 2"d person pronouns, and 15t person pronouns, but not

necessarily the ones on the right.

(10)  Animacy Hierarchy
1st person pronoun > 2nd person pronoun > proper nouns > kin terms >
rational (human, personal) noun > other animate > inanimate

This effect of AH is exemplified in (11) from Turkish. Vassilieva and Larson

(2005, p. 117) report that it applies to Russian PPCs as well.””

"7 Note that (11a’)and (11b’) are odd even underan EPPC reading.
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(11) a. Sen-le biz beraber gid-eceg-iz.
you(SG)-COM we together go-FUT-1PL
“You(SG) and I will go together.’

. *Ben-le siz beraber gid-eceg-iz.”®
I-COM you(PL) together go-FUT-1PL
‘T and you(SG) will go together.’

QD

b. On-la siz burada kal-acak-siniz.
(s)he-COM you(PL) here  stay-FUT-2PL
‘(S)he and you(SG) will stay here.’
b'. *Sen-le on-lar  burada kal-acak-smniz.
you(SG)-COM (s)he-PL here  stay-FUT-2PL
“You(SG) and (s)he will stay here.’
As can be predicted from the above hierarchy, when a pronoun co-occurs

with a proper noun in Turkish, the pronoun has priority. Dyla and Feldman (2003)

report that this applies to Russian IPPCsas well.

(12) My s Daseil*Dashas  nami pokupaem kompjuter.  (Russian)
we with Dasha/ Dasha withus  buy computer
‘Dasha and I are buying a computer.’
(Dyla & Feldman, 2003, p. 33)
Regular coordinators:
Fourth, an ordinary coordinator like and cannot apparently substitute for the
comitative marker. This is surely the case in Russian (Vassilieva & Larson, 2005).

Thus, although (13a) can have both IPPC and EPPC readings, (13b) can only have

the latter.

(13) a. Mys Petej znajem  nemeckij. (EPPC/IPPC)
we with Peter.INST know.PL German
‘Peter and we/l know German.’

78 Such constructions are grammatical when siz ‘you(PL)’ is interpreted as a second person SG formal
addressform (V/T difference). But this does notinterest us here.
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b.Myi Petja znajem  nemeckij. (EPPC/*IPPC)
we and Peter.NOM know.PL German
‘Peter and we/*1 know German.’
(Vassilieva & Larson, 2005, p. 113)

In Turkish, however, the majority of speakers | consulted judge (14) as
grammatical underan IPPC reading. Thus, there is variation between PPC-languages
as to whether they allow regular coordinators in IPPCs.

(14) Canve biz geg gel-eceg-iz.
Can and we late come-FUT-1PL
‘Can and we/l will come late.’
Proper nouns:
Fifth, in Turkish, IPPC-like interpretations can also be achieved with two proper
nouns, the second of which carry the plural marker -lIAr. In other words, a plural

pronoun is not necessary, suggesting the ubiquity of the underlying process that leads

to such an interpretation.

(15) Q: Millet nerede?
people where
‘Where is everybody?’

A:Can-’la  biz ev-de-yiz.
Can-COM we home-LOC-1PL.

Emre-'yle Melda-’lar da birazdan gel-ecek-ler.”®
Emre-COM Melda-PL too soon come-FUT-3PL

‘Can and I are at home. Emre and Melda will come soon.’

9 1t is importantto note that the IPPC reading of Melda lar ‘Melda-PL’ is different from its
associative plural reading, which Vassilieva (2005, pp. 94-95) call “Extended Associatives”. In the
associative plural reading, Melda ‘larrefers to a group including Melda, while in the IPPC reading,
Meldalaris simply interpreted as Melda, referring to a single person. Itis the latter interpretation that
is atissue here.

236



Apparently, such constructions are rather rare cross-linguistically. Neither
Vassilieva and Larson (2005) nor Feldman (2002) mention whether such
constructions are grammatical in Russian. In Turkish, too, constructions involving
two proper nouns are rare. Since proper nouns rank lower in AH than personal
pronouns, it is predicted that IPPC-like constructions involving them will have a
more restricted distribution cross-linguistically than IPPCs involving personal

pronouns.

Directionality:
Lastly, the order of the constituents in a PPC reflects the directionality parameter of a
language. If the language is head-initial, pronouns higher in the AH precede the

lower ones. The order is reversed if the language is head-final.

(16) {Mys nei/*Oni so mnoi} pojom. (Russian, head-initial)
we withher / They withme  sing.1PL

‘She and I sing.’

(Feldman, 2002, p. 24)
(17) {Sen-le biz/ *Biz-le  sen}  anlas-abil-ir-iz. (Turkish, head-final)
you(SG)-COM we / we-COM you(SG) collaborate-ABIL-AOR-1PL

“You(SG) and I can collaborate.’

The effect of the directionality parameter can also be observed in the
attachment site of the case marker. While in Russian the second conjunct is
comitative-marked (see (16)), in Turkish, it is the first one (see (17)). Given that, the
above data nicely matches the directionality parameter of either language.

Before closing off this section, | would like to mention that IPPCs are only

possible in Turkish with pronouns and proper nouns, not with common nouns. As

such, plural common nouns always yield exclusive interpretations. Given AH, it
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must be the case that in Turkish only nominals down to and including Kin Terms can

participate in IPPCs.

(18) Can-’la  dgrenci-ler sen-i sor-du-lar.  (EPPC/*IPPC)
Can-COM student-PL you(SG)-ACC ask-PST-3PL
‘Can and the students/*the student asked after you(SG).’
In this section, I laid down some properties of IPPCs that set them apart from

similar constructions. The success of a theory of PPCs, | believe, should be judged

by how well it accounts for these properties.

6.3 Earlier analyses

6.3.1 The saturation account

The literature on IPPCs is rather scarce. Perhaps one of the most developed analyses
comes from Vassilieva & Larson’s (2005) (V&L). V&L develop an account of
Russian IPPCs based on a specific semantics for plural pronouns that they adopt. In

their view, plural pronouns have the semantics in (19).

(19) a we = I+A
b.you(PL) = you(SG) + A
c. they = he/she/it + A

In this system, plural personal pronouns are derived from their singular counterparts
by the insertion of A, which corresponds to the associates of the plural pronoun.
Thus, we corresponds to “I + others”, where others represent the individuals
associated with I. This amounts to saying that plural pronouns contain an
“unsaturated” element in their denotation, which must be specified for the plural

pronoun to be able to refer. On the syntactic side, V&L claim that the singular
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pronoun takes A as a complement, as schematically represented in (20). As a result,
the reference of A always ends up being included in the reference of the plural

pronoun.

(20)  Plural pronouns

PL pronoun
It+others=we

N

5G pronoun A
I others

They further argue that IPPCs are precisely the instantiation of the structure
in (20), where the comitative marked DP merges in the complement A position of the

plural pronoun as in (21).

(21) Mys  Petej
we with Peter

‘Peterand I’
Dp
D PP=A

My "We' TN
= P DP
VaT+A) i i 2

Perej Peter'
|

V&L go on to claim that several properties of IPPCs follow naturally from

their account, and provide the following pieces of evidence in favor of their analysis.
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Maximally one conjunct:
The first piece of evidence comes from the ban on multiple comitative DPs occurring
as complements of the plural pronoun. In Russian IPPCs, no more than one

comitative DP can function as the complement of D°.

(22) *My|[s Petej] [s Ivanom] pojdém domoj.
we  with Peter.INST with Ivan.INST go.FUT home
‘[Ivan and [Peter and 1]] will go home.’
(Vassilieva & Larson, 2005, p. 117)

In V&L’s analysis, this is because the open variable in the A of the plural

pronoun, once saturated by a comitative DP, resists further DPs.

Iterative IPPCs:
The second piece of evidence V&L adduce in favor of their analysis is the iterability
of plural pronouns in Russian IPPCs.
(23) Mys [vami s  Petej] pojdém domaoj.80

we with you(PL).INST with Peter.INST go.1PL.FUT home.

‘[T + [you(SG) + Peter]] will go home.’

(Vassilieva & Larson, 2005, p. 117)

These examples illustrate recursive IPPCs, where each comitative DP acts as a
complement of the preceding plural pronoun. As such, both plural pronouns receive a
singular interpretation, and the construction as a whole refers to a total of three

individuals. (24) gives the derivation of (23).

80 &L statein a footnote that iterative IPPCs are “perceived as cumbersome (although grammatical)
by Russian speakers (Vassilieva & Larson,p. 117)".
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(24) My [s [vami [s Petej]]] pojdém domoj.

Dp
D PP
I+4) p DP
5 /\\
D PP
vamu

(owe*+4) p  pp

Petej

Morphological evidence:

The third piece of evidence V&L discuss is that, in Vietnamese, plural pronouns are
derived from their singular counterparts by the addition of ching, meaning ‘people’
(see (25a-c)). Likewise, Melanesian Pidgin attaches -fela ‘fellow’ to singular

pronouns to form their plurals (see (25d-f)).

(25) a.tao ‘I’ chung tao ‘we’ (Vietnamese)
b. may ‘you(SG)’ ching may ‘you(PL)’
c. n6 ‘he/she/it’ chung no ‘they’
d.mi T mi-fela ‘we’ (Melanesian Pidgin)
e. yu ‘you(SG)’ yu-fela ‘you(PL)’
f. him ‘he’ him-fela ‘they’

V&L argue that the forms ching and -fela occupy the A position, which they

take to strongly support their analysis.

No IPPCs with regular coordinators:

Further, since the comitative DP is a complement of the plural pronoun, V&L’s

account predicts that IPPCs should be ungrammatical with and-coordination. This is
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because it is assumed that each conjunct of an and-coordination has equal status.

This prediction is borne out in Russian.8!

(26) a.Mys Petej znajem  nemeckij.
we with Peter.INST know.PL German
‘Peter and we/l know German.’
b.Myi Petja znajem  nemeckij.

we and Peter.NOM know.PL German
‘Peter and we/*I know German.’

(Vassilieva & Larson, 2005, p. 113)
Conjunct order:
The last piece of evidence V&L discuss is the observation that, unlike regular

coordination, the order of the conjuncts in IPPCs is not interchangeable.

(27) a. Mys Petej tancevali.
we with Peter.INST danced.PL
‘Peter and I danced.’
b. *Petja s nami tancevali.
Peter.NOM with us.INST danced.PL
‘Peter and I danced.’
(Vassilieva & Larson, 2005, p. 114)
V&L argue that their analysis predicts such a restriction. Since the plural

pronoun and the comitative DP are in a complementation relation, their places cannot

be swapped.

6.3.2 Otheraccounts
Feldman (2002) develops an account of IPPCs framed in HPSG, according to which

plural pronouns are transitive. Thus, a transitive plural pronoun always requires a

81 Such constructions, however, are grammaticalin Turkish (see Section 6.2). | argue in Section 6.3.3
thatthis is in fact one of the weaknesses of V&L’s account.
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with-DP to complete its meaning. Crucially for us, Feldman (2002) assumes that in
IPPCs, the denotation of the comitative DP is included in the that of the plural
pronoun. Since | will shortly be arguing against such an account, | leave it here.
Another work on IPPCs is Dékéany’s (2009), who follows V&L in assuming
that plural pronouns are formed from their singular counterparts. The difference is
that plural pronouns are lexically specified to include A in their denotation. Dékany

(2009) assumes the structure of the Russian plural pronoun mi ‘we’ to be as in (28).

(28) mi ‘we’ (Regular PL pronoun)

mi

PN

[1.5SG]

& A

Like V&L, Dékany (2009) assumes that the A in the complement position of
the plural pronoun must be saturated for its meaning to be complete. But unlike
V&L, she proposes, in line with Schwartz (1988), Ladusaw (1988), and McNally
(1993), that this is done not by merging the comitative DP into the position of A, but
rather by right-adjoining it above the plural pronoun, where it can bind the open

variable provided by A.

(29)  mi Janossal (PL pronoun in IPPC)
we John.COM

‘John and I’

M

mi Janossal;
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There is thus disagreement about the attachment site of the comitative DP:
V&L argue that it merges in the position of A, while Dékany (2009) argues that it
merges outside the DP. What Vassilieva and Larson (2005), Feldman (2002), and
Dékéany (2009) have in common is the assumption that IPPCs result from the

semantics of plural pronouns.

6.3.3 Problems with earlier accounts

In this section, I discuss some data that challenges V&L’s account. Since all the
other proposals share with V&L the idea that IPPCs directly result from the
semantics of plural pronouns, most of these challenges are detrimental to them as
well. For further counterarguments against the adjunction analysis in particular, see

Skrabalova (2003), who proposes, like | do, that PPCsare coordination structures.

6.3.3.1 IPPCs with regular coordinators
Recall from Section 6.3.1 that Russian IPPCs cannot be formed with regular
coordinators like and. Consider V&L’s example in (30) repeated from (26b).
(30) Myi Petja znajem  nemeckij

we and Peter. NOM know.PL German

‘Peter and we/*I know German.’
They argue that, since the comitative DP is a complement of the plural pronoun in
their analysis, and since conjuncts of a coordination do not stand in a
complementation relation, it follows that the regular coordinator and cannot replace
with. But recall from Section 6.2 that exactly such a construction is possible in
Turkish. Compare the IPPC in (31a) to its semantically identical coordination

counterpart in (31b).
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(31) a Can’la biz aligveris-e gid-iyor-uz. (Turkish)
Can.COM we shopping-DAT go-PRS-1PL
‘Can and I are going shopping.’
b. Canve biz ahgveris-e gid-iyor-uz.82

Can and we shopping-DAT go-PRS-1PL
‘Can and I are going shopping.’

Thus, V&L’s account wrongly predicts (31b) to be ungrammatical.

6.3.3.2 IPPCs with proper nouns

Another set of data challenging V&L’s account comes from IPPC-like constructions
involving two proper nouns, instead of two pronouns or a pronoun and a proper
noun. In V&L, it is predicted that at least one conjunct must be a plural pronoun. We
have seen in Section 6.2, however, that in Turkish, inclusive readings can also be
achieved with two proper nouns, where the second one carries the plural morpheme -

IAr.

(32) Q: Millet nerede?
people where
‘Where is everybody?’

A:Biz gid-iyor-uz; Emre-’yle Can-’lar da birazdan gel-ecek-ler.83
we go-IMPF-1PL Emre-COM Can-PL toosoon come-FUT-3PL
‘We are going; Emre and Can will come soon.’

82 Note that, forreasons not quite clear to me, the grammaticality of this sentence under the IPPC
reading is subjectto idiolectal variation.

83 Note in the passing thatin (32), Can ’lar ‘Can-PL’ can also have an associative reading. In Turkish,
the PL marker-lAr can be used with proper nounsas well as some kinship terms “to produce an
expression referring to the group normally associated with that person” (Goksel & Kerslake, Turkish:
A comprehensive grammar, 2005).

(i) Ahmet-ler gel-me-di.

Ahmet-PL come-NEG-PST

‘Ahmet and his associates (family/friends/group) did not come.’
Importantly, Melda yla Can’larin (32) canmean ‘Melda and Can + Can'’s associates’ aswell as
‘Melda and Can’. Inthe lattercase, it receives an IPPC reading which interests us here.
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The significance of such constructions for our purposes is this: In V&L’s
account, the comitative DP Emre ’yle ‘with Emre’ only serves to satisfy the A
variable provided by the plural pronoun. In (32), however, there simply is no plural
pronoun; instead, a plural-marked proper noun is used inclusively. The very fact that
such constructions are possible causes V&L’s account to lose much of its ground
because they clearly demonstrate that IPPC-like inclusive readings are possible even
in the absence of a plural pronoun. This suggests that the comitative DP may not

function as a A-binder, contra V&L.

6.3.3.3 Ambiguity
Further, recall that PPCs are ambiguous between IPPC and EPPC readings. None of
the above analyses offer an explanation as to why and how this happens. In V&L,
this is because the reference of the complex DP is not derived compositionally by
adding up the conjuncts. Rather, the pronoun is plural in both cases, and the
comitative DP specifies part of its denotation. This gives us a puzzle. If we refers to
“I + others”, with the comitative DP specifying who the “others” are, we would
predict it to be iterable, with each comitative DP specifying who else is involved. But
this is clearly not the case. If, however, we were to hypothesize that we refers to “we
+ some other singular individual”, that would be a deadly move for the semantics of
plural pronouns since we does actually mean “I + others” elsewhere (cf. we = Bill,
John, and I).

The bare fact is this: The ambiguity involving IPPCs s not related to the
denotation of the comitative DP, but to that of the plural pronoun. Its reference is

ambiguous between singular or plural, corresponding to the IPPC and EPPC readings
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respectively; but crucially, this is only the case in comitative constructions,

suggesting that the issue is structural rather than semantic or lexical.

6.3.3.4 Semantics of plural pronouns

Another problem that needs to be addressed, which V&L are aware of, is the
semantics of non-comitative-marked plural pronouns. Note that, outside IPPCs,
plural pronouns have a strictly plural reference, and, more importantly, do not need
to take a comitative DP. As V&L themselves note, it must either be the case that bare
plural pronouns have a covert comitative DP in their specification, or some other
explanation must be found. An alternative analysis would be to hypothesize that
comitative DPs are required to saturate the variable of the plural pronoun only in
IPPCs. However, this amounts to saying that the issue is to do with the structure of
IPPCs rather than the semantics of plural pronouns. This causes V&L’s account to
lose its force.

Next, consider constructions involving a PL pronoun and an NP, as in (33).

(33) we linguists

Assuming with Baltin (2012) that all pro-forms are “functional categories with a
deleted complement (p. 4)”, it can be argued that in (33), we occupies D° while
linguists sits in N°, specifying who the plural pronoun references. In such
constructions, the deleted complement of the pronoun need not be specified.
Equivalents of (33) are also possible in Turkish. But crucially, (34a) is not
semantically equivalent to the IPPC in (34b).

(34) a. biz dilbilimci-ler (non-1PPC)

we linguist-PL
‘we linguists’
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b. dilbilimci-ler*(-le) biz (IPPC)
linguist-PL-COM we
‘the linguists and I’
V&L’s account would wrongly assign identical syntactic representations to
(34a) and (34b), which have rather different interpretations. The contrast is further
sharpened by the fact that while IPPCs like (34b) require (i) a with-DP, and (ii) the

DP be comitative-marked, constructions like (34a) (i) do not require a DP, and (ii)

reject comitative-marking.

6.3.3.5 Crosslinguistic variation

Since V&L’s account relies crucially on the semantics of plural pronouns in general,
it becomes a mystery why IPPCs are absent in a considerable number of languages,
including English. Consider how it works. V&L propose that plural pronouns are in
some sense incomplete until the variable provided by A is bound by some DP. But
the fact that English lacks IPPCs begs the question why. We simply would not wish
to claim that English we has different semantics from its Turkish counterpart biz, or
the Russian my, as it would have insurmountable consequences for the universality of
semantics.

Thus, we are in need of a theory with more cross-linguistic coverage, one
which sees the source of crosslinguistic variation in syntactic structure and relevant
language-specific constraints rather than semantics of plural pronouns. In what
follows, I develop exactly such an account of IPPCs within the framework of
Sauerland’s (2003) @P account of Number marking introduced in Section 5.2.3, and
demonstrate that, beside accounting for many of the properties of PPCs listed in

Section 6.2, it also successfully predicts some other intriguing properties of IPPCs.
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6.4 An agreement-based model

This section develops a structural account of PPCs according to which the plural
feature on the plural pronoun is not a feature of the pronoun itself but one of the
coordinated DP. The plural pronoun acquires this feature as a result of the movement
of the person feature from the higher pronominal conjunct to the coordinated DP.
Briefly, the plural pronominal conjunct initially merges as singular and is interpreted
as such at LF. The complex coordinated DP, however, always ends up as plural by
“adding up” the number features of its conjuncts, but is initially underdetermined as
to the person feature. The coordinated DP acquires its person feature from the
structurally higher pronominal conjunct through movement, a process known as
Close Conjunct Agreement (CCA). Thus, the plural pronoun is located not in the
conjunct but in the @° position of the coordinated DP. The movement operation
creates a chain between the pronominal conjunct and the coordinated DP, which
ultimately leads to the deletion of the singular pronoun at PF through chain

reduction.

6.4.1 Background assumptions

6.4.1.1 DP-internal @-features
Recall that the issue surrounding PPCs revolves around the number feature of plural
pronouns, which fails to receive an interpretation in IPPCs. Given that Number is a
o-feature, | wish to clarify the theory of ¢-features assumed in the upcoming
analysis.

The problem of ¢-features brings up at least two independent but interrelated
issues. On the nominal side, there is the issue of how ¢-features are organized DP-

internally; and on the clausal side, how they affect syntactic processes DP-externally.
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These questions are particularly important if an overarching theory of ¢-features and
the concomitant @-feature agreement is desired. With his ®-Completeness Condition,
Chomsky (2000; 2001a) proposes that, in order for Agree to succeed, the node that
acts as a probe must be @-complete (fully specified for Person, Number, and
Gender). This view, tacitly assumed in analyses of agreement, takes ¢-features to be
a bundle that acts as a single atomic unit for the purpose of clausal agreement.
Richards (2007) further argues that the TP must inherit ¢-features from the CP or
else the derivation crashes at the relevant phase, thereby reducing feature-inheritance
to Phase Impenetrability Condition. The gist of these proposals is that ¢-features of
DPs are treated as a single unit in DP-external, i.e. clausal, agreement operations.
On the nominal side, however, a growing body of literature has established
that -features are scattered across the nominal spine, forming a hierarchical order
rather than a flat bundle. Ritter (1993), for instance, demonstrates that Gender
features originate on N° or Class®, while Number features originate on Num® (Ritter,
1991; 1992). Person features, on the other hand, have been argued to occupy D° in
Bernstein (2008) and Longobardi (2008). Thus, the way ¢-features are viewed in the
nominal vs clausal domains stand diametrically opposed: scattered within the DP,
and bundled outside of it. This state of affairs also has repercussions for the process
of feature valuation. To remedy the problem, Danon (2011) and Inokuma (2013)
make two interesting proposals. The first one is that we should not delete valued o-
features, but let them remain visible for further operations of Agree. This way,
features already valued DP-internally are still available for agreement in the clausal
domain. The second one is that there must be a mechanism which accesses the

scattered ¢-features in the nominal spine, collects them above the DP, and thus
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makes them available for clausal agreement as a feature bundle. Such a process is
required for the ®-Completeness Condition to have any hope of survival.

A thorough discussion of @-feature organization and ¢-agreement would take
us too far afield. Suffice it to say at this point that, crucially for the present purposes,
¢-features are hierarchically organized within the DP, with the Person feature
ranking higher than Number, which in turn is higher than Gender. More importantly,
each o-feature is independently accessible foragreement processes. | therefore
assume the structured representation in (35a) for ¢-feature organization, but

something akin to (35b), proposed in Inokuma (2013) would also do just fine.

(35)  Structure of ®P

a. Hierarchical

oP
o oP
Person /\
¢ oP
Number /\
i} DP
Gender
b. Bundled
oP
@ DP
Person /\\
Number D NumP
Gender
. p-Person /\
T ! Num NP

p-Number  ©-Gender

For reasons of simplicity, | will disregard Gender in the ensuing discussion.

As we will see shortly, the assumption that @-features are ordered and independently
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accessible for syntactic operations is indeed necessary to account for the properties

of PPCs.

6.4.1.2 Morphosyntax of pronouns
In accordance with Sauerland’s (2003) account reviewed in Section 5.2.3, | assume

that Turkish pronouns have the following structure uniformly.

(36)  Structure of pronouns®*

pP
oP P
//\ [Person]
DP i)
[1:-Person] [Number]
[1-Number]
pronotmn

This means that pronouns enter the derivation already carrying uninterpretable o-
features, which must match the feature specification on ¢°, an instance of agreement.
It is through this agreement that they are licensed.

| further assume with Sauerland (2003) that all DPs project to a @P. This is
independently required to account for languages in which verbs also agree with

objects.

6.4.1.3 Morphosyntax of comitative coordination
Ross (1967) first observed that conjuncts of coordination stand in an asymmetric

relation: The second conjunct forms a constituent with the conjunction to the

84 Baggaley (1998) argues similarly that3PL on-larspells out D+¢. Given that the PL suffix -lAr is
isolable in this case, this is a plausible assumption.
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exclusion of the first conjunct, but not vice versa. Ever since, the literature on the
syntax of coordination grew in size, with radically diverging proposals (Collins,
1988a; Collins, 1988b; Munn, 1993; Kayne, 1994; Zoerner, 1995; Camacho, 1997).
Two lines of analyses emerged: (i) the conjunct-as-the-head camp, which maintain
that the head of coordination is occupied by one of the conjuncts and that the
conjunction spells out some feature, and (ii) the conjunction-as-the-head camp,
which maintain that coordination is headed by the conjunction that takes conjuncts as
complements/specifiers/adjuncts. Progovac (1998) gives a sufficiently detailed
overview of these proposals.

Pending the discussion, | assume that a Comitative Coordination (CC) has the

structure in (37a), not the usually assumed one in (37b).

(37)  Structure ofa CC
a. b.
DPs

STT—

D DP2
/\\ Ep
KP De /\
/\ &' D’PE
DP: K VN

[COM] DP1 &

The reasons for rejecting (37b) is two-fold. First, as Sauerland (2003) notes, @Ps
must select fora DP, not an &P. Second, as Zhang (2010) demonstrates, (most) &Ps
have no categorial features and thus no selectional restrictions on their conjuncts.
Therefore, coordinate constructions always inherit their categorial properties from
one of their conjuncts (usually the higher one in the Spec position). Thus, Zhang

(2010) concludes, there is no &P in syntax.
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(37a) makes it clear that a CC involves two DPs, not two NPs. This is a
welcome result since comitative is a case marker, and case is typically associated
with DPs. The DP analysis also captures some properties of CCs that I outline below.
A typical CC is itself a complex DP (DPs3), consisting of two DPs, occupying the
complement (DP1) and specifier (DP2) positions. DP1 is comitative-marked by D°.
Such a mechanism is not unprecedented in the literature. Skrabalovéa (2003), in
particular, argues that the PPCs involve a null coordinator head in Czech which
assigns comitative case to its complement DP1, while Zhang (2007, p. 152) proposes
a similar structure to (37a) for comitative coordination in English in which the D° of
the complex DP is headed by with carrying the features [D, PL, Case assigning]. For
analyses proposing that one conjunct is case-marked by the conjunction head, see
also Progovac (1998). For languages like Russian in which DP1 is introduced by
preposition, I assume with Caha (2009) that comitative case is jointly spelled out by s
‘with’ and the instrumental suffix -om as in (38) (cf. Caha’s (2009) Split K analysis),

but nothing about my argument depends strictly on that assumption.

(38) Russian CC

My s Ivanom
we with Ivan.INST ‘Ivan and I°

DPs
.
DP: I»)
A —— N
My D° KP
J '___F'_/__,_..-"’H-_\
K KP
[coM] N
5 DP K
A /\
Ivan K
[[INST] DP:
RN
Lran
|
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The assumption that CCs are unlike regular coordinate constructions is

motivated by a number of differences, most of which have long been noted. First,

unlike the true coordinator ve ‘and’, the comitative ile ‘with’ can only coordinate

DPs.

(39)

a. with DPs

Can velile Melda burada-lar.
Can and/with Melda here-3PL
‘Can and Melda are here.’

b. with VPs
Can 6devi yapt1 ve/*ile  gonderdi.

Can assignment did  and/with sent
‘Can did and sent the assignment.’

Because of this, ile and ve give rise to different entailments when the nominals they

coordinate are modified by possessor phrases.

(40)

(41)

a. Can-'m  ortag- ve en yakn arkadag-1  0OldQ.
Can-GEN partner-POSS and most close friend-POSS died
‘Can’s [partner and close friend] died.’

I. Only one person died. = [pp Can’s [np partner and close friend]]
il. Two persons died. = [pp Can’s partner] and [pp Can’s close friend]

b.Can-’m  ortag- ile en yakin arkadag-1  0ldi.
Can-GEN partner-POSS with most close friend-POSS died
‘Can’s partner and close friend died.’

i. *Only one person died. = [pp Can’s [np partner and close friend]]
il. Two persons died. = [pp Can’s partner] and [pp Can’s close friend]

Second, unlike ve, ile cannot be iterative.

a. Canve Meldave Ozan b. *Canile Meldaile Ozan
Can and Melda and Ozan Can with Melda with Ozan
‘Can and Melda and Ozan’ ‘Can and Melda and Ozan’
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Third, ile cannot be attached to case-marked DPs while ve can.

(42) Hoca Can-1 vel*ile Melda’-y1 odasmna  ¢agirdi.
teacher Can-ACC and/with Melda-ACC to.his.room called
‘The teacher called Can and Melda into his/her room.’

Last but not least, ile-phrases may serve as secondary predicates while ve-

phrases cannot.

(43) a.CanMelda’-yla Omer-’i  ziyaret etti.
Can Melda-COM Omer-ACC visit  did

i. “Can visited Melda and Omer.’ (ile as coordinator)

ii. ‘Can visited Omer with Melda.’ (ileP as secondary predicate)
(44) a. CanMeldave Omer-’i  ziyaret etti.

Can Melda and Omer-ACC visit  did

i. “Can visited Melda and Omer.’ (ve as coordinator)

il. “*Can visited Omer with Melda.’ (veP as secondary predicate)

There are other differences between the true coordinator ve ‘and’ and the

comitative marker ile ‘with’ which I leave out for reasons of space. I assume that ile

is a case marker morpho-syntactically, and that its coordinating function follows

from its semantics.

6.4.2 Structure of Plural Pronoun Constructions

In this section, I outline an account with a broader empirical coverage than the
previous analyses which does not make unwarranted assumptions regarding the
semantics of pronouns. | assume, with Sauerland (2003), that ¢-features, specifically
Number, are only interpreted in ¢°, and that ¢-features of D° undergo agreement

with those of ¢°. I propose that this agreement is done in Turkish via movement of
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the pronoun from D to each ¢-head, checking off its relevant uninterpretable features

at each ¢-head.

(45) D°-to-¢° movement

oP P

,.//\'\ [Person]

DP i)
[1:-Person] [Number]
[1-Number]
PN

Pronour

Note crucially that although lexical elements like pronouns and proper nouns enter
the derivation with their ¢-features fully specified, this is not the case with a
coordinated DP. Instead, a coordinated DP must acquire its @-features from its
conjuncts. Nevertheless, the acquisition of Number features is quite different from
the acquisition of Person/Gender features in at least two important respects. First, the
coordinated DP cannot simply copy Number from one conjunct; it must instead
compute Number by “adding up” the Number features of its conjuncts. Person and
Gender features, on the other hand, cannot be computed by addition of some other
mechanism, but simply copied from one of the conjuncts.

Recall that a CC is a complex DP containing two DPs, and that the
structurally higher pronominal conjunct (DP2) occupies the Spec position of the
complex DP. Theoretically, this pronominal DP2 can be singular or plural, giving rise
to IPPC and EPPC readings respectively; but irrespective of its number features, the
coordinated DP is always plural, since it contains minimally two conjunct DPs. The
Number feature of every DP is read off its respective @number®. Thus, in a CC, the

pronominal DP2 may be singular or plural, but the complex DP3 is always plural. The
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Person feature of the complex DP3, on the other hand, is copied from the structurally
higher pronominal DP2. Once the coordinated DP3 acquires all of its ¢-features,
agreement is established, and the DP can now be spelled out at PF.

Consider how the system works. Inan EPPC like Can’la biz ‘Can and I’, the
comitative DP Can’la ‘with Can’ is singular and the pronominal DP biz ‘we’ is
plural. When computed, the Number of these two conjuncts reference minimum three
individuals.8® Since the coordinated DP copies its Person feature from biz; it ends up
with features [Person:1, Number:PL]. In IPPCs, however, both the comitative and the
pronominal DPsare singular (the pronoun is actually ben ‘I’, not biz ‘we”), which
reference two individuals in the coordinated DP when Number is computed. But
recall that D elements must raise to each ¢-head to check its uninterpretable features.
| propose that this is exactly what happens in IPPCs: The singular pronoun ben ‘I’
occupying DP: first raises to @numberz and @person2, Where it checks its uninterpretable
Number and Person features. Subsequently, the Person feature of this pronoun,
which is [Person:1], raises and adjoins to the ¢person3 Of the coordinated DPs. At this
point, the coordinated DP3 has acquired all of its @-features: [Person:1, Number:PL],
which is identical to the EPPC version. The copy/movement operation creates a
partial chain between @2 and @3 heads, which ultimately leads to the deletion of the
singular first-person pronoun ben ‘I’ at PF. In DP3, however, [Person:1, Number:PL]
features are eventually spelled out as biz ‘we’. This movement, | assume, is partly

motivated by the need to make the @-features of the complex DP3 PF-visible.

85 According to Sauerland (2003), the semantic contribution of ¢ one of presupposition. In particular,
singular comes with a strong atomicity presupposition while plural hasno such presupposition atall.
In other words, plural is semantically empty. Therefore, computing the numberof @3 by addingup the
number of the conjuncts (which would yield a plural) should have no semantic effect, contrary to what
I propose. Nevertheless, plurals of Turkish always receive exclusively plural interpretationsand are
never interpreted number-neutrally (see Section 1.4.2), and thus cannot be handled under Sauerland’s
(2003) model. I am aware of the questionsraised by assuming Sauerland’s (2003) analysis, and have
no straight forward answer. | hope to addressthe issue in a future work.
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However, since the number feature of DP2 is read off ¢z, the pronominal conjunct of
an IPPC always has singular reference despite ending up in plural form in 3. It
follows then that plural pronouns in CCs are always ambiguous concerning the
reference of the pronoun: (i) either the pronoun itself is plural in its merge position
(2), or (ii) the pronoun merges singular but raises to make the @-features of the
complex coordinated DP visible, eventually surfacing as plural in 3.

Let me illustrate this with examples. Consider (46), which has both EPPC and
IPPC readings.

(46) Can-’la biz iyi anlag-1yor-uz.

Can-COM we well get.along-PRS-1PL

i. ‘Can and we get along well.’ (EPPC)

ii. ‘Can and | get along well’ (IPPC)
| propose that the EPPC reading has the representation in (47) (broken straight lines
indicate Number computation, solid straight lines indicate Person feature movement,
and the boxed area indicate the resulting ¢-feature set that Spell-out targets).

Here, the complement DP1 Can is case-marked by D°. The DP2 biz ‘we’ is
base-generated with [u-Person:1, u-Number:PL] features, and first undergoes
agreement with relevant @2 heads. Because @number2 IS plural and @person2 is first-
person, DP2 is semantically interpreted as first-person plural. DP3 computes Number
features of DP1 and DP2, obtaining [Number:PL] and copies its Person feature from
DP2, obtaining [Person:1]. The resulting coordinated DP3 now references at least

three people, hence the EPPC reading.
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(47) Can-’la biz iyi anlas-1yor-uz. (EPPC)

[COM] 1 [Pl
'-'Pﬁl//\“‘*--..__:;l la [#-PL]  biz ,f":
A~ Bl FANSRE | n— 4
DP; g O Bz
[2:-3] [SG] / R
[1:-5G] Can ,
VAN b

-

What about the IPPC reading of (46), which references only two individuals?

| propose that it has the following representation.

(48) Can-’la biz iyi anlas-tyor-uz. (IPPC)
oPs

oP1 K DP; ®1 biﬂ
T [coM] -1 861
0P o1 -la [:-5G] ban 7
N Bl AN i
Dl Q1 Cfm ben ”,.'
[«-3] [SG] | e
[:-5G] Qa‘ﬂ _"/;:

Can

-
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Here, ben ‘I’ is base-generated as first-person singular and raises to @number2 and
@person2 for agreement. The complex DPs, however, has ends up with plural Number
by adding up the numbers of its conjuncts. Since the Person feature of this
coordinated DPs is first-person, it must have copied it from the pronoun ben ‘I’
Given its and [Person:1, Number:PL] features, DP3 is eventually spelled out as biz
‘we’ at PF. Due to the presence of this partial chain between @person2 and @person3 due
to the movement of Person feature, ben ‘I’ in @2 is deleted at PF, leaving us with the
plural pronoun biz ‘we’ in @3. Note crucially that the plural feature on 3 is not a
feature of ben, but a feature of the coordinated DP Can 'la ben ‘Can and I’. Since the
number feature of ben is read off @2 where it is singular, we get an IPPC reading in

which two people are involved.

Potential problems:

One might ask at this conjuncture why (49) is ungrammatical underan IPPC reading.
Here, ben first raises to @2 heads for agreement, and then to @3, picking up its plural
morphology -ler and eventually surfacing as the ungrammatical form ben-ler ‘I-PL’.
| propose that this is a post-syntactic issue that can be explained on independent
grounds, through a condition called Synonymy Blocking. It has been long noticed
that at lexical insertion, given two phonological forms that yield identical semantics,
the one with fewer isolable morphemes wins. Thus, the morphologically simplex biz

blocks its morphologically complex counterpart *ben-ler ‘I-PL’ at lexical insertion.
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(49) *Can-’la ben-ler iyi anlas-1yor-uz.
Can-COM I-PL  well get.along-PRS-1PL
‘Can and I get along well.

/’f\—\—\‘
D
KP D- oP2 92 a
T TTT— B o
oP1 K DP: 2 bfﬂ i
[COM] [-1]  [SG]

m f:l/\\};‘ I [4-SG]  bea i
/\\ [3] A 4“; ..... j
@31 60 |, E
[4-5G] Gas !
N *

Another question is why the plural pronoun biz in (47) does not raise to ¢z,
surfacing as biz-ler ‘we-PL’. This, too can be explained by post-syntactic
mechanisms. In brief, | propose that the raising actually takes place, but that PF
constraints against stacking of identical morphemes, optionally deleting the second
instance of plural. Optionally because | demonstrate in Section 6.4.3 that such
constructions do exist, and argue that they actually lend support to my analysis.

To recap, despite surface similarity, the pronoun is merged witha plural
feature in the EPPC version while it is merged with a singular feature in the IPPC
version, and they are interpreted accordingly. However, due to the raising of the

Person feature of the pronominal conjunct and the ensuing copy chain, both
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constructions receive identical surface forms. This gives a principled account for the

derivation of an IPPC, as well as the ambiguity involved in such constructions.

6.4.3 Derivation of Plural Pronoun Constructions

In the preceding section, | sketched out my agreement-motivated raising analysis and
also demonstrated how the ambiguity arises in such constructions. Inwhat follows, |
illustrate some other properties IPPCs that naturally follow from the analysis

proposed.

6.4.3.1 Capturing the properties

Optionality of the PL pronoun:

| stated in Section 6.2 that in all IPPCs in Turkish, the plural pronoun can be replaced
by its singular counterpart, leading to identical semantics. The relevant example is
repeated below.

(50) Can-’la  ben/biz sinema-ya git-ti-k.

Can-COM I/we cinema-DAT go-PST-1PL

‘Can | went to the cinema.’

My proposal actually predicts such an optionality. Consider why. The raising
of the singular pronoun is an instance of feature agreement, hence not semantically
motivated. The movement just serves the purpose of making the Person and Number
features of @3 visible at PF. Lacking a semantic basis, such agreement operations can
be overt or covert in languages. In Turkish, the overt movement for agreement is
optional and patterns in a sense with plural agreement on the verb when the subject is

third person plural, which is also optional. In Russian, however, it is not.
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(51) My/*Jas  Dasei kupili komputer.
we/l  with Dasha bought computer
‘Dasha and I bought a computer.’
(Feldman, 2002, p. 21)
Apparently, Russian (much like Hungarian) requires the agreement to be overt. |

suggest that whether or not p-agreement should be overt is governed by language-

specific constraints.

IPPCs with regular coordinators:
It was mentioned in Section 6.2 that Turkish IPPCs are also possible with the regular
coordinator ve ‘and’.
(52) Canve biz gec gel-eceg-iz.

Can and we late come-FUT-1PL

‘Can and we/l will come late.’
In Russian, this is apparently impossible. 1 will have nothing to say on why it is not
available in Russian, but the very fact that it is possible in Turkish poses a challenge
for V&L’s account. Pending further research, I tentatively suggest that it may be due
to a variation in movement constraints employed in both languages. More
specifically, it may be that Turkish marginally allows movement out of coordinate

constructions (53a) while Russian does not (53b).

(53) a.Canile/ve kim beraber ¢alig-abil-ir-ler?
Can COM/and who together work-ABIL-AOR-3PL
‘Can and who can work together?’

b.*S kem my poedemv Moskvu?
with whom we will-go to Moscow
‘Who and I will go to Moscow?’
(Vassilieva M. B., 2005, p. 99)
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Since V&L rule out such constructions a priori, they would have to make
added assumptions to explain these data. However, there is nothing inherent in the
present model against such sentences, giving my account an edge over V&L’S.
Further, if Turkish ve ‘and’ coordination can be shown to have similar structure toa

CC, all else follows naturally from my proposal.

IPPCs with proper nouns:
Another property mentioned in Section 6.2 was that, in Turkish, 1PPC-like
interpretations can be achieved with constructions involving two proper nouns. In
other words, it is not obligatory that at least one conjunct be pronominal. Consider
(54).
(54) Q: Millet nerede?

people where

‘Where is everybody?’

A:Can-’la  biz ev-de-yiz.
Can-COM we home-LOC-1PL

Emre-’le  Melda-"lar da birazdan gel-ecek-ler.
Emre-COM Melda-PL too soon come-FUT-3PL

‘Can and I are at home. Emre and Melda will come soon.’

This constitutes an insurmountable challenge for Vassilieva and Larson
(2005) as well as Dékéany (2009), who base their analyses on the semantics of plural
pronouns. My account, however, predicts such construction to be grammatical. Just
as the Person feature of a pronominal conjuncts can raise to @3, SO can that of a
proper noun, as long as the language allows IPPCs with proper nouns. (55) gives the

structure my account would assign to (54).
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(55) Emre’yle Melda’lar ‘Emre and Melda’
oP3

tpPl K DP: P2 Melda
T~ [com] [u-3]  [SG] 1
oP; 01 -vle [1-SG] M?lé&
//\\ [3] i E- .......
DP, g  Dmre Melda E
[+-31  [SG] | e !
[£-SG] Emre E

Russian, however, apparently rejects such constructions. Given AH, it must
be that Russian only allows IPPCs with personal pronouns, while Turkish does so
with nominals all the way down to Kin Terms. Another possibility 1 would like to
entertain is that the lack of such constructions might be related to the fact that
Russian also lacks productive associative plural markers on proper nouns (Daniel &
Moravcsik, 2013). Thus, while proper nouns in Turkish can be attached the plural
marker -IAr, forming associative plurals as in (56), this is simply not possible in

Russian.

(56) Melda-’lar gel-di mi?
Melda-PL come-PST QUES
‘Did Melda and her associates (family/friends etc.) come?’
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If this line of reasoning is on the right track, we may safely conclude that the lack in
Russian of constructions like (55) might be because Russian has no way of spelling

them out, as the plural suffix cannot be attached to proper nouns.

Directionality:
We have already seen in Section 6.2 that the order of pronouns in IPPCs must obey
AH. There must, however, be an explanation as to why the hierarchically more
prominent pronoun precedes the hierarchically lower one in Russian but follows it in
Turkish.
(57) a.Mys nei/*Oni so mnoi pojom. (Russian)

we with her / They withme sing.1PL

‘She and I / *I and she sing.’

(Feldman, 2002, p. 24)
b. Sen-le biz / *Biz-le  sen anlag-abil-ir-iz. (Turkish)
you(SG)-COM we / we-COM you(SG) collaborate-ABIL-AOR-1PL
“You(SG) and I/ *I and you(SG) can work together.’

In V&L'’s account, this follows because the comitative DP is a complement of
the plural pronoun; and complements follow their heads in Russian, but precede them
in Turkish. Under my proposal, the comitative pronoun is not a complement of the
plural one, as I do not assume CCsto be complementation structures (see (37a)). So,
why is it?

| propose that this follows from the interaction of two independently
motivated factors. First, recall that, per AH, 15tperson features have priority over 2"
person ones, which in turn have priority over 3 person ones. The priority works in
such a way that, given a complex DP containing two conjuncts with opposing person

features, the person feature of the complex DP is determined by that of the

hierarchically higher conjunct. Thus in (58), the agreement on T shows that,
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irrespective of its position, it is the first-person feature ben ‘I’ that determines the

person feature of, i.e. is copied to, the complex DP.

(58) a. Sen-le ben birlikte calig-abil-ir-iz / *calig-abil-ir-siniz.
you-COM |  together work-ABIL-AOR-1PL /work-ABIL-AOR-2PL
“You(SG) and I can workipL/+2pL together.’

b. Ben-le sen birlikte g¢alig-abil-ir-iz / *calig-abil-ir-siniz.

I-COM you together work-ABIL-AOR-1PL /work-ABIL-AOR-2PL
‘I and you(SG) can work.1PL / *work.2PL together.’

Second, in the context of a coordinate construction, ¢-agreement normally
takes both conjuncts into account. This is violated in a number of cases, resulting in
what is called the Close Conjunct Agreement (CCA)86 (Progovac, 1998;
Benmamoun, Bhatia, & Polinsky, 2009; Zhang N. N., 2010). In CCA, Agreement

only takes into consideration the closer (i.e. structurally higher) conjunct.

(59) a. There is/??are [a man and three children] at the front door.

b. There *is/are [three children and a man] at the front door.

In a sense, Agreement behaves “lazy” in not bothering to monitor all conjuncts.
Now, CCA dictates that, if it is possible at all, the ¢-features of the higher
conjunct participate in Agreement; and the AH dictates that the conjunct that
determines the Person feature of the complex DP be the more prominent one. In my
system, this means that the conjunct that undergoes agreement with @3 via (overt or

covert) raising must be the one occupying 2, not the one in @1. Thus, (60a-b) are

ruled out.

86 A situation similar to CCA is observed with case assignment: the case assigner assigns the expected
case only to the closer conjunct. This is referred to as Unbalanced Case. See Johannessen (1998) for
details.
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(60)  Animacy Hierarchy and Close Conjunct Agreement

a. Ruled out by AH

oP3
ST
pP3 @3
e
DPs Q3 0
D oP2 4
/-‘—‘_“—__"_'R_‘-—‘ /\
KP D® oP2 Pz
/‘R“‘“‘*«-ﬁ /\ 2]
oP1 K DP: Q1 Sin
S T—_ [coM] [«-2] [SG]
oP; o1 -le [-5G] sen
.
o~ I FAN I
DP Q1 bfn sea -
[«-11  [SG] e
[4-SG]  bea
b. Ruled out by CCA
oPs3
e
oPs3 P3
e v
DPs Q3 0
D oP2 ?
/—H—‘_‘_‘—‘H\—'—-‘ /\
KP De o2 P2
M /\ 11
oP1 K DP; 02 bfn
[COM] 1] [SG] |
q}{\m e [-SG]  bea /
N ¥ VAR | S
DP; o1 Sin bea ;".:
[«-21 [SG] ! y
[#-SG] sea

528

a""'
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¢. Grammatically licit

¢P3
ST
¢P3 @3
D e i
DPs ®3 M
D P32 s
/h“_‘—\_ﬁ"\—'—-—-—, /\\
KP D° 0P o
M /\ 1]
q}P 1 K DP: Q2 biﬂ d
[COM] [2-1] [SG]
m{\-‘pl -le [-SG]  bea
P
/\ 2] A ]
DP 1 o1 an

[2:-2] [SG] ;
[2-5G] sen f

(60a) obeys CCA but violates AH because despite the first person ben ‘I’, the

features of the second person sen ‘you(SG)’ are copied to ¢3. (60b) obeys AH but

violates CCA, as the person features are copied from the structurally lower conjunct.

This leaves us only with (60c) which respects both CCA and AH. The position of @3,

which attracts the Person feature of the pronominal conjunct, w.r.t. DP3 is governed

by the directionality parameter in both languages. Thus, the fact that the plural
pronoun, spelled out in @3, precedes the comitative conjunct is Russian but follows it

in Turkish does not necessarily mean, contra V&L, that the pronoun heads the

coordination. The same effect can be achieved by the interaction between AH and

CCA.
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Semantics of PL pronouns:

My agreement analysis has the added advantage over the “saturation” accounts in
that it handles IPPCs without making undesired assumptions about the semantics and
syntactic structure of plural pronouns. It is a welcome result that a structural

phenomenon is accounted for through structural means.

Crosslinguistic variation:

Recall that, by blaming the IPPC problem on the semantics of plural pronouns, V&L
are forced to also assume that plural pronouns in the languages that lack IPPCs must
also be different semantically.8” In my account, however, we simply do not need to
make such disastrous assumptions. The lack of IPPCs in English, for instance, can be
accounted for by assuming that English simply requires the agreement to be covert.
Languages do indeed contrast in requiring, allowing, or disallowing non-semantically

motivated overt agreement operations.

6.4.3.2 Further evidence
In this section, | briefly discuss several pieces of data that also receive a natural

explanation under the agreement analysis proposed.

Doubly-marked PL pronouns:
In Turkish, inherently plural pronouns can be attached the regular plural suffix -I1Ar
(Kornfilt, 1997; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005). According to Goksel and Kerslake (2005,

p. 231), doubly-marked plural pronouns express a marginally different effect, and are

87 | am notruling out the possibility here that pronouns of different langua ges might be spelling out
smaller or larger structures, asargued for in Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) Rather, the semantics of
pronounsshould be kept homogeneouscrosslinguistically. By the universality of semantics, if plural
pronounsare unsaturated objectsin one language, we would predict them to be so in all languages.
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confined to certain circumstances. Nevskaya (2005) reports that such pronouns are
common in Turkic languages. Thus, biz-ler ‘we-PL’ and siz-ler ‘you(PL)-PL’ are
grammatical forms in Turkish.

| tentatively propose that double marking results when the plural feature in

the lower copy escapes deletion in PF, as in (61).

(61) Doubly-marked PL pronouns®®
oP
DP Q
[-PL] [PL]

i : ler

biz "we'

siz "'yvou(PLY

88 \Von Gabain (1974, p. 64) notesthat —(i)z is a markerof duality, but is no longer productive. It
might be thatdue to phonological blurring of morpheme boundaries, the formsincluding —(i)z were
later reanalyzed asmono-morphemic, and started to be parsed as D formsratherthan D+o. If so, it
comesas naturalthatthe PL suffix reemerges on PL pronounslike biz asa Spell-out of the PL ¢ asin
(62).

Although the dual nature of biz/sizhas been mostly lost in Turkic languages (Nevskaya, 2005), duality
is still presentin verbal agreement patterns.

@) a.Al-al. (Turkmen)
take-OPT.1DUAL
‘Let’s take (you.SG and me).’

b. Al-ahn.
take-OPT.1PL
‘Let’s take (you.PL and me).’

(i) a.Al-aal. (Tuba, North Altay variety)
take-OPT.1DUAL

‘Let’s take (you.SG and me).’

b. Al-aq
take-OPT.1PL
‘Let’s take (you.PL and me).
(Nevskaya, 2005)

Ifagreementon T is checked by a matching feature on @P in [Spec, TP], then there must be dualvs
plural pronounsin the subject position of (a) and (b) sentences respectively.
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Accordingly, my analysis predicts that, since the plural pronoun in IPPCs
starts out as singular and picks out the plural feature of the coordinated DP after
raising, doubly-marked plural pronouns like bizler ‘we-PL’ should never participate

in IPPCs. This prediction is borne out.

(62) Can’la biz-ler 6grenci-yiz.
Can-COM we-PL student-1PL

i. ‘Can and we are students.’

ii. *‘Can and | are students.’
This is because a plural pronoun in an IPPC has one plural feature (that of ¢3) that
can be spelled out, while the plural pronoun in an EPPC has two plural features
(those of 2 and @3). As in the case of regular doubly-marked plural pronouns, the
plural pronoun in an EPPC must have found a way of avoiding PF deletion in (62.i),

hence the contrast.

Extraposition:

Note below that only certain extrapositions are possible in the context of a CC.

(63) Can’la ben/biz sinema-ya  git-ti-k.
Can-COM I/we cinema-DAT go-PST-1PL
‘Can and I went to the cinema.’

a. Can’la sinemaya gittik biz.
a'.*Can’la sinemaya gittik ben.

b. Biz sinemaya gittik Can’la.
b'. *Ben sinemaya gittik Can’la.

c. Can’la sinemaya gittik.

d. Sinemaya gittik Can’la.
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I am assuming that only elements occupying ¢° can undergo pro-drop. This is in line
with the observation that pro-drop is only possible in the presence of overt agreement
on T. The contrast between (63a) and (63a’) on the one hand, and (63b) and (63b”)
on the other show that backgrounding of either conjunct is only possible when the -
agreement is overt (i.e. when the pronoun surfaces as plural in ¢3), while (63c-d)
show that the plural pronoun can be dropped totally. Why is this distributional
contrast? | propose that this follows from two factors: Coordinate Structure
Constraint (CSC) (Ross, 1967) and pro drop. CSC requires that no conjunct should
undergo a syntactic operation on its own; and pro drop allows total deletion of
pronominal subjects.

Under my analysis, the CCsin (63a) and (63b) would be as follows.

(64) a. [pp [pp Can’la ben] ti] sinemaya gittik [biz];.

/\\-.\ [COM] [u:- l‘] [S (-i‘r]

oP1 Q1 -la [-5G] ben
P ! AN
DP: ?1 Cfm bea
[-3]  [SG] | N
[6-SG] Cas (
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b. [op [or ti] Biz] sinemaya gittik [Can’la ben]i.

TP
T’ DPs
/\‘_-_-\‘—'———-\_ /\\
oP3 T 5
A /\
oP3 93"\ sinemaya gittik KP D°
] aN
DPs P / biz b X
///\_\ < D:V A Ja
; o \/ Can
S TTT— S~ _
/\_\ /\ [
‘pPl K DP2 o bea
[COM] [-1] [SG]
q}ml da [4-SG]  bea
DP; g O ben ./
=31 [SG] | S
[:-5G] Can ’

In (64a), what is extraposed is the @3 of the complex DP, now spelled out as biz ‘we’,
leaving both conjuncts behind. Since no conjunct is moved alone, CSC is respected,
correctly predicting the construction to be grammatical. In (64b), both conjuncts are
moved together, again respecting CSC. However, since the pronominal conjunct has
moved out of the coordinate construction to @3 and spelled out there, it receives no
phonological exponence in its landing position. On the other hand, the appearance of
the singular ben ‘I’ in (63a’) and (63b”) indicate that raising to ¢z is covert in this
case. Thus, it must be that only one conjunct is moved, in violation of CSC. As for
(68c-d), they are examples of pro drop. In either case, the singular pronoun ben ‘I’
has overtly raised to @3 and subsequently dropped either before or after extraposition.
This analysis of pro drop follows Déchaine and Wiltschko’s (2002) proposal
that nominal pro-forms come in three categories: pro-¢Ps, pro-DPs, and pro-NPs. If
pro drop can only target pronominal material in @Ps, but crucially not those in
(discourse-prominent) DPs, as | have assumed, we independently need a ¢P above

the complex DP. Otherwise, the dropping of the plural pronoun in (63c-d) would
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violate CSC, because one of the conjuncts would have undergone deletion, leaving
the other intact.

Crucially, such an explanation is only possible if raising of the higher
conjunct to @3 of the complex DP is real. An account not assuming such a movement
would have to make a number of added stipulations to account for a set of data that

my proposal accounts for naturally.

Capeverdean CCs:

Another set of data that the agreement analysis captures naturally comes from
Capeverdean, a Portuguese-based creole spoken on the island of Cape Verde off the
coast of West Africa. Brito, Matos and Pratas (2015) report that Capeverdean allows
CC constructions. In this language, IPPCs with personal pronouns have an interesting

property. Consider the following sentence.

(65) Mi ku bo nu ta studadjuntu.
me with you we HAB study together
‘You and I study together.” lit. ‘Me and you we study together.’

(Brito, Matos, & Pratas, 2015, p. 21)
Note that the CC mi ku bo ‘me and you’ is followed by the plural pronoun nu ‘we’.
The question, then, is how to account for that. Why and how is there a plural pronoun
in the construction alongside two conjuncts?
Considering that Capeverdean is a head-initial language, and following the

standard form of overt agreement, my analysis predicts the following structure.
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(66) Capeverdean CC

I e DP K oP
SG -1, u-5G COM
[ .] [-1, u-5G] [ o ] f,_,-’-’j\
& Pl oP
mi 2] /\
P1 DP
[SG]  [u-2. u-5G]
F A

bo

P
[1PL]
nu
rF Y

| propose that raising for feature-movement does indeed take place in Capeverdean,
as shown in (66), giving rise to the accumulated feature [Person:1, Number:PL], the
feature specification for nu ‘we’, which then extraposes to the right of the complex
DP. The singular pronoun mi ‘I’ in @2 somehow escapes deletion in PF, either
through the rightward extraposition of nu ‘we’ in @3 or by some other mechanism.
The result is that both ¢2 and o3 are spelled out, presenting, | believe conclusive,
evidence that raising to @3 exists. Since earlier analyses pinpoint the IPPC problem to
the syntax and semantics of plural pronouns, one wonders how they would have
accounted for such data.

Thus, I conclude that, coupled with independently established constraints, the
agreement analysis proposed in this study naturally accounts for a number of
intriguing properties of IPPCs without further stipulations. The most significant

aspect of the proposal is that it treats pronouns uniformly in all constructions and in
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all languages. This is in line with the long-held intuition that semantics is universal
but constraints might be language specific. Not to mention that my analysis survives

several tests that saturation accounts have severe problems with.

6.5 The case of correlative coordinators
It was demonstrated is Section 6.2 that, unlike Russian, Turkish allows IPPCs with

the regular coordinator ve ‘and’. However, not every coordinator is compatible with

IPPCs.

(67)  IPPCswith other coordinators
a. Hem Can hem (de) biz sinav-a gec kal-di-k.

Both Can and too we exam-DAT late arrive-PST-1PL
‘Both Can and we/*1 arrived late for the exam.’

b. Ne Can ne (de) biz bun-u  duy(-ma)-di-k.
Neither Can nor too we this-ACC hear-NEG-PST-1PL
‘Neither Can nor we/*I heard that.’

c.Ya Canya (da) siz oda-m-a gel-in.

Either Can or too you(PL) room-1SG.POSS-DAT come-2PL.IMP
‘Either Can or you(PL/*SG) should come to my room.’

The ungrammatical readings of (67b-c) can presumably be accounted for if
we assume that in dissociative coordination, the number feature of the complex DP is
not compositional. This means that @3 does not “add up” the number features of the
conjuncts. But this leaves us with another puzzle: How can the complex DP receive
plural agreement? My analysis predicts that either (i) the complex DP agrees with the
higher conjunct, in which case IPPC reading should be possible, or (ii) the complex

DP surfaces with the default number feature, i.e. singular. But the data confirms no

option. Thus, (67b-c) are left unaccounted for.
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The sentence in (67a) poses another challenge. This time, the coordination is
not disjunctive, meaning that the complex DP must be plural in number by adding up
the number features of its conjuncts. Therefore, an IPPC reading should be possible,
contrary to the fact.

Based on sentences like (68a), it was proposed that coordination actually

involves the elliptical structure in (68b) (Schwarz, 1999).

(68) a. John read a book yesterday, and a newspaper.

b. John read a book yesterday, and he-alse—+read a newspaper yesterday.

Such constructions actually involve coordination of two sentences, with part of the
second one being deleted under identity.

Heim and Kratzer (1998) argue that in these constructions, the phrase that
survives deletion is always topicalized by adjoining to TP before deletion takes
place. Pointing to sentences like (69), however, Johnson (1996) challenged the

deletion analysis.

(69) a. They introduced Carrie and Will to each other.
b. *They introduced Carrie to each other and Will.
c. *They introduced Carrie to each other and they introduced Will to each
other.
Note that (69b) is ungrammatical with the second conjunct extraposed, unlike (68b).
According to the ellipsis analysis, this is because (69b) is derived from the already
ungrammatical (69c). Thus, ellipsis analysis is only possible when the coordinate

construction does not function as the antecedent of each other.
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In Turkish, the coordinators ve ‘and’ and ile ‘with’ contrast with sem... hem
(de) ‘both... and’ in that while ve/ile can coordinate antecedents of birbiri ‘each

other’, hem... hem (de) cannot.

(70) a. Can Melda velile Q"mer i birbiriyle tanistird1.
Can Melda and/with Omer each.other introduced
‘Can introduced Melda and Omer to each other.’
a'. *Can Melda’y1 birbiriyle tanistirdi ve/ile Can Omer’i birbiriyle tamgtirdi.
‘Can introduced Melda to each other and Can introduced Omer to each
other.’
b. *Can hem Melda hem de Omer’i birbiriyle tanistirds.
Can both Melda and too Omer each.other introduced
‘Can introduced both Melda and Omer to each other.’
b'. *Can Melda’y1 birbiriyle tamstird: ve Can Omer’i birbiriyle tanistirdi.
‘Can introduced Melda to each other and Can introduced Omer to each
other.’
The contrast between (70a) and (70a’) shows that ve/ile coordination may not be the
result of ellipsis, as the ungrammatical (70a’) cannot properly function as the basis of
elision forthe grammatical (70a). For (70b), however, one can argue that the
ungrammaticality is due to ellipsis since the already ungrammatical (70b’), the
supposed base for ellipsis, cannot function as the base for ellipsis. This suggests that
hem ... hem (de) coordination may always requires ellipsis. If so, the IPPCsin (67a)
involving hem... hem (de) might be ruled out because such constructions are
examples of not DP coordination, but TP coordination, with the second TP

undergoing ellipsis. Whether this analysis is on the right track needs further research,

specifically with data from other IPPC languages.
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6.6 Summary

This chapter addressed the syntactic structure and semantic interpretation of PPCs.
With Sauerland’s (2003) theory of number marking, it was assumed that a P
dominates the DP. IPPCs were shown to arise when the Person feature of the higher
singular pronominal conjunct raises to the relevant ¢° of the coordinated DP. At the
landing site, the accumulated ¢-features create the perfect feature specification for
plural pronouns. This movement results in a partial chain, which undergoes reduction
at PF. Subsequently, the singular pronoun in @2 is deleted and the plural one in @3
receives an appropriate Spell-out at PF. In the EPPC reading, however, the pronoun
is merged with the plural feature and spelled out as such. The fact that the number
feature of every DP is read off from its merge position explains the ambiguity
involved in these constructions: Either the pronoun is singular but surfaces as plural
due to the plural feature of the coordinated DP, yielding an IPPC reading; or the
pronoun merges as plural and interpreted accordingly, yielding the EPPC reading.
Since the proposed mechanism accounts for PPCs through structural relations
without making unwarranted, language-specific assumptions about the semantics of
plural pronouns, it can be considered superior to earlier analyses that reduce the
problem to the semantics of plural pronouns. Significantly, though, such a
mechanism is only possible under Sauerland’s (2003) @P account of Number that this

study assumes throughout.
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CHAPTER7

CONCLUSION

7.1 Major findings and claims of the study

This dissertation investigated numeral classifier constructions of Turkish. Since a
numeral classifier construction minimally contains an NP, a classifier, and a numeral,
the morphosyntax and semantics of these components had to be considered in

tandem. The following research questions were raised in particular.

(i) The NP: What do bare nouns (in their number-neutral, singular, and plural
form) denote in Turkish?

(i)  The classifier: What is the function of a classifier? How, if at all, does it
affect the interpretation?

(ili)  The construction: What is the internal constituency of classifier
constructions?

(iv)  Measure words: Why do classifiers reject co-occurrence with measure terms?

v) Number: How is Number expressed in Turkish nominals syntactically and
semantically? In particular, why do numerals greater than one reject co-

occurrence with plural nouns?

In pursuing an answer to these questions, a number of related issues were also
addressed during the discussion.
Chapter 3 addressed questions (i) and (ii), i.e. the semantics of Turkish bare

nouns, and the function of classifiers, leading to the following conclusions:

282



Claim 1: The domain of Turkish bare nouns is ambiguous, including object as well as
kind individuals.

It was shown that [Numeral-NP] constructions lacking a classifier or kind word, as
well as [Demonstrative-NP] constructions which resist classifiers, are globally
ambiguous as to whether they refer to object or kind entities a la Carlson (1977),
unless contextual factors strongly favor one reading. It was also shown, based on
Nomoto (2013) data that such a distribution applies crosslinguistically. The domain
of Turkish bare nouns was then shown to be structured as a complete atomic join
semilattice in the sense of Link (1983). The difference between the object and kind
domains lies in what the atoms represent in each: The object domain contains object

individuals as atoms, and the kind domain contains kind individuals as atoms.

Claim 2: The kind domain includes subkinds as atoms.
This conclusion was driven, in refinement of Claim 1, based on the observation that
Turkish plurals denote pluralities of subkinds when they take the kind domain. The

domain Turkish nominals take can thus be represented as in (1).

(1) Domain of Turkish bare nouns

a. Object individuals (e°) b. Kind individuals (e¥)
a;PaPa, ABA,,BA
a1, a,03; 2,033 AN, ABA;  AeA];

a a; as A 1 A,Z A’3

It was further demonstrated that Turkish does have count/mass contrast, and that the

object/kind ambiguity applies to count as well as mass nouns.
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Claim 3: Kind-denoting domain must be number-neutral.

The two sources for kind denotation proposed in the literature are:

(2) Sources of kind denotation
a. True kind (Link, 1983)
This is the singular atomic kind, formed from the properties of subkinds
through 1, and thus denotes in the kind domain. The signature feature of this
kind is that it does not allow a see-through relation with its members.
b. Kind emulation (Chierchia, 1998a)
This is the plural non-atomic kind, formed from the properties of objects
through N, and thus denotes in the object domain. The signature property of
this kind is that it allows a see-through relation with its members.
With this, a question arose as to why Turkish plurals cannot be interpreted as Kind
emulation. The conclusion was that a kind-denoting NP must be number-neutral,
given that kinds can be instantiated by singularities as well as pluralities. Since,
however, Turkish plurals contrast with their English counterparts in exclusively
taking pluralities as their domains, they cannot function as kind-referrers. Thus,

Turkish plurals can potentially refer to pluralities of subkinds, but never to the pure

kind directly (with a caveat for animates, whose status is yet to be understood).

Claim 4: Classifiers restrict the domain to object individuals.

One function of Turkish numeral classifiers that emerged from the discussion was
that they serve to restrict the two-way ambiguous domain of the bare noun to object
individuals only (with kind words doing the opposite). This conclusion was further
strengthened by Nomoto’s (2013) observation that exactly the same distribution
applies crosslinguistically to the representative languages of Japanese, Cantonese,

Malay, Persian, and English.
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Chapter 4 addressed questions (iii) and (iv), i.e. the syntactic constituency of
classifier constructions, and the apparent complementarity between classifiers and

measure words. The discussion concluded that:

Claim 5: Lexical classifiers are regular NPs of type <e,t>.

Lexical classifiers typically occur as the head of a compound in Turkish. In contrast
to numeral classifiers, though, they do not require the presence of a numeral. The
above claim was made based on a number of distributional and interpretive
differences between lexical classifiers and functional (i.e. numeral) ones. Regarding
the semantic role of lexical classifiers, it was then proposed, based on Grimm

(2012a; 2012b) that:

Claim 6: Lexical classifiers spell out the perceivable atoms in the denotation of

granular aggregates.

Claim 7: Numerals are number-denoting n-type elements.

This is in contrast to analyses taking numerals to be <<e,t>, <e,t>>-type modifiers
(Link, 1987; lonin & Matushansky, 2006), <e,t>-type predicates (Partee, 1987), and
<<e,t>, <<e,t>, t>>-type determiners (van der Does, 1993). | demonstrated, however,
that n-type view of numerals squares much better with measure constructions in
which a numeral, in consonance with a measure word, measures the relevant entity,

rather than modifying it attributively or denoting a property of it predicatively.
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Claim 8: Functional classifiers and measure words are relational items of type <n,
<e,t>>.

It was proposed, with Scontras (2014), that cardinality is essentially a measure
function. It should thus come as natural that both classifiers and measure words
target the head position of uP, spelling out its varying features. We thus arrived at yet
another function of classifiers: alongside restricting the domain to object individuals,
classifiers also spell out the CARD value of pn°. The [Numeral-Classifier] sequence
thus denotes a cardinality measure, which is then applied to the <e,t>-type NP

through standard modes of semantic composition.

Claim 9: No stacking of classifier constructions is allowed.

Multiple classifier constructions, in which [Numeral/Demonstrative-CL] sequences
appear to be stacked on top of one another, were demonstrated to be examples of
partitive or attributive constructions underlyingly, with perhaps covert movement to
derive the surface word order. We further demonstrated that, even in MCLCs,

classifiers retain their role of domain restriction.

Claim 10: Some kind word constructions ‘instantiate a specimen’ rather than ‘restrict
the domain’.

Some kind word constructions were shown to be a double-edged sword: Quite
contradictorily, one part of the evidence points to the conclusion that they reference
kind entities, while the other part strongly suggests that they reference object entities.
The tension was solved by proposing that the mechanism at work in these

constructions is not the usual ‘domain restriction’ but one of ‘specimen
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instantiation’, which has a lot in common with partitive MCLCs. This helped us keep
the proposed function of classifiers and kind words intact.

Addressing research question (v), Chapter 5 turned to how Number is
expressed in Turkish nominal constructions. It also addressed the issue of

classifier/Number complementarity. The following claims were made.

Claim 11: Sub-DP nominals lack Number specification, always surfacing as number-
neutral.

These were demonstrated to project up to uP, which inherently lacks Number
specification, and thus are restricted to contexts like existentials that require/handle

number-neutral readings.

Claim 12: DPs must always express Number as singular or plural.

Number specification was thus demonstrated to be a property of DPs only, which
lends support to Sauerland’s (2003) @P account of Number marking, proposing that
semantically interpreted Number features reside above the DP, with those on NPs

arising as an uninterpretable reflex of morphosyntactic agreement.

Claim 13: Classifiers do not stand in complementary distribution with Number
markers.

The present model leaves no room for the long-held notion, most explicitly stated in
Borer (2005) and Chierchia (1998a; 1998b), that classifiers and Number markers are
paradigmatically related, serving the same function of typically of dividing the

denotation of an otherwise mass-denoting NP into countable units. Having
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demonstrating that this cannot be the case, | then proposed, and adduced evidence

for, the Number Neutrality Condition.

(3) Number Neutrality Condition

uP exclusively combines with number-neutral properties.

Chapter 6 investigated the issue of Plural Pronoun Constructions in which
morphological plural markers on pronouns fail to receive the predicted semantic
interpretation. Assuming Sauerland’s (2003) account of Number marking, |
demonstrated how the proposed model captures the distribution of Plural Pronoun
Constructions that have thus far resisted an explanation. The major claims of this

chapter were:

Claim 14: The plural feature on the plural pronoun in PPCs is not a feature of the
pronoun itself but one of the coordinated DP.
It was argued that in a PPC like (4), the plural feature of the pronoun biz ‘we’ spells
out the plurality on the comitative coordination Can’la ben ‘Can and I’, rather than
the plurality on the pronoun, which does not exist in the first place.
4) Can-’la  biz

Can-COM we

‘Canand I’
The singular pronoun ben ‘I’ was shown to surface as the plural form biz ‘we’ when
the singular pronoun rises from the ¢ position of the pronominal conjunct to the ¢
position of the comitatively coordinated DP, an instance of close conjunct agreement
(Progovac, 1998; Benmamoun, Bhatia, & Polinsky, 2009; Zhang, 2010). The lower
copy of the chain thus created undergoes subsequent PF deletion, leaving us with the

plural pronoun.
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Claim 15: Correlative coordinators do not allow Plural Pronoun Constructions
because they are elliptical.

Regarding the question of why PPCs cannot be built on correlative coordinators like
hem... hem... (de) ‘both... and...’, it was proposed that these constructions involve

coordination of not DPs but TPs, with concomitant deletion of identical parts.

(5) Hem Can sinav-a——gegkalds hem de biz smava geg kaldik.

both Can exam-DAT late arrived and toowe exam-DAT late arrived

‘Both Can arrived-lateforthe-exam and we/*| arrived late for the exam.’
Thus, PPCs cannot be built on constructions involving correlative coordinators,
which are derived through ellipsis because the non-pronominal Can ‘Can’ and
pronominal biz ‘we” are not conjuncts of a coordinated DP underlyingly.

The overall structure of Turkish nominals emerging from this study is given

in (7).
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(7)

Overall structure of Turkish nominals
KP
CASE SPECIFICATION

/”"’_

DemP: / QPuecz > 1=
DEIXIS / QUANTIFICATION

_—————'_—________—/—4—-1_\_‘_\_‘—-——_

Demes s> [ Qez, <2z p>, 3 oP
demonstratives / strong quanftifiers NUMBER SPECIFICATION
DP- il
[2-SG / ©-PL] [SG/PL]
REFERENTIALITY number markers
NP Duca po, o>
MEASURED PROPERTY deferminers
UPe® NP2k b
MEASURE SPECIFICATION PROPERTY DENOTATION
r//_,-‘-\\‘ HOUNS
NumPy L, <2t
nimerals measiire words
weak guantifiers  numeral classifiers
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In this representation, both demonstratives and strong quantifiers in Turkish take a

Number-specified oP complement, capturing the facts that they combine with SG or
PL nouns and never receive number-neutral readings. This reasoning nicely squares
with the observation that both demonstratives and strong quantifiers have referential

indices, making them inappropriate in number-neutral existential contexts.

7.2 Limitations and outlook

The discussion so far has established that Turkish plurals exclusively denote
pluralities and are thus inappropriate for referencing number-neutral sets, except for
the not-so-well-understood animates. It was also demonstrated in Section 3.3.3 that
Turkish plurals denote the plurality of subkinds when they take the kind domain. In
this section, | cite several contexts where plural NPs of Turkish can surprisingly be
used to refer to number-neutral sets. Note however that some of these examples can
still have the plurality-of-subkinds reading. More significantly, the plural NP in all
cases can be replaced by the number-neutral bare form without dramatically altering

the meaning.

Compound non-heads:

Though compounding is considered a lexical process, the non-head in Turkish
compounds can, under certain circumstances, appear in the plural form, in violation
of the No Phrase Constraint (Aronoff, 1976; Botha, 1984) and the Lexical Integrity
Hypothesis (Chomsky, 1970; Di Sciullo & Williams, 1987; Bresnan & Mchombo,

1995).
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8) Inclusive plurals as compound non-heads

a. mutlu insan-lar sehr-i
happy human-PL city-COMP
‘city of happy people’

b. hayvan-lar alem-i
animal-PL world-COMP
‘animal world”’

c. borg-lar kanun-u

debt-PL law-COMP
‘code of obligations’

Occupying the non-head of a compound, these plurals necessarily receive a number-

neutral reading. Observe, though, that a bare (i.e. number-neutral) form would be just
as grammatical. (8c) rules out a possible argument that the non-head plural somehow
induces a ‘kinds-of” reading, given the plausible assumption that obligations have no

perceivable subkinds. It is thus a mystery how the plural form is used inclusively

despite its persistently plural interpretation elsewhere.

Category names:
Another context in which a plural is used inclusively is category names, typically

found in stores.

9) Inclusive plurals as category names

a. ayakkabi-lar
shoe-PL
‘shoes’

b. atesli silah-lar
fire arm-PL

‘fire arms’
c. agindirict kimyasal-lar

abrasive chemical-PL
‘abrasive chemicals’
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Again, a bare form would serve just as fine as a category name in these contexts.
Despite the plausibility of a ‘kinds-of” reading, the plural can still be used even when
no subkind reference is intended. The relevant question, then, is why does the

structurally simpler bare form not block the structurally more complex plural?

Legal documents:
Another context that allows plural nouns to have number-neutral interpretations is

legal documents.

(10) Inclusive plurals in legal documents

a. kayit islem-ler-i
registration affair-PL-COMP
‘registration affairs’

b. Basarisiz ogrenci-ler program-dan  at-l-ir.
unsuccessful student-PL program-ABL remove-PASS-PSR
‘Failed students are removed from the program.’

c. Smav sonug-lar-in-a itiraz ~ sur-si yedi gun-ddr.

Exam result-PL-COMP-DAT objection period-COMP seven day-COP
“The period objection to exam results is seven days.’

As with compounds and category names, the inclusively used plural in legal
documents can easily be replaced with the truly number-neutral bare form without
changing the intended meaning. Given that no subkinds of registration affairs, failed

students, or exam results is intended, the puzzle of number-neutral plural remains

unresolved.

Coursebook titles:
One final context that facilitates the use of a number-neutral plurals is coursebook

titles.
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(11)  Inclusive plurals as coursebook titles
a. asit-ler, baz-lar, tuz-lar
acid-PL base-PL salt-PL
‘acids, bases, salts’
b. gezegen-ler
planet-PL
‘planets’
c. mantar-lar
mushroom-PL
“fungi’
Although the possibility of a ‘kinds-of” reference is faintly available, it is not
necessary, making an argument from plurality-of-subkinds impossible. This set of
data thus continues to pose a challenge for the exclusively-plural analysis of Turkish
plural NPs.

To conclude, this dissertation established that PL-marked nominals in
Turkish pattern differently from their English counterparts in exclusively taking
pluralities as their domains. In violation of the major claims of this study, however,
there are cases in which a plural NP is used under a number-neutral reading, apart
from plurality of types, plurality of abundance, and pluractionality discussed in
Section 5.5.3. | suspect that most of these constructions come through translation
from European languages like English, in which morphologically plural forms must
be used when number-neutrality is strictly intended. More research is required to
understand whether this is the case, or some other pragmatic factors are involved.

Further, the analysis developed in this work concluded that the classifier
typology remains at the descriptive level, as it was demonstrated in Section 2.2 that
even classifier languages have count/mass contrast, and in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 that

the presence/absence of classifiers leads to parallel interpretive effects in obligatory,

optional, and non-classifier languages. It was shown in particular that, irrespective of
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the classifier typology, in the absence of classifiers or kind words, numeral and
demonstrative constructions lead to ambiguity as to whether reference is made to
object- or kind-level entities. To the extent that this conclusion is valid, no major
typological difference is predicted between these three groups of languages, except
perhaps the observation that obligatory classifier languages like Chinese require the
kind/object disambiguation to be morpho-syntactically overt in numeral
constructions, optional classifier languages like Turkish allow but do not require fit,
while non-classifier languages like English in general lack lexical resources to
achieve this sort of disambiguation morpho-syntactically. It can thus be argued, as in
Kratzer (2008), that numeral constructions are underspecified with respect to
kind/object contrast in non-classifier languages, while this specification is morpho-
syntactically supplied in (obligatory or optional) classifier languages, a pattern also
attested in other linguistic processes. It is a matter of further research whether there
are consistent interpretive differences between numeral constructions of classifier
and non-classifier languages other than kind/object under-specification.

Another related point is whether numeral classifiers interact with other forms
of classification. Aikhenvald (2003) reports a wide range of contexts where
classificatory mechanisms are employed: noun class and gender systems, noun
classifiers, numeral classifiers, locative and deictic classifiers, classifiers in
possessive constructions, and classifiers used in the verbal domain. Aikhenvald
(2003) also discusses constructions involving multiple occurrences of (sometimes
identical) classifiers, as well as their agreement patterns. Given my proposal that
numeral classifiers act as domain restrictors, a question arises as to whether other
forms of classification have parallel functions, and if so, how they interact with

numeral classification systems. My analysis predicts in particular that when two
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domain-restricting classificatory mechanisms (say a lower noun classifier and a
higher numeral classifier) interact, their co-occurrence possibilities will match that of
the partitive classifier constructions discussed in Section 4.5.1. Constructions
involving classifiers in the nominal as well as verbal domain, however, will be more
complicated. These are questions that reach far beyond the confines of this work, but

will contribute greatly to a deeper understanding of the issues involved.
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