Chapter 3
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1. INTRODUCTION

There are several negative sensitive items in Turkish that re-
quire the presence of sentential negation in order to be licensed.
Among these elements, there are two items, namely kimse and
higkimse ‘no one/anyone’ whose syntactic and semantic proper-
ties are rather interesting in certain respects. In previous work,
it was argued that their behavior is almost identical as negative
polarity items (Aygen 1998, Kelepir 2001, Yanilmaz 2009) with
no apparent distributional and semantic distinction whatsoever.
The only difference was noted to be that hickimse carries more
emphasis on the speaker’s part than kimse. In that sense, these
two items seem to be in a syntactic and semantic complementa-
ry distribution. In this work, however, I show that their distribu-
tional and interpretational characteristics are not always identical
as there are certain environments in which they cannot be used
interchangeably. Based on a corpus analysis (TS Corpus v.2) de-
veloped by Sezer and Sezer (2012), I argue that the syntactic and
semantic characteristics of kimse is different from hickimse since
it exhibits a wider distribution. That is to say, in addition to its
function as a negative sensitive element in the immediate envi-
ronment of negation, it still functions as an indefinite in certain
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items in question were shown to be conforming to the adjacency
requirements of the map. On the other hand, the semantic map
correctly predicts the new function of kimse as a negative sensi-
tive item. Future work will surely shed more light on the charac-
teristics of these and similar elements.
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