WORKING PAPERS
IN
SCANDINAVIAN SYNTAX

91

Roland Hinterhslzl
Economy conditions and coreference: From minimal pronouns
to referential acts
1-35

Dorian Roehrs
Possessives as Extended Projections
37-112

BjSrn Lundquist
On interindividual variation ananid-distance binding in

Swedish
113146

Verner Egerland
The AproposTopic, theConcerningTopic and the syntax
pragmatics interface
147-179

December 2013
Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax
ISSN: 1100097x  Christer Platzack ed.
Center of Language driiterature
Box 201 223 62 Lund, Sweden



Preface:

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax is an electronic publication for current articles
relating to the study of Scandinavian syntax. The articles appearing herein are previously
unpublished reports of ongoing research activities and may subsequently appear, revised or
unrevised, in other publications.

The WPSS homepage:|http://project.sol.lu.se/grimm/working-papers-in-scandinavian-syntax/|

The 92nd volume of WPSS will be published in June 2014. Papers intended for publication
should be submitted no later than April 15 2014.

Contact:

Johan Brandtler, editor
johan.brandtler@nordlund.lu.se


http://project.sol.lu.se/grimm/working-papers-in-scandinavian-syntax/

Economy conditions andcoreference From minimal pronouns to
referential acts
Roland Hinterholzl

Abstract:

It is well known that possible coreference relations between noun phrases in a sentence are
constrained by syntactic structure. Lasnik (1976) argued that coreference relations, thought to
be a matter of pragmatics, are available or excluded according to the structural configuration
and introduced the (grammatical) notion of obligatory non-coreference. In the 1980s, the
binding theory was devised in which the binding principles A, B and C acted as filters, ruling
out impossible interpretations of noun phrases in a grammatical system which assumes free,
optional indexing. This particular implementation of restrictions on coreference relations led
to a system in which noun phrases were either co-indexed to account for the grammatically
determined coreference between variables and (syntactic) anaphors and their antecedents or
contra-indexed to account for the grammatically determined non-coreference between nouns
and pronouns.

Various researchers have pointed out that this implementation is too general and
simplistic since it rules out systematic cases of possible coreference and proposed alternative
solutions (cf. Evans 1980, Higginbotham 1980, Fiengo & May 1995). A particularly elegant
solution has been proposed by Tanja Reinhart (cf. Reinhart 1983, Reinhart and Grodzinsky
1993). Reinhart argues that only one type of coreference relation is syntactically represented
and constrained by syntactic principles, namely the relation of variable binding. Semantic
relations between two referring nominal expressions are not represented in the syntax and thus
are not subject to structural constraints. They are regulated by an extra-grammatical principle
and thus cannot be ruled out by structural conditions. Reinhart’s coreference rule states that
coreference is excluded whenever the same meaning can be conveyed by means of variable
binding.

While Reinhart’s approach is empirically superior to the standard binding theory, it
leads to an unwelcome division of regulating coreference relations between nominal
expressions: some are accounted for in the syntax and some are regulated in the semantic
component. In this paper, I argue that also coreference relations between referring nominal
expressions are represented and constrained in the syntax. In particular, I will argue that
coreference relations are constrained by syntactic economy conditions that are also operative
in other grammatical relations (cf. Fox 1993).

1 Introduction

One case of coreference relations that will be of interest in this paper is the so-
called Adenauer-sentences, illustrated in (1). What is special with the example
in (1) is that two occurrences of the same name in a binding configuration can
be taken to refer to the same individual, namely Adenauer. As is illustrated in
(2), this state of affairs is generally excluded and gave rise to the Binding
Principle C in (6) below. As is common practice, I will indicate coreferent
interpretations of nominal expressions with co-indexation and non-coreferent
interpretations with contra-indexation.
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(1) Atthe meeting many members voted for Adenauer
Even Adenauer voted for Adenauer

(2) John likes bhny,,Os brothér

In the classical treatment of tH#nding theory, he classof promouns that
congitute the core elements in language for establishing coreference relations is
divided into twogroups Anaphors compriseeflexive and reciprocapronouns
which need to have a localcommanding antecedent, ssillustrated in (3),

while pronominals ontainnonreflexive and norreciprocalpersonal pronouns,
which are relatively free to choose their antecedent unless the antecedent c
commands the pronominal withancertainlocal domainas is illustrated in (4
Bound pronouns are similar to anaphors in that they requirecanmanding
antecedentbut outside of their local domain, as is illustrated in (5).

(3) a. John likes hinself;

b.  *John said that she likes himself

(4) a. *John, likes himy/John likes hiny
b. John said that she likes him

(5) a. Every boy likes himself
b. Every boy said that she likes hiyn

The Binding Principles A, B and C, given in (6), have been designed to regulate
the relevantconfigurations with obligatory coreferentm anaphors and bound
pronouns ( = variables) and the configurations with obligatoryaooeference

for nouns inall domainsand for prmouns within their local domain (cf. Lasnik
1976).

(6) BindingPrinciples(Chomsky 1981)
A bindsB iff A andB areco-indexed and\ c-command®
Principle A:Anaphos must be locally bound.
Principle B Pronominalsnust beocally unbound.
Principle C:All other NPs (including namesjust be unbound.

It is immaterial for the purposes of this paper to charactevizg the relevant
local domain for anaphors and pronoungtis important, however, to point out

! In this paper, as is common practice, | will use iadito indicate a coreferent interpretation
between two nominals for expository reasons only. The account that | am developing is free
of indices since | am proposing that bound pronouns and coreferent pronouns alike are bound
by a\-operator.



that this system of ecand contrandexation leads to wrong rd&iin various
domainsthat are discussedh detail in Section 2 In section 3,l present lhe
accoumh of Fiengo and May(1995) and Heim's (1998) elatadion of the
classical accourtty Reinhart (1983) and discuss their merits and shortcomings.
In Section 4, | present my alternative accoumtvhich coreference relations are
represented in theystax in terms of a binding relation to an abstract head in the
C-domain representing given discourse referdmtghis account, the approach

to binding in Kratzer (2009) is extendetb discourse anaphor&ection 6
discusses how coreference relations/i-ellipsis sentences and in embedded
contexts can be dealt with in the alternative account. Section 6, finally
summarizes the paper.

2 Problems with theExtensionall nterpretation of Indices

There are at least three contexts wheresysem of ce and contraindexed
nominal expressionsauses problemg-irst, dready Evans (1980) pointed out
that the extensional interpretation of indicesposed by thebinding theory
rendes true identity statements ungrammatical, while negated identity
statements wodl be necessarily true, that is trivial, contrary to fact, as is
illustrated in (7).

(7) Who isOscar?
a. He, is Oscarn, (ungrammaticalif true)
b. He, is notOscar. (uninformative)

Second, there are cases of otended coreferenc&hese are cases which

the speaker is not sure (8) onaware (9) hout the identity of the persons
referred to In the context of(8), a personwatches a man leaving the room
without seeing his face and askbo that man was and receives the following
answer which indiates that the pesa referred to was in all likedlood Oscar
(given that people usually wear their own coats), but this interpretation would be
excluded by the obligatory contnadexation with the subject pronourhe
required by the nam@scatr.

(8) | do ot know, but he wor®scarOsoat

The following example constitutes a core case of unintend&dference. In the
context of a mask ball, one personasgerhearinga conversation in which
anotherperson claim that Oscar is crazy armbinting atthat persn utters the
sentence ir{9). If at the endjt turns out that the person pointed at was indeed
Oscar, we again have a case in whiahrue sentence wouliave to count as
ungrammatical according to the binding principles.



(99 Hethinks Oscar is crazy

Third, the following cases have been called contexts without referential
dependency in Higginbotham (1980). The examples in (10) and (11) are due to
Evans (1980). (12) is another instance of an Aderseietence

(10) a. Everyone has finally realizedahOscar is incompetent
b. Even he has finally realized that Oscar is incompetent

(11) | know what John and Mary have in common. She thinks John is terrific
and he thinkgohn is terrific too

(12) In this election only a few members voted for Adeer
In fact only Adenauer had voted for Adauer

Higginbotham (1980) accounts for these cases by suggesting that the names
Oscar, JohrandAdenauerare not referentially dependent on theoenmanding
pronoun within the same clause, but refer badkemccurrence of this name in

the preceding clause. Thus pronoun and name within the same clause end up
with the same index, instantiating a typical case of accidental coreference. While
this intuition is probably on the right track, it is far from cleader which
circumstances two referential expressions, saeramanding the other, can be
linked to a commorantecedenin the discoursef-or instance, as is pointed out

by Grodzinsky and Reinhart (1993), these linking relations are not generally
availableas is illustrated in (13).

(13) * Oscay is sad. Hethinks Oscaris incompetent

Given these and many other cases discussed in the literature (see also Heim
1988, 1998), we can savely conclude that this system of emaleaation
imposed by the Bindg Principles B and C is too powerful and incorrectly rules

out many cases of possible intended and unintended coreference. The difficult
issue is only to work out under which circumstances caeder is possible
between two referential expressions irclause as in (12) and under which
circumstances it is excluded, as predicted by the Binding theory, as in (13).

3 Possible Solutions

In this section, | will discuss two solutions that both build on ReinhartOs original
proposal in (198). The first onds the account of Fiengo and May (19%&)d



may be called®a pragmatically oriented accouand the second one is HeimOs
(1998) reinterpretation of ReinhartOs approach.

3.1 The pragmatic account ofFiengo and May

Fiengo and May (1995), like Reinhaftl983), assume thabonly the
interpretation of condexed expressns is grammatically determineghd are
interpreted as obligatorily coreferentynlike Reinhart (1983), they do not
dispense with contrandexing, but assume that the interpretatmfncontra
indexed expressions is a matter of pragmalit®y argue thadependent on the
context contraindexed expressions can be interpreted ascoogferent oras
coreferent In particular, they propose thabntraindexed expressions only
conversationally implicate non-coreference However, sinceconversational
implicatures are subject to cancellati@isothe implicature of norcoreference
can be cancelled ispecificcontexs.

In their accountreferring expressions are either-icdexed or contra
indexedas demanded by the Binding PrinciplEsr instancecontraindexation
of the two referring egxressions in (14xorrectly indicates that the speaker
intends norcorderencein the context of the mask ball abovehelsentence
simply conveys the meaning thaccording to the knowledge waof the
speaker, the person over there thinks that Oscar is crazy. If it later turns out that
the person pointed at was indeed Oscar, this would not create any problems
since the speakeridmlicature, arising from incomete knowledgeis subject to
cancellation

(14) He, thinksOscag is crazy

In the following, | will scrutinizetheir account by discussing how thiegatthe

three cases of exceptions introduced in the previous section. As far as identity
statements ar concerned Fiengo and May (1995) argue that the standard
implicature of norcoreference, imported by coniredexation demanded by the
grammarin (15), is cancelled, since the predicate of identity logically implies
that both arguments are coreferentis is a good result, even though it is not
clear to me why a speaker should implicate -noreference in an identity
statement in the first place.

(15) He;is Ogar,

As far as contexts withoumtended coreference are concernedn@o® and May
(1995) pont out that in the case of the person leaving the room unrecognized by
the speaker, the standard implicature of the canttexation in (16), namely
that the person in question cannot be Oscar would lead to a violation of the



maxim of relevance and is theancelledThe explanation of theecond casén
the context of a mask balk already given in (14) above.

(16) He; woreOskars coat

As far as the contexts without a referential dependency are concerned, Fiengo
and May (199) discuss the caserdt provided by Evans (1980) in (17) and
argue that also in (17) the standard implicature of ceartdimadexation is
cancelled since the-dlause entails that no one can beleded from the
admirers of Oscar.

(17) If everyone admires Osgathen also hgadmiresOskar,

To summarize, tis seems like an elegant and quigte solution to the problem

at hand. Fiengo &Vay (1995 point out that their system is superior to the
original accounby Reinhart (1983), since it does not require that the hearer has
access to any particular sentence that the speaker did not use. In ReinhartO
view, a hearer will take a speaker to not intend coreference in his utterance,
because the speaker did not use some other particular sentence that expresses tr
coreferencdhatthe speaker might have intended with a bound pronoun. | will
come back to this point in sectid? below. In the following section, | would

like to discuss some cases that cast doubt on the general validity of the approach
of Fiengo and May (19%).

3.2 Problemswith the account of Fiengo ad May

While their treatment of identity statements and of thealled cases without
intended coreference is rather convincing, a closer look at other cases without
referential dependency revedlsat their account isnsufficient for at least this
domain.Note that the cancellation of the implicature of ommeference in (17)
above in their account crucially depends on the type of quantifiere thange

the quantifier as in (18) and (19) below, becomes uncleaxhat could lead to

the cancellation of the standard implicature and yet coreference is possible in
these cases. Certainly there is no entailment provided by the first clause which
would exclude the implicature of naroreferencean the continuations in (38

and (19). Furthermore, the standard implicature can also not be taken to fall prey
to the maxim of relevance, since both continuaioray be taken to provide
relevant information in the case of a nrooreferentinterpretation of the two
nomiral expressins.

(18) Most people like John. EvéralsoJohn likes Joha.

(190 Who the hell likes John? Wetlt least Johnlikes Joha.



In section 4, I will argue that what is crucial about Adenauer-sentences and the
examples in (18) and (19) is that the object is interpreted as discourse anaphor
(following the intuition of Higginbotham 1980) and that the subject is not
referential. In the following section, I discuss Heim’s reinterpretation of
Reinhart’s approach.

3.3 A semantic account of coreference

I will not do full justice to Heim’s reinterpretation of Reinhart’s original
approach, since, as Heim puts it herself, her reformulation is not a correction or
overhaul of Reinhart’s account, but only makes somewhat more explicit what is
already there in the original proposal. Rather I would like to concentrate on two
issues that Heim raises and which are important for the account to be developed
in Section 4.

In her paper, Heim (1998) goes over the standard cases of excluded
coreference and over the three contexts discussed in the previous section to
show how they either follow directly or can be made to follow from Reinhart’s
(1983) coreference rule given in (20)°. The interested reader is referred to
Heim’s paper for the details.

(20) Coreference Rule:
a cannot corefer with B, if an indistinguishable interpretation can be
generated by replacing § with a variable A-bound by a

The first i1ssue that I would like to discuss concerns the status of
indistinguishable interpretation in the rule in (20). Obviously the interpretations
of two utterances count as indistinguishable if they express the same
proposition. Heim shows that coreference is possible even in cases in which two
different utterances express the same proposition, as is illustrated in (21). The
original utterance and the alternative utterance with a bound pronoun (she
praises herself to the sky) express the same proposition in (21), namely that z
praises z to the sky.

(21) Is this speaker Zelda?
How can you doubt it? She praises her to the sky

Heim notes that it is commonplace in the philosophical literature to distinguish
the proposition expressed by an utterance from its cognitive value and argues
that when an utterance contains referring terms, the proposition expressed

? In addition, she discusses (i), Lakoff’s example which I will not treat in this paper.
(1) I dreamt that I was Brigitte Bardot and I kissed me



depends not only on their referents, but that its cognitive value depends also on
the way these referents are presented. In the example in (21), the person z is
presented in two different guises: as the speaker in the discourse situation and as
person called Zelda. Each of the two pronouns in (21) connects to its referent via
one of these two guises, giving rise to the proposition that the speaker in the
discourse situation (possibly visible in the context) praises the person called
Zelda to the sky. This proposition clearly has a distinct cognitive value from the
proposition of the utterance in which one of the guises in object position is
replaced by an anaphor.

Heim concludes from this that an utterance context does not only provide
referents for referring pronouns, but rather supplies them with guises that in turn
link them to referents. This raises the question when two guises (of the same
referent) are admissible in a specific context. Heim (1988: 215-320) proposes
the restriction that no context assigns distinct but pre-supposedly coreferential
guises to any pair of NP-occurrences, yielding the effect that reference to the
same object via two different guises is possible only as long it is still an open
question in the discourse whether the same object is behind two different guises.

This implies that interlocutors negotiate the use of referential expressions
in achieving their referential goals and that speakers tend to use pronouns rather
than names and definite descriptions when referring back to already established
discourse referents. I will come back to this point in section 4.3 below.

The second issue concerns the role of coreference relations in contexts of
VP-ellipsis. It is well-known that standard cases of VP-ellipsis, as given in (22a)
are ambiguous between a sloppy (22b) and a strict identity reading (22c¢). It is
assumed that while the reading in (22b) is due to a parallel interpretation in
which the pronoun #4is is bound by the subject in the first conjunct, the reading
in (22c¢) is due to a parallel interpretation in which the pronoun #is is interpreted
as coreferential with the subject Jo/n in the first conjunct.

(22) a. John loves his mother and Peter does too.
b. Peter loves his own mother too.
C. Peter loves John’s mother too.

Heim argues that not only coreferential pronouns but also bound pronouns can
give rise to strict readings. She discusses the example in (23) and focuses on the
reading in which the correspondent of the teacher is the embedded subject and
both /e and his are anaphorically related to every boy. The relevant readings are
specified in the paraphrases for the second conjunct in (23bc). While (23b)
expresses a sloppy identity reading, (23c) expresses a reading that may be
defined as a strict identity with the variable reading of the pronoun in the first
conjunct.

(23) a. Every boy said the he called his mother and the teacher too



b. and the teacher called his (the teac~her(~)s) mother
c. and the teacher called his (the boyOs) mother

How can the two readings in the second conjunct be deriVeditcount for
these readinggjeim (1998)introduces the notion of €oinding andproposes a
mechanisnof double indexinghat mimics or is equivalent to HiggbothamOs
(1983) system of anaphoric linkingdeim (1998) devises a rather complex
system in whichevery nominal expressionhas an inner and an outer index,
indicating whether it is a coreferent binder or a coreferent bindee. Switle
argue in the following sectiothat this system cannot solve the problem for
which it has been introducgbwill simply illustrate how the strict reading and
the sloppy reading are thought to come abotdigginbothamOs frameworl

his account the first conjunct in (23) is generated with two different linked
structures, as indicated in (24).

(24) a. every boy sa that he called his mothé@pinding)
I | I
b. every boy said that he called his motferbinding)
I | |
| |

While the representation in (24a) is thought to give righecsloppyreading in

the second conjunct, the strict reading in theoseéaconjunct is based on the
representation in (24bNote that the interpretations of the two linked structures
are logically equivalenfThe problem with this account is that thenesentation

in (24b) is ruled out by economy, as | will show in the following section.

3.4 Coreference and co-binding in VP-ellipsis

There is an interesting contrast between the interpretation of pronouns and the
interpretation of quantifiers in cases WP-ellipsis that to my knowledge has
been left unaddressed so far.

Note thatthe two readings required for the first conjuncts in (22) and (23)
are unavailable withirReinhartOs account and HeimOs reformulation lof it.
particular, the coreferent infmetation of the pronoun in (22n the first
conjunctis excluded by the Rule of @ference in (2Q)since it does not yield
an interpretation that is distinguishable from the one derived by its bound
pronoun interpretatiarFor sure the coreferent inpgetation of the pronoum
the first conjunct is taken to give rise to a different interpretation, namely the
strict reading,in the second conjunct, but that should not matter since the
evaluation of two representations in terms of econonstristly clausebased
as has been shown Bpx (1993.
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Let us look at the example in (25), which is one of Fox’s examples
adjusted for our purposes. While (25a) is ambiguous with respect to the scope of
the two quantifiers, (25b) is unambiguous and only expresses the meaning that a
certain boy loves every teacher too. In particular, the interpretation, available in
(25a), that for every teacher there is also a potentially different boy that admires
him is excluded.

(25) a. Some girl admires every teacher and some boy does too
b. Mary admires every teacher and some boy does too

Fox (1993) argues convincingly that the unambiguity in (25b) follows from an
interplay between a condition on parallelism in contexts of VP-ellipsis and an
economy condition that rules out QR which does not have an effect on
interpretation within the same clause. To put it in simple terms, (25b) is
unambiguous, since QR of every teacher is ruled out in the first conjunct by
economy (since it would not yield a different interpretation from the one
achieved without QR) and since QR in the second conjunct is ruled out by the
condition of parallel interpretation in both conjuncts. If we apply the same logic
to (22), the strict identity reading of the second conjunct cannot be derived,
since the coreferent interpretation in the first conjunct on which it is based is
ruled out by economy.

The same problem arises for the derivation of the strict reading of the
bound pronoun in (23) in Heim’s account. Co-binding of the object pronoun and
the subject pronoun by the higher quantifier (cf. 24b) is ruled out by economy,
since it does not give rise to a distinct interpretation from the one achieved by
direct binding between the embedded subject and the embedded object (cf. 24a).
This leaves the behaviour of pronouns in contexts of VP-ellipsis unaccounted
for. In the following section, I will develop a syntactic approach to coreference
relations that does not run into the difficulties of the two accounts discussed
above.

4 An economy-based integrated approach

In this section, I will argue that coreference is a matter of grammar afterall. In
particular, I will show that coreference relations are crucially constrained by
economy conditions in the syntax. There are two main ingredients that make this
account an integrated syntactic-pragmatic approach. First, I argue that the
application of the Binding Principles A and B is restricted to apply only within a
referential act. Second, I argue that the Binding Principle C is dispensed with
and replaced by an economy principle that restricts the number of referential
acts, where a referential act is defined as given in (26).
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(26) Referential act:
A speaker S uses the referential force of a linguistic expression E in the
utterance context ¢ to indicate to the hearer H that S is referring to the
individual x, with [| E(c) |[] =x

In this account the class of nominal expressions is divided into those that have a
referential force and those that lack referential force. It is in the spirit of
Reinhart (1983) that the use of nominal expressions with referential force is pre-
empted by the use of nominal expressions without referential force, if the latter
gives rise to the same reference (based on binding by its syntactic antecedent)
according to the shared knowledge state of speaker and hearer.

Let us see what this means by discussing how the three exceptional cases
of coreference treated in the previous section are accounted for in this approach.

4.1 Three case studies in the integrated approach

Let us start with discussing the interpretation of referential expressions in
identity statements. A particularly interesting solution to the problem of the
informativeness of identity statements was given in Frege (1892), which gave
rise to the notion of cognitive significance of referring expressions and which
Heim (1998) adopted to provide a more accurate characterization of the notion
of indistinguishable interpretation in a Reinhart’s type of approach to
coreference. Frege put forward the question of how it is possible that an identity
statement like (27) is informative, given that the meaning of referring
expressions is (reduced to) their denotation.

(27) Der Morgenstern ist der Abendstern.
The morning star is the evening star

Frege introduces the famous distinction between sense and meaning (Sinn und
Bedeutung), where sense stands for the way in which a speaker connects with or
presents a certain referent. Frege concludes that (27) is informative and does not
present a tautology, since the same referent is presented in two different ways,
or guises as Heim (1998) has put it. In other words the statement in (27) is
informative, since the two presentations potentially may connect with two
different referents and the speaker informs the hearer that these two
presentations or guises, in fact, connect with the same individual. The way a
speaker connects with a certain referent, I identify with a referential act.

Thus I would like to propose that an identity statement presupposes two
independent referential acts, but asserts that these references (or guises) denote
the same object. Since the statement in (27) contains two distinct referential acts
the binding theory does not come into play. Normally, two distinct referential
acts that connect with the same referent are excluded by economy (see below).
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However, in the case of an identity statement, a more economic way of referring
to the same individual (via a binding relation) is not possible, since by our
assumptions two referential acts agguired to secure the informativeseof an
identity statement

Things are slightly different in the cassedby Heim (1998), discussed in
the previous section and repeated here in (28). Heim suripa¢ the two
pronouns in (28B) hook up with two different guises. Hence we have two
distinct referential acts in (28B): the subject pronsbais used as an indexical
and connects with its referent via the referential act of ostentation, while the
object pronourher is usedas a discourse anaphor that connects with the name
Zelda Thus the olgct pronoun is part of the referential actreferring by a
proper nanme (which has different properties from the act of referring by a
definite description

(28) a) A:ls this speaker Zelda?
B: Well, she praises her to the sky
b)  Well, she praises heelf to the sky

In this case, however, two referential acts are not presupposed and thus the
guestion of a more economic way of referring arises. Note that speaker B may or
may not be aware of the identity of the two women in (28). Thus, he may be
takento either implyor to assert the identity of the two persons in question. But
for sure speaker A is unaware about the identity of the two women. Therefore
speaker B would miss his referential and communicative goals if heyed

his belief or knowledge ith the utterance in (28bWsing (28b), ke could not

imply to A or inform A that he believes that the two wamare the same
person. This suggests the relevance of the following economy condition on the
use of distinct referential acts, given in (29).

(29) Economy of Reference (substitute of Principle C):
Use the minimal referential acts to achieve your referential and
communicative goals

How does this approach work in contexts without intended corefétdarioe
two cases are repeated in (30ab). Bdthrances exhibit two distinct referential
acts® The higher pronouns are used indexically (indicate@@yand constitute
the referential act of ostentatiowhile the lower referential nominal expression
constitute referential acts by naming.

(30) a  He! wore OscarOs hat

% Note that this already follows from their different semantic/pragmatic type. While one is
based on the gesture of @station, the other is based on a (specialized form of) description.
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b.  He! thinks Oscar is crazy

Also in these cases two distinct referential acts are necessary to convey the
referentialgoals of the speaker s, since the speakants to refer to a person
present in the utterance context awhvey that personOs propositional attitude
abouta second person called Oscabout whose identity there is not sufficient
common knowledge betwedme speaker and the addressee.

Finally, let us have a look how this account fares in thealed contexts
without referential dependency. (31) provides another example of an Adenauer
sentence. Also e we could asume that there are two distirretferential acts
present and try to argue that economy is not violatedthy, since the
alternative utterance in (31b) could not conve the referential and
communicative intentions of the speaker. Moreover, we could argue in a
Reinhartstyle fashion that the alternative utterance in (31b) is not -truth
conditionally equivalent to the utterance in (31a). But this wouls itihe point
for two reasons.

(31) Almost noone voted for Adenauer.
a)  Only Adenauer voted for Adenauer.
b)  Only Adenauer voted for himself

First, such an account would neglect the fact that Adersardences are not
possible in out of the blue caxts. The particular sentence in (31a) with two
coreferent occurrences of the namldenaueris possible, since at least the
second occurrence is used discowasaphorically. This is the insight in
Higginbotham®s linking account and is also stressed by (1608)*

Second, such an accountst revert to a costly Reinhatyle evaluation
and comparison of two propositiots explain why coreference is possible in
(31a) given that(31a) and (31b) express different propositionst is not
available in (32, since (32a) and (32b) express the same proposition.

(32) a. * Oscaiis sad. Hethinks Oscaris incompetent
b.  Oscaiis sad. Hethinks he is incompetent

In the following section, | will provide a solution that takes into account the
discourse maphoric nature of the second occurreofceoreferent expressions in
cases like (31) and explains the difference between cases like (31) and cases like
(32) in a simple and structural way.

* In her conclusions, she makes the following remark on an observation credited to Hans
Kamp: OIf we have not been talking about Lucifer before, an utteranc®riligehe pities
him/Luciker is quite bad under a coreferential reading. So the condition identified by Reinhart
E is not by itself sufficient, and a common antecedent seems to be required on top of it. This
needs further exploration.O
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4.2 The grammatical nature ofdiscourseanaphoric elements

So far we have encountered two different types of interpretations of referential
expressions. Nominals and also pronouns, the latter when used indexically, have
referential force and represent independent referential acts (RAs). Pronouns can
also be interpreted as variables and (syntactic) anaphors. In this case, I will
assume they lack referential force and hence do not represent an independent
RA. They simply take their reference from the syntactically specified
antecedent. Below I will argue that this property follows from their lacking of
semantic and formal features (cf. Kratzer 2009).

Now, I would like to make the following proposal: A) Discourse anaphors
(DA) do not represent a referential act by themselves either. Like bound
pronouns and anaphors, they lack referential force and assume the reference of
an antecedent. B) The antecedent relation is abstract and involves a syntactic
relation to a functional head in the C-domain that represents an ordered set of
pre-established, given discourse antecedents. Note that these assumptions are
contrary to assumptions made within the standard theory. The notion of
accidental coreference implies the presence of two referential expressions with
independent referential force which happen to refer to the same individual.
Consequently rules of non-coference in syntax (cf. Lasnik 1976) and semantics
(cf. Reinhart 1983) were established to filter out illicit cases of coreference.

The syntactic background of this proposal is the observation that
discourse-anaphoric expressions, pronouns and DPs alike, are deaccented and
move to the top of the middle field in German, as is illustrated in (33). In the
mini-text in (33), the DP seine Freundins interpreted as coreferent with Sabine
if the former is de-accented and scrambled across the sentential adverb sofort as
in (33b), while if the DP is stressed in situ, it is interpreted as introducing a new
discourse referent and hence as non-coreferent with the potential discourse
antecedent Sabine’

> Christer Platzack (pc.) informs me that the parallel effect is not present in Swedish.
According to him, the DP his girlfriendin (iib) must be interpreted as a discourse anaphor and
cannot be taken to introduce a new discourse referent. I have nothing to say about this
interesting difference between Swedish and German. For the purposes of this paper, however,
it is only relevant that Swedish, like German, allows for the discourse-anaphoric reading of
the DP his girlfriend
(i) a. Rune tréffade Sabine igér
Rune met Sabine yesterday
b. Han omfamnade genast sin vinnima
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(33) a. Hans hat gestern Sabine rgdten.
Hans has yesterday Sabine met
b. Er hatseine Freundin sofort umarmt(seine Freundin = Sabine)
He has his girlfriend immediately embraced
C. Er hat soforkeine Freundin umarmt (seine Freundigt Sabine)
He has immediately his girlfriend embraced

We may assume that with using the specific grammatical form-atdenting
and scrambling the speaker instructs the hearer not to establish a new discourse
referent but to identify the referent withe most salient suitable antecedent in
the discourse. | will come back to tieint in sectior4.3 below

What is the advantage of assuming such a syntactic discourse anaphoric
relation? As is illustrated in (34), the relationaDA to its antecedentan be
madesubjectto the syntactic condition of minimalitcf. Rizzi 1991). Thus the
iImpossibility of a coreferent interpretation between the pronédrad him in
(34a) can be given a simple syntactic explanation. As is illustrated in (35), an
intervening referential expression blocks the discourse anaphmigtion
between Ey., andthe object pronounim, since the subject represents a closer
potential referential antecedeAss is illustrated in (36), binding of the object by
the subject representa more economical optiqof. Chomsky 1995 for MLC,
Fox 2000) The same explanatiorolis for the case in (32) abquepeated in
(34c).

(34) a. Osca;isis my best friend*He considers hinwvery intelligent.
b.  Oscaris my best friend. Oscés fener considers hipvery
intelligent
C. Oscaris sad*He thinks Oscarns incompetent

(35) Fgj .3 Subjet; Objekt; (violation of minimality)
0
(36) Fgj .3 Subjgkt; Objekt; (binding & coreferencenterac)

t |

coreference binding

In (34b) on the other handhere is nac-command relation betweadscar and
him. Thus,Oscar does not intervene between the discourse anaphoric head and
the pronoun andwo discourseanaphoric relations can be establismath the
head IEiven

In my opinion it is crucial thaii the example (313bove,the intervening
expressiomwnly Adenauer has a focusffected quantified interpretation and does
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not constitute a referential expression. Thus, it cannot block the establishment of
a discourse anaphoric relation between the object DP Adenauerand the
functional head Fgien, as 1s illustrated in (37).6 In this case, there are two
economically equivalent alternatives: a discourse-anaphoric reading as in
(32/37) and a binding relation as in (38), which however gives rise to a different,
truth-functionally non-equivalent interpretation.

(37) Fy only Adenauer voted for Adenauer; (no violation of minimality)
(38) Fyy [only Adenauer;]i for himselfy (binding-configuration)

t |

binding

In conclusion, the discourse anaphoric reading in (32) is excluded due to
economy. A more economic representation of the same meaning arises if the
discourse anaphoric relation is replaced with a binding relation. The same
situation does not arise in (31/37) though, since the non-referential subject
cannot block the establishment of a discourse-anaphoric relation between the
object and the head Fgjc, 1n the C-domain.”

In particular, I propose that the context with respect to which an utterance
is evaluated does not only contain the speech participants, speech location,
speech time and the so-called common ground, assumed to be the set of
propositions shared by speaker and hearer, but also an ordered set of discourse
referents shared by speaker and hearer (cf. Reinhart 1991). This set of discourse
referents is ordered according to the salience of each discourse referent (DR)
and like the common ground is potentially updated after each utterance.

The notion salience is used a lot in linguistic literature and is thus multiply
ambiguous.® The notion that is relevant for our purposes here, is the entity-based
notion as it is used in dynamic semantics (Kamp 1981, Heim 1982, Groenendijk
and Stokhof 1991), where the relative salience of a DR for an anaphor in a given
utterance U is determined by the input context of U.

% Note that we have the same configuration as in (34b). The referential expression Adenauer
that may be taken to be discourse anaphoric is embedded in the non-referential expression N0
one but Adenauer

7 Christer Platzack points out that in Swedish the relevant reading in (31/37) is also possible
without a quantifier. This is also true for German. The reading is available as long as the
subject is either focussed or quantificational.

® The notion salience may refer to things that stand out from the ground, that can be easily
recognized, or are in the focus of attention or foremost to a person’s state of mind (cf.
Heusinger 1997 for a history of the term and its uses).
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These assumptiorabout the contexare fairly standard. What is special
in this proposal is that the ordered set of DRs is represented in the, dynéax
functional head in the @omain The advantage of this move is that the
regulation of coreference relations anew becomes the subject of simple
structural conditions in the syntax and does not require anymore- trans
derivational considerations as in ReinhartOs type of approaziwhsther there
exists an alternative representation that expresses an indistinguishable meaning
(and we have seen the difficulties that this poses) by variable binding.
Coreference is possible whenever there is a salient diseanitseedent and the
discaurseanaphoric relatiorfto the functional headyk.) is not blocked by a
more economic binding relation in the syntax, that is to say, at LF.

The proposal thus follows recent work on the interaction betvsgatax
and pragmatics. Sigésson (2011) proposes that deictic first and second person
pronouns are licensed by respective functional heads in tHd®ntin.
Frascarelli (2007) argues that null referential subjects in Italian are licensed by
entering intoan agree relation with a functional head that encodes aboutness
topics in the sense of Reinhart (1981) (for the distinction between aboutness
topics and given (familiar) topics see Frascarelli & Hinterhslzl 2007). In section
5.1 below, | will discuss in ore detail the properties of the functional head
Fgiven thatis proposedibove.

4.3 A typology of referential expressions

The empirical claim of the previous section was that quantificational, including
focusaffected subjects will allow a disurseanagoric interpretation of the
object, but if the subject is itself a referential expression, this reading is blocked
by a more economic binding relation between subject and object. This claim
needs to be evaluated in a broader empirical perspective. Thdislaiased in

the literature so far suggest thiais is the correct generalization.

In this section, | would likéo return to the notion of referential force of a
nominal expression. The above account rests on the assumptiddAtHatk
referential foce and thus need to establish a relation with an antecedent that
provides them with a referential value.

Bound pronouns an¢syntactic) anaphors are semantic variadlesgue
that hey are interpreted in a binding configuratiand lack both semantic @n
formal features(cf. Heim 2005 Kratzer 20®). Heim (2005) discusses the
interpretation of deictic pronouns bound by an operaasrin (39). If the
reference setquantified over contains next to the speaker, John, Mary and
Peter, (39a) is ambiguoustixeen the readings specified in (39b) and (39c).

(39) a. Only I did my homework
b.  John, Mary and Peter ditbt do my homework
C. John, Mary and Peter do ot their (own)homework
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In (39b), the pronoun my is interpreted indexically, rigidly referring to the
speaker in the utterance context, but in (39c), it co-varies with the local
antecedent. For this to be possible, it is necessary that its formal features are
ignored/not interpreted in logical form. Kratzer (2009) proposes that bound
pronouns are minimal pronouns in the sense that they lack formal features
altogether and argues that bound pronouns acquire their formal features in a
binding configuration. Given the assumption that bound pronouns lack
referential and formal features, it follows straightforwardly that they should lack
referential force. As minimal pronouns they are only interpretable in a binding
configuration.

What about DAs? Can we make the case in a convincing manner that they
lack referential force as well? For sure, they do not establish a discourse
referent. It is already given in the context. Arguably they do have formal
features that are used to discriminate between possible discourse antecedents.
Thus, I would like to make the following proposal. DAs come with the
presupposition that the antecedent is an element of the ordered set of given DRs
and use their formal features < number, gender> to identify the correct DR.
Note, however, that these features are interpreted as presuppositions as well
rather than as being asserted.

To provide a concrete example, he used as a DA does not “assert” that
there be a unique male individual in the context as the nominal expression the/a
mandoes. In other words, I would like to argue for the following parallelism. A
proposition that is asserted by a speaker (if agreed upon) is added to the
common ground of shared propositions, a referential expression that is asserted
by the speaker is added to the ordered set of shared discourse referents. A
proposition that is marked as presupposed by the speaker has to be retrieved
from or activated in the common ground, a referential expression that is marked
as presupposed leads to the retrieval of the appropriate antecedent from the set
of given discourse referents.’

This implies that also deictic pronouns of first and second person lack
referential force (cf. Sigurdsson 2011). The identity of the speaker cannot be
established within the content of an utterance. It is already fixed and hence given
by the mere execution of an utterance. The same considerations apply for the
identity of the hearer. Matters are different for indexicals of the third person.
The identity of a third person present in the utterance context is not fixed by the

? Despite this similarity between the assertion of a proposition and the assertion of a discourse
referent, I will continue to use the term referential force to denote the illocutionary effect that
(the use of) a referential expression may have. The reason is that we will see in the following
section that the descriptive content of a discourse-anaphoric DP is interpreted as being
asserted. To distinguish between definite descriptions that have and that lack referential force,
I will speak of the illocutionary and the discourse-anaphoric use of a referential expression
below.
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mere act of utterance itself. Several persons may be visible and referred to in a
specific utterance context. As we have seen above, the indexical use of a third
person pronoun 1is accompanied by a pointing gesture, indicating the
illocutionary nature of this use. Such a gesture is not necessary in the indexical
use of first and second person pronouns, indicating that they differ from
indexicals of the third person.

Third, there are referential expressions that do have referential force as
defined above. Names, indefinite and definite descriptions (when not used
discourse-anaphorically) have referential force in the sense that their formal and
lexical features are interpreted to establish a new DR. The lexical content of the
nominal thereby serves as mental address (cf. the file card metaphor in Heim
1982), that is, as the cognitive label with which a certain DR is identified, stored
and retrieved. To clarify the difference between the illocutionary and the
discourse-anaphoric use of a definite description, let us reconsider the example
in (33) above. With the illocutionary use of the nominal expression seine
Freundin, the speaker informs/instructs the hearer that the story contains a third
individual that stands in the relation girl-friend to the protagonist Hans, while
with its discourse anaphoric use, the speaker informs/instructs the hearer about
an additional property of the already familiar individual Sabine.

To summarize, I have provided a typological classification of referential
expressions in terms of their richness in formal and semantic (illocutionary)
features. (i) Bound pronouns are minimal pronouns in the sense of Kratzer
(2009), since they lack both formal and semantic (illocutionary) features. (ii)
Discourse anaphoric pronouns are less minimal in the sense that they possess
formal features but lack illocutionary features and (in)definite descriptions and
names have both formal and illocutionary features.

It stands to reason that this difference in feature structures corresponds to
a difference in syntactic structure. It has been proposed by Cardinaletti & Starke
(1999) that deficiency in features corresponds to structural deficiency. So one
could surmise that minimal pronouns have a D-layer and no (or only a deficient)
I -layer. DAs have a D-layer and a ! -layer (cf. the IP-layer in the clause), but
lack a C-layer (or only have a deficient one), while fully referential nominal
expressions also have a (non-deficient) C-layer expressing independent
referential force. I will not pursue this point any further here.

Note that it already follows from this typology that bound pronouns
represent the most economical way for expressing coreference, since they
constitute the minimal effort and means of achieving reference to an individual
already denoted by the antecedent. Along the same lines, the use of a DA
constitutes a more economic way of referring back to a certain individual than
re-establishing the reference with a nominal expression with its own referential
force. In essence, the principle of economy of reference in (29) (Section 4.1)
above can be taken to follow from this typology of referential expressions. The



20

use of all three types of nominal expressions can be takesrégulated by the
following overarching principle.

(40) Economy condition on the use of nominal expressions:
Use the minimal referential means to achieve your referential and
communcative goals

5 Someconsequencesf the integrated approach

In this section, | wouldike to discuss some implicatiornisat this approach has
for the proper analysis of discouraraphoric definite descriptions, for the
analysis of referential dependencies in cases cENpsis as well as for the
analysis oteferential expressions embedded contexts.

5.1 Coreference and VRellipsis revisited

Let us come back to the question why a discourse anaphoric reading is possible
in cases of VRellipsis like (41). In section 3.4 above, we have concluded that
neither syntactic economy conditions nor ReinhartOs corefereacalow that

the first conjunct is ambiguous in the manner sketched in (42) below. ReinhartOs
(1983) proposal is that the first conjunct is ambiguous, since the sibjecian

be interpreted as a name (42a) or as a generalized quantifier (42b).

(41) Maxloves his mother and Oscar does too

(42) a.  Max; loves hismother (coreference)
b. (Max)!x. x loves xOs mother (binding)

In the present account, the only source of potential ambiguity in (41) is the
pronountis. It can be aminimal pronoun (lackingp-features) or it can be a
discourseanaploric pronoun endowed with-features. Independentlyf this,

the discours@naphoric reading is excluded in the first conjunct due to
economy, as we have concluded in section 3.4 above.

However, a discoursanaphoric reading is possible in the second conjunct
nevertheless. To answer why this should be s tases have to be
distinguished in the present approach. A) Let us assumeMinats already
discoursegiven before the utterance of (41). This means that it is an element of
the ordered set of discourse referents. il its index, as illustrated {#3b),
then linking the pronourkis with this DR does not violate the minimality
condition, since the intervening subject in the second conjunct reféls 4o.

B) If Max is not already discoursgiven before the utterance of (41), then the
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set of orderedliscourse referestvill be updated witiMax after the utterance of

the first conjunct, if we make the assumption that (41) constitutes a conjunction
of two assertions rather than the assertion of two conjoined propositions. As
before, the pronouiis can be linked to this newly added discourse referent
without giving rise to a violation of minimality (cf. again 438).

(43) a. Fyj; Oscagdoes todove his mother
b. F;j; Oscakdoes todove his mother

Note that this explanation of the availdlp of the discourseanaphoric
interpretation of the pronoums in (41) can be applied in a parall&shion to
HeimOs example of the strict interpretation of a bound pronoun in (23) in Section
3.2 above, repeated here in (44a). The reading that watarested in is given

in (44b), where the pronoun is interpreted asvaxying with the quantifier in

the matrix clause. The structural configurations of (44b) and (43b) are identical.
In (44Db), the higher quantifier can directly bind the pronoun, sihdeds not

bind the intervening subject (contrary to what is claimed in Fox 2000).

(44) a. Every boy said that he called his mother and the teacher too
b.  Every boy said that the teacher called his mother too

This parallelism in the explanation of (43md (44b) provides further support
for the assumption that discowraeaphoric elements do have an antecedent in
the syntactic representation.

The crucial question now becomes whether the representations in (43) and
(44) can be taken to respect the ppte of structural and interpretational
parallelism. Without question, the syntactic structure of the second conjunct in
either interpretation in (43) is parallel to that of the first conjunct. What about

19 An interesting test for theories of Wlipsis is posed by Swedish data, pointed out to me
by Christer Platzack. Swedish distinguishes between a possessive asaphtar refer to the
subject, as in (iiia), and a possessive prontang, to rder to a discourse referent other than
the subject, as in (iiib).

@i a. Max Slskar sin mor och det g&r Oscar ocks@E
Max loves his mother and that does Oscar too
b. Max Slskar hans mor och det gsr Oscar ocksE

Max loves his mother and that does @4oa

Nevertheless, (iiia) is ambiguous between a strict and a sloppy reading of the ellided VP. This
fact constitutes a real challenge to any account of discourse anaphors in casesliptis/P

In the present account, this can be explained by assuhahghe anaphainis copied both

with and without its! -features into the ellipsis site. The present approach then has the
advantage over other accounts that there is indeed a syntactic antecedent for the anaphor in
the Gdomain. | leave this issue farrther research.
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the interpretation? In the first conjunct, the pronoun is interpreted as coreferent
with the subject Max In the representation (43a), this pronoun is interpreted as
coreferent with the new subject Oscar In the representation (43b), this pronoun
is interpreted as coreferent with Max In the first case, the parallelism is more
strictly structural, in the second case, it is more strictly interpretational, but both
representations may be said to respect the principle of parallelism. Also in (44),
the second conjunct is structurally and interpretationally parallel to the first
conjunct. In both conjuncts, the pronoun is interpreted as a bound pronoun. In
the first conjunct, it is bound by the local subject (which in turn is bound by the
higher subject), while in the second conjunct, it is directly bound by the higher
subject.

It is well-known that there are interpretive asymmetries in cases of ellipsis
of pronominal dependencies, called Dahl’s puzzle (cf. Dahl 1974, Fiengo &
May 1995, Fox 2000 among others). Dahl’s puzzle is illustrated in (45) and (46).
Of the four potential readings, the strict-sloppy pattern in (46d), which requires
binding of the pronoun in object position by the matrix subject, is excluded. Fox
(2000) argues that the unavailability of the reading (46d) is due to a lack of
parallelism in binding relations. Since non-local binding of the pronoun in object
position by the matrix subject is excluded by economy in the first conjunct, this
relation 1s not available in the second conjunct either, due to the requirement on
parallel interpretation.

(45) Max; said he; saw his; mother and Oscar did too.

(46) a. Oscar said Max saw Max’s mother [strict + strict]
b Oscar said Oscar saw Oscar’s mother [sloppy + sloppy]
c. Oscar said Oscar saw Max’s mother [sloppy + strict]
d * Oscar said Max saw Oscar’s mother [strict + sloppy]

Note, however, that this interpretation of the facts would also rule out the
interpretation of the bound pronoun in (44b) and the discourse anaphoric
interpretation, that is, the strict reading of the pronouns in (43b) and (46c).

What is the difference between (46c¢) and (46d)? Or put differently, why
does (46¢) obey parallelism but (46d) fails to do so? The explanation is parallel
to the explanation we have given for (43b) and (44b) above. In the first conjunct,
two local binding relations, one between the matrix subject and the embedded
subject and one between the embedded subject and the pronoun in object
position, render the three referential expressions coreferent. Obviously, these
binding relations need not necessarily be preserved all in the second conjunct, as
is evident from the interpretations in (46a) and (46¢). In (46a) only the lower
binding relation and in (46¢) only the higher binding relation is paralleled. In
(46¢), the lower binding relation is dismissed, but the pronoun in object position
preserves the interpretion obtained in the binding relation by this element in the
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first conjunct, namelyMax. In (46d), both the higher and the lower binding
relation are dismissed, but in addition, the pronoun in objectiposibes not
preserve the interpretation of the parallel element obtained in the local binding
relation in the first conjunct, since it refers@car. This leads to the following
empirical generalization about parallelism of pronominal dependencies in
ellipsis contexts.

(47) Parallel interpretation of pronominal dependencies
In the second conjunct either the binding relation or the interpretation
obtained by thi®inding relation in the first conjunct must be preserved.

Things are slightly differennithe case of quantifier interpretation in-¢Mpsis
contexts discussed by Fox (1993) and repeated in (48).

(48) Mary admires every teacher and some boy does too

Since QR of the object quantifier over the subject in the first conjunct is
excluded by eenomy, QR of the object quantifier over the subject in the second
conjunct results in a representation that is not structurally parallel to the first
conjunct’ Hence the interpretation requiring QR of the object quantifier over
the subject is ruled out (@8).

This implies that the discourssmaphoric pronoun in (43b) does not
undergo movement to the heagld& at LF, otherwise also (43b) should be ruled
out for lack of structural parallelism. Consequently, the relation betwggn F
and the discoursanaphoric pronoun in (43b) must be taken as a licensing
relation that employs agreement but not movement.

Assuming that there is a relation between a functional head and a
referentially dependent or deficient element, like a disceamsghoric
expressia, is in line with Kratzer (2009 who proposes Othat verbal functional
heads, rather than DPs, are the true syntactic antecedents for bound pronouns(
(p. 12). Thus, | propose to extend KratzerOs analysis of bound pronouns to DAs.
In the case of a bound proun, the binder is &operator, introduced by a verbal
functional head, that has its argument specified in the syntax, the specifier of v
in (49a) taken from Kratzer (2009n the case of a DA, the most salient DR that
matches the formal features of the DA, shared with thmetional head, is
inserted in the Specifier ofyf, at the relevant point of the derivation (or at the
end of the derivation in a strictly modular approach), as is illustrated in the
representation of (43b) in (49b).

1 Even the interpretation may be said to be-parallel in this case: while the object
quantifier is interpreted with narrow scope over the subject in the first conjunct, it is
interpreted with wide scope over the subject in the seconginct.
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(49) a. |blame myself [, [v An [ve blame n]]] )
b.  [cr<Discourse antecedentii [ip Oscak lovesiOs mother]]
c. [wEvery boy | Ai [ve said Epthat [ teacher called iOs mothgy

This assumption makes the structures in (43b) and (44b) even more parallel. The
guantifier phlase in (44b) is the argument of)laoperator introduced by a
functional head that binds the pronoun across thecoogferatial subject in
KratzerOs (2009roposal, as is illustrated in (49c). If we assume that the
functional head §en also introducesa A-operator that licenses the discourse
anaphoric pronoun, then the only difference in (49b) is that the argument of the
A-operator must be retrieved in the (interface to the) pragmatic component. In
this approach, the functional head must be takerstoe{press an instruction to
access the ordered list of given DRs in the interface.

5.2 On the proper amalysis of discourse anaphoric definite descriptions

In this section, | want to discuss some observations and implications of the
discourseanaphoricuse of definite descriptions. The interpretation of cases like
(33b) above has not been discussed much in the lite(@tuetableexception is
Umbach 2004)Note that thele-accented referential expressiafine Freundin

Is notonly prosodically weak duto its discourseayiven statuswhich hints at an
interaction between pragmatics and prosqayssibly mediated by the syntax

but represemsta different grammatical objecAs is illustrated in §0) (taken

from Umbach 2004) a discoursanaphoric definitedescription loses its
referential force and its potential descriptive content is interpreted as an
apposition rather than as a (referential) restriction

(50 a. Hans hat sich neulich ein kleines HSuschen am Land gekauft
Hans recently bought a littleouse in the countryside
b. NSchstes Woarende will er diealteHYtte abréien
C. Next weekend he will tear down the old shed
d. Next weekend he will tear dowthe house whicks anold wrack

Depending on whether main stress falls on the direct objeoh the verb in
(50b), the direct objectlie alte Hiitte is either interpreted as new discourse
referent(cf. 50c) or asreferring back to the house, as is indicate(bd). With

the object stressed, the speaker informs the hearer via a standayiagbrid
relationthatthe small house in the counsige camewith an old (garden) shed
that the protagonist will tear down shortly. With the object unstressed, the

121n this aproach, the meaning of this functional head must be represented as a predicate that
relates individuals and contexts, where MSDR stands for-satisntdiscoursereferent:i.x
A.c MSDR (X, c).
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speaker informs the hearer that the acquired house in the countryside is in a
deplorable state (constitutes a wrack) and must be torn down.

This means that the content of the NP of a discourse anaphoric DP is
asserted and does not restrict the reference of the determiner. Very much like the
content of an appositive relative clause is asserted, that is to say, provides
additional information on a given DR rather than restricting the reference of its
head noun, as a restrictive relative clause does.

In (50), the descriptive content of the discourse-anaphorically used DP
takes on an expressive meaning (cf. Potts 2005). Potts (2005) proposes that
expressive meanings are allocated at a separate level of semantic representation.
But discourse anaphoric definite descriptions do not necessarily contribute only
expressive meaning. This is shown in the example (33) above as well as by the
following example. In (51a), a new female discourse referent is introduced. In
(51b), the speaker provides relevant information about this referent synoptically
with describing the circumstances of their meeting. This information about the
new discourse referent is simply added to the common ground of shared
propositions.

(51) a. John met a woman in the park
b. He bumped into the (good-looking) actress from London, while
jogging

Taking up once again the file card metaphor, we may conclude that the
descriptive content of an NP within a DP with referential force acts as restriction
on the referent and constitutes the address of a newly added file card, while the
descriptive content of an NP within a discourse anaphoric DP constitutes an
entry on an already established file card under the address of the appropriate
discourse antecedent.

Finally, let us have a look at the case in (52). While the definite
description der exzellente Physiker can be used discourse-anaphorically to refer
back to Hans in (52a), coreference between the discourse anaphoric expression
and the matrix subject in (52b) is excluded. The relevant reading is made
available in (52c), where the DP is interpreted as expressing a property of Hans,
with coreference being achieved by the pronominal within the added PP in ihm
that refers back to the matrix subject.

(52) Gestern hat Hans Maria zum ersten Mal ausgefiihrt.
Yesterday Hans took out Maria for the first time
a. Sie soll sich in den exzellenten Physiker verliebt haben.
She 1s reported to have fallen in love with the excellent physicist.

b. ?? Er hofft, dass sie sich in den exzellenten Physiker verliebt hat.
He hopes that she has fallen in love with the excellent physicist
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C. Er hofft, dass sie sicln den exzellenten Physiker in ihwerliebt
hat
He hopes that she has fallen in love with the excellent physicist in
him

The improved status of the parallel utterance with a pronoub2r) 6eems to
indicate that %2b) is ill-formed due to a vioteon of economy/the binding
theory. Note first that casdike (52b) are a prblem for a Reinhastype of
account. $ice the discourse anaphorinterpretation of théOP gives rise to a
different proposition than the parallel sentence using a bproruninstead of
it, as specified in (53ab) for the sentence iraf5Reinhart would predict5¢b)
to be okay.

(53) a. Shehas fallen in love with Hans which (by the way) isexcellent
physicist
b.  She has fallen in love with Hans.

In the presentaccoun, the ill-formedness of (32 can be explaineds a
violation of economy It seems natural to interpret the contribution of the
descriptive content of the NP within the discourse anaphoric DP as the €peaker
(additiona) description in (52). If the conent of the NP inthe discourse
anaphoric DP in (39 is interpreted as the speakerOs descriptionttiedd-

head ofembedded objecshould enter into an antecedent relation witie
functionalheadFge, in the Gdomain ofthe matrix clause, crossing theatrix
subject. This is clearly ruledut by minimality/economy thatequires the
establishment of enore economicabinding relationbetween the matrix subject
and the embedded objeunstead as in(52c).

At this point, one may ask the questimhy the nominal desciption in
(52b) cannot be interpreted as the description ofeiimbeddedpeakeDHans?

In this case, the discoursmaphor could enter into a relation with the local C
domain, only crossing over the disjoint local subghetwhich wouldnot lead to
a violation of economy.

More data have to be checked to see whether this could be an option in
grammar in principle. It would require that embeddeddihains also contain an
ordered set of discourse referenp®ssibly copied from the matrix-@main
(also see section 5.3 below for further discussibmjhis case, however, this is
irrelevant, since the nominal description cannot be interpreted in the embedded
clause for independent reasons. If indeed therigitise content of the nominal
within a discourse anaphoric definite description is interpreted as an assertion, it
must be interpreted with respect to the actual speaker and cannot be interpreted
within the scope of an attitudinal verb likeope as is illustrated54). Such a
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reading is ot possible and is excluded by the principle 55)( adaptedrom
Green (2000).

(54) %Hans hopes that she has fallen in love with him and that he is an
excellent physicist

(550 Embedded Force Exclusion:
If ! is either a part of speech or a sentence,! acahtains some indicator
f of assertivdorce, then does not embed.

Since the descriptive content thie nominal embedded in a discourse anaphoric
definite description is asserted and interpretethénmatrix clause, the discourse
anaphoric interpretation of its determiner must be licensed by being anchored to
the matrix Gdomain leadingto a violation of the mimnality condition on
coreference, while it is not clear how these facts could be exglamea
Reinharitype of approach.

Finally let us address the question why names and definite description can
be used as discourse anaphors but resist binding. Note that this question
becomes relevant sincemames and definite descriptionssed as discoues
anaphorslose their referential force ansince we havealso dispensed with
Principle C ofthe binding heory. In the present account, the answer must be
that these categories resist bindisigpce th@ nominal head has inherent formal
featureswhich ae shared wh the determiner Yo agreement (cf. Longobardi
1994. Thus the Dhead with names and definite descriptions is never featureless
as we have assumed bound pronouns are. Thus we can assume the following
corollary about bound pronouria (56) (cf. dso KratzerOs 2008otion of
minimal pronouns).

(56) Corollary about the relation between binder and bindee:
A bound pronoun must have all its features valued by its antecedent

To summarize, let us briefly discuss homvalid referential possibilitiesare
excluded in a standard casecombining a name-commanded by a pronoun,
like in (57), in this approach

(57) *Hex admires John

First, binding is impossible since the name has inherent feandethus cannot
be fully valued by its antecedent. $ad, a separate referential act by the name
is excluded by the economy condition on coreferenc&€® ébove. Third, a
discourse anaphoric interpretation of the name is excluded by minimality.
conclusion, the difference between a bound pronoun anstawtse anaphor in
the present approach boils down to a difference in the interpretation !of its
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features: they are uninterpretable with bound pronouns, but interpretable with
discourse anaphors. With bound pronouns they derive from an -fgjed®n

with a syntactic antecedent, with coreferent pronouns #neythere from the
outset, hence present in the numeration.

5.3 On the interpretation of referential expressionan embedded contexts

In this section, | would like todiscuss the different interpegtons that
referential expressions in embedded contexts may lgefere that, | would
like to briefly discuss the parallelism betwe@As and pronouns that refer to
the speaker or the hearer in the present account.

Indexicals of first and second persand discourse anaphors have in
common that they lack refereaitforce In the present approacimdexicalsof
first and second persaimus will alsorequire a syntactic binder, that ithe
presence oh functional head thdicenses them. Tésefunctiond head must
then trigger access to two separattices of the contexhamely the one fathe
speaker anthe one for thdwearer(rather than to the set of given DR is the
case with discoursanaphoric expressions)rhis implies that the actual
promouns do not denote the speaker or the addressee themselves but only
presuppose that there is a speaker and an addressee. In other thayds
presuppose/require the presence of the respective functional head since it is
these functional headbat expresshe relevant interpretains (cf. Sigurdsson
2011) Thus, | propose thahesefunctional headsienote a predicate relating
individuals and context$x ! c speaker (x,c) anidk ! c addressee (x,c).

Let us now look at the interpretation of referential expressions in attitude
reports.Sentences that report what someone desires, hopes or dreams about car
do so in different modes. The best known distinctietween different modes of
reporting is the one betweee reandde dicto On thede dictoreading of (58),
Gianni has an attitude towards whoever happens to win the specific beauty
context. On thale re reading of (58), Gianni has an attitude towardgpecific
individual (theres), say,Maria, who we know has just won the relevant beauty
contest On thede dictoreading the definite description clearly constisui@
embedded RA. On thae rereading, the descriptive content of tthefinite DP
in (58), is interpreted in the matrix clause as constituting the speakerOs
decription of Maria, parallel to the discourse anaphoric use of the definite
description in (52b) above. Can we thus assume that an embedded DP
interpretedde reconstitutes A? The intepretation of the definite description
in (59) shows that this is indeed corrdet.(59), the speaker gives the hearer
additional information about the DRaria, while specifying GianniOs attitude
towards Maria. Ofcourse,the definite description in (5%Iso has ale dicto
reading thats irrelevant for our purposes here.
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(58) Gianni wants to date the winner of the Miss Italy contest
(59) Maria is a beautiful young woman. Thus, Gianni wants to date the winner
of the Miss Italy contest

(58) and (59) onl differ in the respect that while the discourse antecedent is
established in the preceding clause in (59), the respective discourse antecedent
must be accommodated in the input common ground, on the basis of which (58)
is evaluated. In particular, we cassume that the descriptive content of the
discourse anaphoric definite description in (58) serves to specify the
acquaintance relatioffcf. Lewis 1979)hat the speaker holds with respect to the
res. In the present account, specifying thecatled acquaitance relation is
equivalent to specifying the respective discourse antecedent, that is to say, the
relevant RA that a referential expressiondts de rereading connects tdn

other wordsthe definite description in (58) is RA thatis linked to a @inctional

head in the @lomain of the matrix clause.

It is often argued that DPs interpreted recannot be analysed as DAs,
since also quantificational expressions allow fatearereading(cf. Schlenker
2003. It is clear that the quantified expressitself may not function as a DA,
but it may contain a DAas in the example (60) below, discussed in detail in
Maier (2011). Maier (2011) pwides a context in which the skiption a
woman from South Caroling interpretedde dictoand takes wide scopmver
the quantified expressioavery Red Socks play&rich is interpretedie re
Maier (2011) convincingly arguehat this scope paradox (cf. BSuet®83) is
resolved if the set quantified over by the universal quantifier, namely the set of
Red Socks layers, is a DA.

(60) George thinks a woman from South Carolina loves every Red Socks
player.

On the other hand, it should be clear from the discussion of example (52b) in the
previous section that not every referential expression interpdetedis a DA.
If the expression interpretede re has a syntactic antecedent in the matrix
clause, the DA is illicit and replaced with a minimal pronaince the syntactic
antecedent would constitute a more local binder provided that the same
interpretation candobtainedvith a minimal pronoun

Let us briefly discuss Percus and SauerlandOs (2003) puzzle involving
guantified reports in mixede re / de seontexts, to work out the difference
between reportsle reand reportsde se and the special role that DAs&ve in
these reportdt has been proposed thatla sebelief is just a special kind &
de re belief, in which the acquaintance relation happens to be the identity
relation. In other words a belide ses a conscious beliefe reabout oneself.

The enario is a bit complicated and discussed in detail in Maier (2011).
During the beauty contest Elisa, Maria and Mathilde see their latest photoshoot.
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Elisa takes a look and sobs, “I can’t make it. It is over for me”. Her de sebelief
can be reported as in (6la). Maria and Mathilde instead, not lacking self-
confidence and not recognizing themselves in their photos, but not liking what
they are seeing, exclaim: “She looks awful. She will be eliminated for sure.”
Without realizing it, Maria and Mathilde express de rebeliefs about themselves
which can be reported as given in (61bc).

(61) a. Elisa thinks she will be eliminated
b. Maria thinks she will be eliminated
C. Mathilde thinks she will be eliminated

Note that in such a mixed de re/ de sescenario (62a) is felicitous: every girl has
a (de re) belief that she herself should be eliminated. Percus and Sauerland note
that (62b) is false, because Elisa thinks about herself (de se) that she should be
eliminated.

(62) a. Each girl thinks she will be eliminated
b. No girl thinks she will be eliminated

Now, Elisa is indeed voted out leaving a situation in which just Maria and
Mathilde are left. In this reduced context (62a) is still true, but also (62b)
becomes true. This implies, as Percus and Sauerland argue, that de seis more
than just one among the many possible de rebeliefs about the self: all three
beliefs in the above scenario are de re but only Elisa’s de sebelief can falsify
the negative report.

How can we explicate the difference between a report de seand a report
de re In the present account, the LF of the de rereading of (62a) can be given
as in (63a). While the LF of the de sereading of (62b) is given as in (63b).

(63) a. every x girl(x) 3 y givenDR(y) [x thinks that y will be eliminated
& S knows x=y |
b. no x [girl (x) & x thinks x will be eliminated]

The crucial element in the LF in (63a) is the presence of a given DR the girl on
the photothat y is connected with (for the de re interpretation of (61a), the
respective DR is Elisa itself). In other words, shein (61bc) is analysed as a DA
that despite minimality is licensed by a functional head in the matrix C-domain,
since it gives rise via the description the girl on the photao a possible de re
ascription.

Note, however, that the LF-representation in (63b) incorrectly proposes
that an expression interpreted de seis directly bound by an antecedent in the
matrix clause. That expressions interpreted de Seare primarily linked to the
speaker of the embedded context in speech reports or to the author of the
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embedded context for othattitudinal verbs is implicated by the use of a special
class of pronouns, callddgophoric pronouns imany language&f. Clements
1975, Sells 1987). In these languages a distinct set of logophonoyns exists
for the sole purpose of referring @n antecedent whose speech, thoughts,
feelings or general s&tof consciousness are reportddhese pronounsre
strictly interpretedie se.

It is argued most forcefully in Schlenker (@8) that referetial
expressions interpretedt se including logophoric pronouns are linked to the
embedded context. In our approach, this implies that these expressions are
licensed by a functional head in the embeddedb@ain with the interpretation
ax acO author (x,cO), where cO refers to the embedded. ¢tmaever, this
functionalheaditself is licensed (linked to) a functional head that introduces the
attitude holder in the matrix clause. In other words, the interpretdéica is
composed of de dicto part, namely the predicate author (x, cO), afid-apart
which ascribes as the value of this predicate the attitude holder deriving the
correct semantics afe se interpretations: while the attitude holdeaynnot be
aware of his own ideity (for instance that his name is John), he is necessarily
aware of he identity betweethe attitude holder and the author of the embedded
context.

This account ofle se interpretation is further supported by the observation
that there a similar binding asymmetry between pronelns andde re, as
there is betwen DAs and bound pronouns. Percus and Sauerland (2003) observe
that no obligatoryle se anaphor can be-commanded by de re counterpart,
while we have seen in this paper that no discourse anaphor casoberanded
by a coreferent referential expressiénrthermore, as with discourse anaphors,
this intervention effect is obviated, that is, an object can be interpfetedif
the intervening subject in the embedded clause has a quantificational or focus
effected interpretation (cf. Anand 2007). Thisglism speaks for a common
treament of DAs and pronouns inpetedde se, in my opinion, in terms of a
(primary) licensing relation to a functional head in the relevado@ain.

5.4 Open ends and questions for further research

We have seen that thodeictic pronouns (of first and second person) and third
person pronouns can be used as bound pronouns which are devoid of any
features and a@SAs when they are endowed with formal features which serve to
discriminate between potential discourse antetesd# seems that anaphors,

that is, reflexive and reciprocal pronouare special in that they can only be
used as bound pronouns indicating that they are inherently featureless or
minimal pronouns in the sense of KratzZ2009.
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However, there are casef syntactic anaphors in main clauses which are
interpreted discoursanaphorically, as is illustrated i64) and (6% below™
Note that the bound pronoun intezfaton of the reflexies in (64) and (65
would give rise tothe presuppositions given (®4b) and (6b) respectively,
which are not warranted in their conteRather 64a) means that even Adauer
voted for Adenauer and (b means that only Adenauer did not vote for
Adenauer. How is this possible?

(64) a. Die meisten Abgeordneten haben Adenauer gestimmt
Most representatives have voted for Adenauer
Selbst Adenauer hat fYr sich gestimmt
Even Adenauer has voted for himself

b. % alsothe other members of the parliament voted for themselves

(65) a. Fast alle Mitglieder haben fYr Adeuer gestimmt.
Almost all members have voted for Adenauer
Nur Adenauer hat nicht fYr sich gestimmt
Only Adenauer did not vote for himself

b. % all other members voted for themselves

One wayof accounting forthese readings in (64) and j6lould be to assume
that thereflexive pronouns in (64) and (b&are ambiguous betwa a minimal
pronoun and a DAIt has been observed that long distance reflexives in
embedded contexts are interpretiedse(cf. Huang & Liu 2001)suggesting that
they areinterpreted as being licensed by a head in the loedab@ain.The two
reading of the anaphor can thdxe represented, as given in &, respectively.

(66) a.  Selbst/ nur Adenauehat fYr sich gestimmt
| |
b.  Fgven Selbsinur Adenauehat fYr sich gestimmt
| |

This account, of course, raises the question of when to use a pronoun and when
to use an anaphor to establish a discearsphoic reading.In the present
context, the use of a pronoun should be preferred, since it does not give rise to
ambiguity as the use of an anaphor ddeswever, as ned above, in the
context of (64) and (65 the interpretation as Bcal anaphoris excluaed,
leaving both options as virtually unambiguolwill have to leave this issue for
further research.

3 This was pointed out to me by Hubert Haider during a prasientof this papeat the meeting of the Austrian
Society of Linguistics in Salzburg 2009.
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So far, the standard assumption within GB and the principles and
parameters framework has been that anaphors probably lack (referential)
features, while pronominals are endowed with (referential) features. If the
present approach is correct, then pronominals may contain ¢-features if used as
DAs or lack them if used as bound pronouns and also anaphors may lack o-
features if used as bound pronouns or contain them if used as DAs (as in the
case of long distance anaphors).

This raises the question of how to distinguish between anaphors and
pronominals. In the present approach, anaphors and pronominals can only be
distinguished in the following way. Anaphors (putting long distance anaphor to
the side) typically relate to the closest binder, while pronominals would skip the
closest binder. Since binding relations by default are local, we can assume that
anaphors are grammatically unmarked. Pronominals, on the other hand, would
be marked in the lexicon as obviating binding by the closest functional head
(that agrees with the verb) and hence must be interpreted as being disjoint from
the local subject in the clause. While these observations are rather preliminary
and are still in need of further argumentation, they can be taken as an initial step
towards replacing the standard Binding Principles A and B within the approach
to binding advocated in this paper. However, exploring this issue any further
goes beyond the scope of this paper.

6 Conclusions

I have argued in this paper that the use of referential expressions is subject to
pragmatic and grammatical conditions. In particular, I have argued that the
assumption of a functional head that triggers access to the set of given DRs and
acts as A-binder of discourse anaphoric pronouns enables a simple explanation of
the availability of discourse anaphoric interpretations. This move allows for a
complete omission of indices as well as for the dispension with cross-
derivational comparisons necessary in a Reinhart-type of approach. In
conclusion, the use of referential expressions follows from economy conditions
in the syntax and from economy conditions that derive from the differences in
feature structure of minimal pronouns, DAs and fully referential expressions.
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83). Importantly, the latter is not part of the extended projection of the head
noun. For concreteness, I put PossP in Spec,DP:

(7)  "H$NS&N$!*+!,+-+($%+.

DP
/\
PossP D’
/\ /\
possessor Poss D XP
| | |
"l /&Il 1 HINEQ(

Although I will devote some attention to a direct comparison between the
proposals in (6) and (7), I will concentrate on the detailed discussion of (7). In
the course of this discussion, I will flesh out PossP in (7) in various ways for
both the SGC and the PDC.

The three main claims of this paper can be summarized as follows:

(i)  possessive heads (Poss) are predicates that take the possessor as an
internal argument and assign case to it

(i1))  these multi-component possessives form constituents inside the
matrix DP

(ii1)) possessive heads build extended projections

The first two claims go back to Anderson (1983-84). The third claim is based on
more recent work (Leu 2008, Roehrs 2005b). Below I provide arguments for all
three claims. Since the third claim is more recent, I briefly outline two
arguments in the introduction. These points serve to lend some initial credence
to the third claim.

The first argument derives from the solution to an interesting puzzle.
Specifically, as is well known, possessive heads can be of different lexical
categories. To name just two, they can be adjectival and prepositional. Now,
although possessive heads may involve different lexical categories, they all have
the same basic possessive semantics. [ will propose that an abstract, categoriless
root (V) forms the possessive head at the bottom of the tree. Immediately



#

$U&' ()*' (+#*,-#) .-*)0*#,1)$2#* 1/ 1H)H8)* 1 +% /B 1*1/&' ((+#,1)$#562#7,'0 #
819'0)883#-:10";'1-#*,1#:%--1--'<1#/%R)HE@HABBD>H#E' () 8SRZU S (+#% (#
* 1HF ($HY0)*1+%/8:10"; 3'(+#,1)$2F, 1#*%: &Y%-*#, 13890 #* 1#19*1 ($1$#
/%G 1098 31 <)/3>HEYo/#' (-*) (01 2HEH#&) 3#-*) (BB 10*' Vo (DH 7S G 10*'<) 8#
1%--1--'<1>#5%&: )/ 1D #*9ptBH

#

=B % EK¢ # # #  ># H(8K

/\ /\

EH HHHBEMHE # # H(® #HHHBBM W

¥ OB F~# # # T
HIHHEBHEE HH 8 #  HHHHBOHEH B

¥ OO# # B~ #  #  #

B HHHHRRE H0--1--Yolt #  HHHREE #%--1--Y

H OHHHHHH

L #109%($#)/+P&149%6/#1 9% 1 ($1$#:/%G 10%'% (-#%:#: Yo- L <1 /%6 &#

89%6<1&1 (%) 0*-FH#T'88#)/+ LBV TH)*#K Yo--K# @2#:81-, 1$HY P*#(Yo TH}H#=ID2

)-1 4-1(LI)* 1$HBY TH' (1, L#(Y6P (#: /)~ 1#)($H#O) (HP ($1/+%6# &% R HSAR(HH o1t

* 1H81 Of#-#)00%P (*-#:%/4#*, LABH: Y- A% & () 8#:%--1--'<1-# (#td DH#) (R4

| D>HEP/*, 1/8%/1 247 88#86--1--'<1#, 1) $#) (S#* 19%-- 1--%/#0) (H&Y%< 1#
($1:1($1(*83#%;#1)0 H#o6* (LBLH* 1#19% 1 (S1$#:/%G LOFWR++1-*1$4. 34 #

& 1% /H# &) +1B F1'-* P+ Uo(-#'(#=".D#) (B! DZ 1# ($'<'$P)8#0%&: % (1 (*-#

0)((Yo*#P ($L/+IRH19%/) 0 Yol P*H#Yo HEKE. 3HL*/) ($'(+ #, 1#%* 1/#

0%8&:% (1 (#%#. 1#081)/H2RT/'<'(+#*,1#$':: 1/1 (*#819'0)8#0) L +8%0:#

0f0--1--'<1-#) ($#19:8)'((+HOL/*)' (#/1-*/'0%Yo(-H% (#8%6 <1 (LB 1 #-Yo & 1#

(%) 8H)+P &L (*)* Yo (#:; Yol #:%--1--'<1-#)-#19% 1 (S1$H#: /% CHE* Ut /$#08) &

). Y<T#

# QUoH-PEHP:#* - # (X %SPOFHHD: 1/#;%0P-16(#, 110%&: %-"+'% () 84) ($#
$'-*/'. P*06()88%&&Y6() 8™ B/6:#:%0--1--' <DUP*'(+#)-'$18) (3 #(*1/1-* (+#
8)(+P)+1:10"'0#$";:1/1 (0126 88H%<'$1#)#68%+1 (% P-#-*/PO*P/)8#)00%P (*#
0ok, 140) 9% (H#S 1 (*' <1#5%(-*/PO*'% (#) ($#*, 1H#K Yo--1--%6/#6%P. 8' (+#5% (-*/PO* % (>#
T(8'FL#*, 1#-*)($)/$H)00%P (*2#H#T' AHYGHR 1 7#-*/PO*P/) 8#:/%: Y47) 8/ 1#
10fo--1--'<1-#%/ & 9% 1 (S1$#:/% G L0 % (-# (H*, 1'1#Y% T (#1'+ *#) ($#)-#-PO, 2#* 13#:%/&#
0%(-**P1 (0, 1#0%&&Y6()8'*' 1-#;%688% 7#:/% &#* 1#-) & 1#' (*1/()8#-3(*)0* O#



#

$9%& (%' &)+ 1#%-)HBLSS 1$% 1(#3* & 11D, #80 4: 00.5# 48 #144) &)+ Yot
6.87-.0.21(*0#&)*018*% 1. +$#.+#%0-)HE&4*()9

B ) TFT)@ASH.&2%+18), #*$#4.00.5$<H*4%)&H2131+2#$. 6)#*&2'6) +%$HY6-+ Vb
7.39)$$13)$H Q)HIHABL)&HT . $1% 1 O RHEI0-)#7 8.7 S+ OEL&F#) %* 109#

@) (%L1 +H#"#78.31,)$H#$.6)#)31,)+(#1+#4*3 . &# SV YIBEY . $$)SSL3) SH(.+%* L +#

)* SR+ HE) (Y61, 1S (D) SHS. 6)#+& 2'6) +%0$HY-*YoH T . 1+%6# 1 +#%-)H$*6)#, 18) (%1
A)4.&)H>HE'66* & 18)H%-)H6* L+#A41+, 1+ 2 ST AHRAHIHH $('SEBEHT . %0)+% 1+ 04
(.'+90)&*&2'6) +%$H#% #%-)#T &) )+ Vo +ASPOAS #8451+ 2#% -+ Yot % YR# Bt
(+(0'$13)H

#

#

"# $%&'&()%

#

>+#%6-)#A18&SYot T* &Y . AH Y- 1$HS) BRD. BB TN BT .$3) SBAB) $#
(.67.+)+%$#%-)&) B #+.%H# 1 +#BHC %t SN Q)& H T S 1BBDIEYo=#>#

)3)0.7 #62#78.7.$*04%-*%#7.$$)$$13)$#C'10,#)E%)+,) #7&.F) (% B#E9#G 1+*00?=
78&.31,)#$.6)#*82'6) +YoSHAYBI & . 7.$*AC& L) AQBT*& 1+ 2H%- ) H+ )5t '+ %6100 #
00-)HSYo*+ *& H*+*0R$1$9

#

2.1.  Possessive Components are not in D

#

$SEQH\ SURSRVHV EXW XOWLPDWHOV3GLVSU

SHLAHYO-YH@*E. +#H)+1% 1 BAHPLA Y D #1541+ H#BSHA 196 $#5) 00#5 1%-#%-)#
$Yo*+,*& HH+0 2HLIBL=H5-) &IH* CY0&*(Yo#*5* P4 A& . 6#%-)#T . $$1C101% 2#%-+%#C.Y
7.$9)$$. 84+ H##*3) #6.3) #%.4%-)#BN)3) Gt

#

#

P T A R
H#-)HS 2+ ER. A% - #(*S) $# 1+#%-)#6* 1+#%) EY%#1$#N ' 1%)#,144) &) +%#4&. 6#M.$3)$$. &#O* 151+
|.+$%&' (%1.+$#I4.&#&)()+%#, 1$('$$ 1. +HER)) D)0, # QRRS=#4&. 6#5-1(-#%-)#4.00.51+2#
F00'6H# LSHY* TH#HL<
JIL.  Tim hat der Nachbarin das Auto gewaschen¥ # JH)&6*+i#
;16#-*$#%/BU; #)12-C. &HHH#HY0 - # (* &H#HHHE*S-),
M7LP ZDVKHG WKH#QHLJKERUYV FDU 1
VA4H%-)#6*+2#1+%)& 7&)%*% 13)#*+,#,1$3%&1C' % 1. +*0#,144) &) +()$=#>#6) +% 1. +#F $%#%5.<#%
7.33)$3. &#1$#'+,)&$%.. #*$#C)+)4*(% 13)#.&#6*0) 4* (IB)RBA#T0) 6) + Yo $#$' (g&sbeh n#
M\HVWHUGD\Y PD\ LQWHUYHQH EHWZHHQ WKH SRWWHVVRU D



44

9) a. 0 D U ¥/ car

| |
ODU\ TV QelwF H

However, considering overt distributional evidence from certain varieties of
Scandinavian, (10a-c), one notices that possessives may co-occur with definite
articles:

(10) a. Karins "# stora bilen (Finland Swedish)
.DULQYV WK-bBEF ELJ FDU
H.DULQYYV ELJ FDUY

(Santelmann 1993: fn. 19)
b. naboens I"# stribede kat (Danish)
neighbor-DEF § e striped cat
MKMH QHLJKERUYV WDEE\ FDWY
(Delsing 2003: 26)
c. minn $## KYDVVL KMUUU (Old Icelandic)
my the sharp sword
HP\ VKDUS VZRUGY
(Wessén 1970: 49, Heusler 1932: 126)

It is unlikely that articles as heads are adjoined to the phrase containing the
adjective (cf. (9b)). Rather, it is standardly assumed that articles are in D. If so,
the possessive including -s cannot be in D. Furthermore, possessives can also
occur lower in the structure, namely between the determiner and the head noun.

In fact, they can surface on either side of the same adjective:
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Discussing the Saxon Genitive Construction (SGC) in English, Anderson
makes a distinction between concrete and abstract nouns (this basically
corresponds to my non-theta and theta nouns). She proposes that the former type
involves a lexical possessive head ( §)which projects a Possessive Phrase
(PossP) and assigns case and a theta role to the possessor (cf. the structure in (7)
again). In contrast, Anderson argues that it is the abstract/theta noun itself that
assigns a theta role to the possessor and 9 ¥ simply inserted to assign case. The
latter option does not involve a PossP. As such, possessives with non-theta and
theta nouns do not involve the same structure.

KLOH , ZLOO IROORZ PDQ\ DVSHFWV RI $QGHUV
from her in certain ways. For instance, I will propose that possessives with both
non-theta and theta nouns involve PossP and, in addition, more structure.
Furthermore, I will extend her analysis to the Possessor Doubling Construction
(PDC) (for the latter parallelism, see, e.g., Fiva 1985, Krause 1999, and also
Weil3 2008). Consider this in more detail.

Both the SGC, (16a-b), and the PDC, (16c¢-d), consist of two clearly
separable elements: head-like pronouns like se, {,Vhr, or G %td phrasal

possessors like Marie, Mary, der Maria, or Mieke:

(16) a. Marie se boek (West Flemish)
(Haegeman 2003: 221)
b. 0 D U\ fp¥ok (English)
C. (der) Maria ihr Buch (German)
the Mary her book
d. OLHNH GTU ERHN (Dutch)

Mary her book
(de Schutter 1994: 459, Verhaar 1997: 93)

With Anderson (1983-84), I propose that possessives are complex structures.
They involve a PossP, which consists of a head labeled Poss and a complement
to the right, the possessor. To be precise, I claim that the head Poss is a
predicate that takes the possessor as its sole argument. However, I assume that
the possessive head does not only involve a PossP but also involves more
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(20) \%
/\
\% T[past,-ed]
/\
\/KICK [v,0]

This categorization of roots is argued to hold for open-class vocabulary items.
Here, I would like to extend this proposal to other elements, specifically the
possessive heads, where there is good evidence for different lexical categories.
Assuming that each individual part projects a phrase, we wind up with extended
projections, similar to regular adjectives and demonstratives.

In more detail, I propose that the possessive head Poss involves a
category-neutral root at the bottom of the tree. Immediately on top is a category-
determining head (CD) that specifies the lexical category of the root. Finally,
the functional head (F) at the very top may vary with the lexical category of the
lower part of the structure. Consider the general structure in (21a). To be more
concrete, (21a) can most straightforwardly be fleshed out with adjectival
possessives such as German seinige ‘his’ in (21b): sein- ‘his-’ is the root, -ig- is
the category-determining head, and -e is an inflectional head. I assume for now

but argue later that the possessor is the null argument pro:

(21) a. FP b. InflP
/\ /\
F CDP Infl CDPap;
T~ e T~
CD P CDapy P
/\ ‘ig‘ /\
Vposs  possessor \ possessor
sein- pro

To bring about the final form in (21b), the root undergoes head movement via
CD to F. For expository purposes, I will, for the most part, not distinguish
between CDP and VP in the remaining discussion collapsing them into PossP
and I will not be specific about the different instantiations of FP. The main point
here was to argue that the different lexical categories of possessives can be
captured by category-defining heads, which results in extended projections.
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element and "#$'° For instance, %"#$his’ consists of %and "#$ I will categorize
%as a demonstrative-like element."'

Turning to the PDC, &""'( appears in front of %"#8mportantly, there is
no change on either the possessive pronoun itself or the adjective. I illustrate
this with the masculine nominative singular:

(23) a.  OR"HS)*+T{IIINL *

Peter his cold-ST.NOM juice

Before I related the PDC in (23b) to the simple possessive pronoun in (23a) in
detail, I compare the PDC and the SGC in two aspects.

10 A reviewer points out that the possessive components of the pronouns . /"#$‘my’, 0/"#$
‘your(sg.informal)’, and %6'#3$his’ appear elsewhere in German: . /#12me/myself’, 0/#12
‘you/yourself’, and %#12himself’. Second, the remaining possessive pronouns (i.c., #2(
‘her/their/your(formal)’, 3$%"(our’, and "3"( ‘your(pl.informal)’) involve feminine and
plural forms. Similar to other nominal elements in German, they pattern together.
Specifically, they form a different set in that these pronouns cannot be neatly parsed into
subparts. For this second set, I assume that the possessive element and "#$undergo Fusion
bringing about opaque surface forms. Finally, assuming that inflections involve a separate
head in syntax, they will not undergo this Fusion. As such, only the stem forms between the
two sets of possessive pronouns differ but not their inflections (cf. the masculine dative forms
U'HF". ‘his’ vs. #2(". ‘her’).

' Possessive pronouns seem to be hybrid in character. As Sternefeld (2008a: 221) points out,
they may assign case like certain adjectives do (see section 3.2). In contrast, their word order
properties are similar to those of demonstratives, as seen above. Furthermore, Roehrs (2013a)
argues that irregular demonstrative forms can be explained by Fusion. In the previous
footnote, I suggested something similar for a certain set of possessive pronouns.

In view of these sets of properties, the question arises if there is a category-defining
head in the possessive structure and if so, what it is. There are two options: either there is
such a head but it does not categorize the root strictly allowing for the hybrid properties, (ia).
Alternatively, there is no such head, (ib):

Hn a [rp F [cop O [ %]

b. [rp F [op %]
As far as I can tell, the evidence for a null category-defining head is, at best, meager. To
maintain structural simplicity, I will assume (ib) and classify possessive elements like %as
demonstrative-like. More generally, this might imply that there are category-inherent
possessive elements (e.g., %'#$‘his’) and category-derived ones (e.g., %"#¥4" ‘his’).
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First, consider adjectives following the SGC. As can be observed in (24),
the presence of the possessive does not make a difference with regard to the
endings on the adjective:

(24) a. (Peters) kalter Saft

Peter’s cold-ST.NOM juice

b. durch (Peters) kalten Saft
through Peter’s cold-ST.ACC juice

C. von (Peters) kaltem Saft
of Peter’s cold-ST.DAT juice

d. trotz (Peters) kalten Saftes
despite.of Peter’s cold-WK juice-GEN

More generally, possessives in German, be they simple possessive pronouns, the
PDC, or the SGC, do not have an influence on adjectival inflection. There is a
second similarity between possessives containing overt possessors.

The possessor in both the SGC and the PDC has case. This can be
illustrated with the dative:

(25) a. der froys  auto (Yiddish)
the-DAT woman’s car
b. dem  Mann sein Auto (German)
the-DAT man his car

It is clear that the noun does not assign dative in either Yiddish or German. I
propose that the possessive head assigns case to its argument, the possessor.
Assuming that case assignment is a matter of heads, there is evidence then for
the presence of a head inside the possessive. In other words, theta-role
assignment coincides with case assignment inside the possessives. Given this
proposal, the connection between these semantic and morpho-syntactic aspects
avoids the assumption of “optional” case assignment with non-theta possessum
nouns:
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(27) a. [rp Peter s-]einp Buch
Peter his book
b. [rp pro s-] einp Buch
his book
c. [P SBHWHUY BV®
3 HWH U fbWok
d.* [eppro 1V @ Biich
TV book

It is interesting to point out that a definite determiner in the appropriate form
can be added before the possessor in German in (27a), yielding dem Peter sein
Buch, but not in (27¢). Krause (1999: 203) proposes that -s and the possessive
pronoun are allomorphs. In simplified terms, if the possessor is phrasal, Poss is
spelled out as sein, (27a-b); if the possessor is head-like, Poss is spelled out as -
s, (27¢). In what follows, I will be more specific about the structures and
derivations involved in (27).

I argued above that possessives involve extended projections. I illustrate
the SGC and the PDC with the German PDC in (28a). The proposed underlying
structure for pronominal possessives is given in (28b):

(28) a. Peter sein Buch (German)
Peter his book
H3SHWHUTV ERRNY

b. Extended Projection of Possessives (Simplified)

FP
/\
F PossP
/\
Poss complement
S- Peter

I propose that all possessives have this (simplified) underlying structure. As
such, I make the strongest and theoretically, most interesting claim. Divergences
from this structure are taken to hold on the surface only.
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unanalyzed words, it is not clear what would motivate this difference in position
and why the distribution could not be the other way around. To motivate the
different positions of the possessive pronouns, the standard account would also
have to posit that possessive pronouns are composite forms where the
possessive element itself can be of different sizes.

More generally, this subsection has shown that the proposal that
possessives involve extended projections and possessive pronouns are
composite forms explains a number of phenomena. In the next subsection, I
provide more arguments that possessives form extended projections briefly
showing that the new proposal fares better than the standard analysis.

2.4. Two Arguments for the New Structure

First, the assumption of an extended projection explains certain agreement facts.
If one compares a noun phrase involving a possessive pronoun to one headed by
a pronominal determiner (e.g., Postal 1966), one can construct another argument
in favor of possessives being complex projections. While the verb and the
reflexive anaphor agree with the pronominal determiner and the third-person
possessive pronoun, (34a-b), they do not with the first-person possessive

pronoun, (34c¢):

(34) a. Ich armer Lehrer habe mich immer gedrgert. (German)

I poor teacher have REFL.1.sg always be-angry

H, SRRU WHDFKHU ZDV DOZD\V DQJU\ ¢
b. Sein armer Lehrer hat sich immer gedrgert.

his poor teacher has REFL.3.sg always be-angry

H+LV SRRU WHDFKHU ZDV DOZD\V DQJU\ ¢
C. Mein armer Lehrer hat sich immer gedrgert.

my poor teacher has REFL.3.sg always be-angry

HO\ SRRU WHDFKHU zZDV DOzZD\V DQJU\ ¢

Similar facts hold for data in the second person.
These agreement facts follow if one assumes that the person feature of the
relevant element percolates up to DP and then enters into an agreement relation
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the possessive and the remainder of the noun phrase, I conclude that the pre-
nominal "#$-phrase forms a constituent with the possessum nominal, (41a).*° In
fact, the "#$-phrase is outside the DP proper, assuming that the quantifier %&&'
‘all’ in (41b) and (41c¢) is higher than the DP (for more arguments, see also
Roehrs 2013b):

(41) a. [ #$!)*'+1,%-1./01 ]1%2'"301!4'&'-'$
of Peter the book havel read

‘I have read Peter’s book.’

b. "HP1)*+15%&&'BH&&!,3'81.901 '+
of Peter all / all the books
‘all (of) Peter’s books’

c. 7% %&&'"#$!)*'+3'1.901'+
all of Peter the books

Note that if the "#$-phrase is outside the DP proper and recalling the typical
complementary distribution of the determiner and the possessive in German,
then it is not surprising to find both elements at the same time in (40b).*' In fact,
assuming that the "#$-phrase is base-generated outside the DP, my proposal is
compatible with the presence of both a definite and an indefinite determiner.
For the sake of argument, let us assume for a moment that the "#$-phrase
has undergone movement from a position inside the DP. With a definite article
present, cf. (40b), this DP is definite and movement out of it should be degraded
(e.g., Bowers 1988). However, the example is fully grammatical. Furthermore,
movement through Spec,DP should leave a copy behind presumably triggering

2% A similar point can be made with possessives in Spec,CP of an embedded clause (data are
from Fortmann 1996: 118):
(1) a. %-11-%4-*1] [--'$L+/'+  ]'+1%$4'+/<'$!1198*
what say you whose brother he called has
‘Whose brother do you say he has called?’
b. %-11-0%4-*1) ["#$!;=111"$L+/'+  ]'+1%$4'+/<'$!198*

what say you of whom the brother he called  has
*! In other words, this analysis allows us to avoid issues related to a doubly-filled DP. The
only potential violation of this constraint in German is the current analysis of composite
possessive pronouns involving a possessive element supported by '3$. However, I argued
above that the two underlyingly separate elements get spelled out as one. If one takes the
Doubly-filled DP filter as a post-syntactic phenomenon, then this does not pose a problem.
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C. beiden  Doktor sein  Haus (Texas German)™*
at the-Acc doctor his-ACC house
‘at the doctor’s house’
(Eikel 1967: 94; Weil3 2008: 383)

Like the complements of prepositions and adjectives, the possessors may appear
in the dative, genitive, and accusative case. Note that all these case patterns can
basically be replicated by the other possessive constructions. To save space, this
1s not shown here (but see Roehrs 2005b: 124-125).

As far as [ am aware, these different morphological cases on the
possessors do not co-relate with (consistent) differences in interpretation. In
other words, all examples in (46) involve the same (possessive) semantics. Also,
all examples involve the same lexical category (pronominal, i.e., demonstrative-
like). Recalling that possessors are proposed to be the internal arguments of
possessive heads, the similarities in argument structure and case-assignment
between prepositions, adjectives, and possessive pronouns follow from their
similar analysis in terms of extended projections.

Besides these different case possibilities on the possessor, note also that
the possessive pronoun and the possessor do not agree in case in (46). I propose
that possessive pronouns involve regular “feature sharing”, that is, concord with
the possessum noun. This follows from the composite analysis of the possessive
pronoun discussed above. Specifically, case is assigned to the entire matrix DP
and then “spreads” as part of concord to the supporting element (ein) of the
possessive pronoun. In contrast, the PDC involves case assignment inside the
FP, which excludes ein.

More generally, with the case on the possessor not uniform, one is led to
conclude that the case assigner is not a functional head but a (semi-)lexical one
(for recent discussion of non-structural case, see Woolford 2006). Unlike

** Note that in dialects where the dative case is being replaced by the accusative, one may
find the accusative or the dative on the possessor. Compare (46¢) to (i):
(1) Er war bei dem  Doktor sein ~ Haus. (Texas German)
he-NOM was at the-DAT doctor his-AcC house
‘He was at the doctor’s house.’
(Eikel 1967: 91)
Notice that the preposition bei ‘at’, although also changing in its case assignment properties,
takes the accusative in both (46¢) and (i).
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functional heads, lexical heads are lower in the structure. Above, I identified this
head as Poss, which is at the bottom of FP.

3.3. Possessors are Arguments

Above, I proposed that possessive heads assign one theta-role; that is, they are
mono-valent functors. I now turn to some instances that do not seem to have an
“obvious” possessor. I will strengthen the proposal that all possessive heads
take a possessor, be it an overt element as already documented above, or a
covert one as argued for in more detail in this section. Besides some other
desirable consequences, this will allow me to keep the one-to-one relation
between possessive heads and possessors, both with regard to case and theta-
role assignment. Interestingly, both the SGC and the PDC provide evidence for
the presence of argumental possessors albeit in quite different ways.

An argument for the presence of a null possessor can be derived from
“(in)definiteness spread”, according to which the possessor of the DP
determines the definiteness of the entire DP by Spec-head agreement (e.g.,
Alexiadou 2005). Note first that the definiteness of the possessor in the SGC has
the same effect in the there-context in (47b) as the associate noun phrase does in
(47a). Turning to German, it has been argued that German does not have a
Definiteness Effect (e.g., Haeberli 2002: 2701f). However, Schoorlemmer
(1998: 60) points out that such an effect may emerge in fairy-tale contexts.
Relevant for current purposes and abstracting away from the slight stylistic
clash of the colloquial PDC in a fairy-tale context, the definiteness of the
possessor also determines that of the entire DP. Observe the contrast in (47¢):

(47) a. There is {a dog / *the dog} in the garden.

b. There is {a man / *the man}’s dog in the garden.
(Dobrovie-Sorin 2003: 97, Jackendoff 1977)
C. Es war einmal {einem Kénig / *dem Konig} seine Tochter.

it wasonce {a-DAT king / the-DAT king} his daughter
‘Once upon a time, there was { a / *the } king’s daughter.’
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(50) * "#$’s {car/arrival of Peter}

As already mentioned above, I assume that this has to do with the fact that %ls
an enclitic that requires a relevant overt host. However, the SGC is still relevant
for the discussion although in a different way.

As can be seen in (51a-c), the possessor cannot be an expletive, both with
non-theta and theta nouns (cf. Alexiadou 2001: 60 and references cited therein):

(51) a. * there’s car
b. * there’s arrival of Peter
c. * Ididn’t expect its rain.
(Higginbotham 1983: 416 fn. 9)

This ungrammaticality follows straightforwardly if the possessive head is a
mono-valent predicate that must assign a theta-role to the possessor. Crucially,
theta-roles can only be assigned to non-expletive DPs. This then provides
another piece of evidence that possessors are arguments of a predicate — the

possessive head.
'O *+,-1$.1/$01232%$0!/14..5,3&!6237!88035#0+:1;20120<

In addition to providing more evidence that possessives involve heads, this
section also documents that possessives move as constituents. As pointed out
above, possessives can precede or follow the possessive noun. Specifically,
besides the pre-nominal PDC, (52a), Northern Scandinavian also has a post-
nominal PDC, (52b) (see Fiva 1985, Ramat 1986 and Delsing 1993: chap. 5; for
other languages, see Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2003a: 665ff, Verhaar 1997: 96ff):

(52) a. =$0!&20%2: (Norwegian)
Jon REFL car
‘Jon’s car
b. >2:50M7+0&!=$0
car-DEF his Jon
‘Jon’s car’
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Unlike (52a), (52b) has received less attention in comparison. However, what is
interesting to note about (52b) is that it contrasts with its clausal counterpart
with regard to co-reference: while the pronominal element "#$ u K H {53h)Q
cannot be co-indexed with %& "#$( UKLV KDW3W.:R EH LQ

(53) a. VS« 1(&'MN%&I+N(.&+/&0
he sees Per in mirror-DEF
u+H VHHVY 3HU LQ WKH PLUURU 1

picture-DEF his  Per
H3HUTVY SLFWXUHY

Now, if one were to treat the clause and the noun phrase in a parallel fashion
with regard to c-command, then one would also expect a Condition C violation
of the Classical Binding Theory (Chomsky 1981) in (53b). However, the
opposite state-of-affairs holds. This apparent problem is in dire need of an
explanation. The following discussion argues that since possessive pronouns are
predicate heads, they themselves do not directly participate in (syntactic)
Binding relations. As such, this presents another argument that possessives
contain heads. At the end of this subsection, I argue against an alternative
account of (53b), which involves lack of c-command and as such, would not
constitute a Condition C violation. Consider first some basic properties of the
post-nominal PDC.

To begin, note that "#$( cannot be the genitive of the preproprial article
"#$ in cases like "#$!%&'n KH WKH 3HWHUY $PRQJ RWKHU W
101-2) observes that "#$( may not only co-occur with a possessor in the dative,
(54a), but also with a (true) preproprial article, (54b). As can be seen by
comparing (54b) to (54¢), "#$( can, in fact, be replaced by possessive -(.
Finally, one can observe that unlike free-standing preproprial articles, "#$( can
also follow the possessor, (54d):

(54) a. 3#/ASINI"#S(164#'6#'45 (Visterbotten)
farm-DEF his  grandfather-DEF.DAT
HMIJUDQGIDWKHUTV IDUPT
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b. "#3%E&!IMN&)!&!N*+& (Norwegian/Northern Swedish)
car-DEF his the Jon
H-RQTV FDUY
(Holmberg & Sandstrom 1995: 33, Julien 2005a: 178)
C. "#$%&IBN*+&)
car-DEF WKH -RQTV
d. M- (& (&)(/ (Western Jutlandic)
the man his hat
HLWKH PDQYV KDWY
(Delsing 1993: 153, Verhaar 1997: 97)

Another characteristic of the PDC is that '(&) and its possessor cannot be
sepDUDWHG E\ 3ULJKW@EIb)URScallRIE YnHh kb ast the
discussion from section 2.4, where I showed that possessors and possessive
pronouns cannot be split up in general. Furthermore, the FP cannot follow other
complements, (55¢):

(55) a. "#$.%/MNINK) J0%A(2!3(1#
picture-DEF his  Per of Kari
H3HUYV SLFWXUH RI .DULY
b. *  "H#S.00MINN(&)!/ J(2!3(1#10%
picture-DEF his of Kari Per
c. 7% "H3.9M/,MI(213(1#] '(&)'0%1 ]«
picture-DEF of Kari his Per

Crucially, however, there is evidence from Icelandic that the post-nominal PDC
can move as a constituent.
Apart from partial N-raising of ", 451 HERRNVY WR WKH LQWHUPI
Phrase (ArtP) (see Vangsnes 1999, 2004; Julien 2002, 2005a; Roehrs 2009a), |
assume that (56a) presents the basic word order. With this in mind, I interpret
the contrast in (56b-c) such that the FP '(&)!06/51) first moves out of Spec,nP
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?0)) @%(?&2(0%#ABH#C&+(28DTDHEXSAF#20#ADIEIA0) (Y& H#1 IR &Yo# & O#
A-#?200+E(%&2-E;
#
M "#3%&NIN'SS Q)! NO%o* 08!+ - G #  #  #  7/0%F',(%F-#>
#  HO@SPQH (H:RYOEHH-+HHHHHHCE+(&
# ‘Maria’s and his house’#
#
RF&(%.#$1#2&4-#2H(#&'#-,(E-%?-#2H&2#2H-#10"-"(,-#1+0%0 @ %#& YE#2H-#10"-'
SO+)#&H# 20U Do2# T --#&* 0#D @*(- Y41 S NBSE ;
60#' @)H@ 1#2H-"-#1+-*()(% &+ BHHYBRIRA #-'2& A* (' H-EH 214§ 242" -* St
(#%02#2H-#1+-1+01+(&*# &89 (FPHBIH2H-#10"-"(*$1.%, P&%%02#A-#
'1&+&2-E. #2H&2#2H(#10"-"(,-#?8&%#)0,-#& #&#?0%'2 (2 @-%2. . #&YE#2 H&2#(2#7?8
200+E (%&2$FFHO2H-+#GO+E' #2H(‘#10"-" (H3KH &Yt 1 0820 (%&*#10' (2(T6
$UHGH&E2#S0**0G" #$#G (*#' HOGH2H&2# @ Y E-+#2+&E(28080& *#&" @) 12(0%
'HO @*E#A-#(%ROGRIOYHE #(2#? & Yo A(Y E#+-S*-U (, B 24080 THY
WOG-,-+.#A-(YF#(%HRO%ER0%o# HO @ *E#*-& E#20#&#K0%E (2(0%#K#,(0*&2 (0%#G(
+-F&+E#20H(%' E-#2H-#1680) (% &*#1IK . #20%2+8&+B#20#2 H-# Q2 TAHEH (#
1+0A*)H(#' 0%, -EA (WA @)- ' 2HE&2 #'H#&?2 @& *B#HEH#10"-"(,-#1+-E(?8&2-#
2H&2#28&4-"#2H-#10"-"0+#&#(2'#?0)1*-)-%2TH#Q(+'2.#?20%' (E-+#2H-#1(?2@+-#2H&
)-+F-H@YE-+#2+&E (2(0%&*#&" @) 12(0%'T
# RH?2QYHA-H - (% 1S P&YoHA(YEH2H-#+-S%N G him)sel
A@2#%02#2HIHV" (0%806, THR" @) (YoF# X (YE (Yo F# ZDPeBROoF#7KHO) 4B#
="M=>$P0%7?* @ E-#2H&2#2 H- 1 W B{ Y6 & OBHIR 2 (0%0# S+0)HG H-+-# (2B 2 & Yot ?
20))&E#2H-#+-S*-U(,-#&YOFERRDH " (0% H#T7'--#&* 06 &+&*E'- Yo 2 H9>:
#
LS 1-12%&!1NIMMS 11'013$%)!$94405.%.6 #  TYO+G-F(&¥%>
#  1(22@EPQHH (HHESHE Q1ML +] #
# ‘his picture of himself/Per’#

S%H +- #)(FHZ#A H&H102-%2 (& #?& -&2HH-+-THNF@+_"0%#7899<>#&BAGRS SO# 1#$?-*&YE (?
%02#2H-#10"-"(,-#1+0%0 @Yot (Yot 2H-'-#2& - HA@ 2#+8&2 H-+#&#1+-1+0 1 +(&*#&+2(?*-THWOG- -+
2H&2H2H('#-*-)-%02#H& H&H Y @ ) AHHD SEIU® - 1 (%ot $ ?-*& Yo E BRIRBIR 21 +- )& (Yo' 201 A-

" Oott(SH2H-"-#@ - H#&+-#&* O#10" (A*-# (Y BRHNAROBIK T

¥ 81 GO @*E#*(4-#20#2H&Y04#6-+3-#[OHWE&* #/&+(# &E- #&YE#-'1-?(&**B#C&+(2#D@*(-%6#S0
2H--#E&2& THSE-&**B #$# GO @*E#H& -#*(4-E#20#2-"2#2 H-# X (YT SEER I EOBHG

1K #Y%H# ABASHA@ 2H#SHE (E#Y%02#H&, -#&??-"#20# 2844+ F & %02#'1
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Next I add "#%$ to (59), generating a post-nominal PDC. Interestingly, there are
the exact same grammaticality contrasts. What is interesting here is that %&'(A-
binds the reflexive (#)!(#*+across the R-expression "#3$. As already seen in

(53b) above, "#$ itself must be coreferential with %&'( In contrastto RQH |V
expectations, this does not result in a Condition C violation in (60) (for related
facts in the German pre-nominal PDC, see Krause 1999).

(60) - A/MNIINNE'(I"#SI&+I0(#)! (#*HI12"#$3
picture-DEF his  Per of {REFL / Per}
H3HUYY SLFWXOURBHUIKLPV

Similar facts hold for a complement of the matrix head noun when that
complement contains a possessive of its own. Again, %&'(can bind the reflexive
(- but not the nominal "#$:

(61) ,-x#MIINNE'(1&+!,$4S# NINNO(MNLI2/* "4 B!
picture-DEF his  of brother-DEF {REFL / of Per}
HKLY SLFWXUH RI KLV 3HUYVY EURWKHUY

Note also that with "#$ deeply embedded inside the &+phrase, it cannot c-
command %&'( As such, the ungrammaticality of (61) cannot follow from a
Condition B violation.

Again, the addition of "#$ does not change the Binding possibilities:

(62) ,-*#MINE'(1"#S1&+! SASH IQ(NNLI2/-*1"# B!
picture-DEF his Per of brother-DEF {REFL / of Per}
M3HUYY SLFWXUH RI KLV 3HUYVY EURWKHUY

To summarize, I have shown that %&'(should be in an A-position in traditional
terms c-commanding the complement of &+ At the same time, however, this
does not lead to a Condition C violation with regard to "#$ inside the post-
nominal PDC.

In order to explain this paradoxical situation, recall that I base-generate
the FP in the nP-shell, with the possessor complement to the right of the
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possessive head (cf. (28b)). In other words, I propose that the post-nominal PDC
is a possessive in situ, with the head noun "#$%picture’ raised to an assumed
Article Phrase (ArtP):*

(63) a. "#$%& NN+ &-
picture-DEF his Per
‘Per’s picture’

b. .+ [*.0#9$!,12

ArtP
/\

Spec Art’
/\
"#$BE' nP

Also, as seen above, the possessor ,&- is, in some sense, “optional”. Above, |
argued for the null possessor 4-. , if the possessive pronoun appears to be by
itself:

(64) a.  "HSWRKNNI()*+
picture-DEF his
‘his picture’

b. [ "#SYE' [wp [rp [posse ()*+ [pp pro 111 ti [ne ti 1]

Now, considering these structures, one can observe again that the possessive
pronoun is in the head position of Poss. In other words, I proposed above that it

3% For a more detailed discussion of the derivation of the Scandinavian DP, see Julien (2005a)
and Roehrs (2009a: Chapter 2).
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1s not a pronoun at all but a prediate head. This, then, explains the lack of a
Condition C violation. I return to the discussion of DP-internal Binding in
section 4.3. I suggest there that Binding is most likely semantic in nature where
the possessive pronoun plays a mediating role.

Finally note that there is an alternative account of the post-nominal PDC,
where /ans does not c-command Per. If this analysis could be upheld, it would
weaken the proposal that the possessive pronoun is a predicate. Specifically,
assuming as above that the constituent sans Per is in Spec,nP, one could

propose that sans is in Spec,YP, an A-position, and Per is right-adjoined to YP:

(65) Alternative Analysis of the PDC (Incorrect)

nP
/\
YP QT
/\
YP Per;
hans; <
Y (ZP)

Taking the first branching segment (rather than node) to be the relevant
characteristics of c-command, sans would not c-command Per and a Condition
C violation would not be expected. Furthermore, with Per L Q D-Qbshifin, one
would not expect a Condition B violation with regard to hans either. Note,
however, that if one defines c-command in such a way, then all the other
Binding facts become mysterious as hans could never c-command out of YP
and Spec,nP in general. Thus, an approach involving the lack of c-command of
hans with regard to Per will not work to explain the lack of a Condition C
violation in the post-nominal PDC.

To sum up so far, I have shown four arguments that the possessive
contains a head. They were derived from different lexical categories of the
possessive head, different morphological cases on the possessor, possessors as
arguments, and the lack of Condition C violations with DP-internal Binding. I

turn to another argument.
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co-indexed with the subject and pronominal #ans must not be (e.g., Hestvik
1992). Compare (67b) to (67¢):"!

(67) a. Peter; liest sein;; Buch (German)
Peter reads his  book
M3HWHU UHDGV KLV ERRN ¢
b. Per; leser sin;« bok (Norwegian)
Per reads REFL book

C. Per; leser hanssy bok
Per reads his book

To capture the difference between (66) and (67), recall that I proposed above
that the possessive pronoun is a predicate functor that is mono-valent; that is,
the possessive head obligatorily takes one complement teither an overt
possessor or pro. For instance, in the discussion of DP-internal Binding in the
last section, I proposed that certain post-nominal PDC have a pro possessor. To
explain the DP-external Binding facts in (67), I suggest the same; namely, that
pro 1s the actual possessor inside the DP. Now, with the possessive pronoun a
functor (and not an argument), I assume that the possessive head does not bear
an index. As such, there is no actual co-indexation between the possessor and
the possessive head. In fact, I suggest in section 4.2 that both of these elements
stand in an agreement constellation similar to that of subject and predicate. One
arrives then at the following picture, where the possessor must be present and

only that element bears an index:

3! Note that the existence of different possessive pronouns does not imply that these pronouns
pattern in a complementary way in all languages. For instance, German has a second element,
which behaves basically like Scandinavian hans:
(1) Peter; liest dessenxy Buch.
Peter reads his book
H3HWH Y RIHTIERG \EHRARVH TV
Unlike Scandinavian sin, though, sein can have both indexations in (67a).
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P '(#  "HE%K)*%+!-I &/ #
# # # Hy* . 01124
# # ‘his/Per’s book’#

o .&™*-1,01-, "#)*%!(1$%&H

# 01123-. BOT7HHH#HHH)*+
#
BTH'HI:; #* *<*O=8%8 . 7=#0*#1+<';; @BA*97*B#'9B#6B* 945 BB*BH=5*#
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LA'OB69'E6'HMS67#B67A: 77619#7*=7#.DH#=5*#'9",@767#1?#=5*#)4BBBIE1;E690/
01-, >#'=#=5*#1OBHC S56ABH# =+ O#=1#=5*#I69B69B#?'A=7(
# B01E*>#I#D+1D17*B#=5'=#D177*776E*#D+191:97#'+*#76<6;'+#=1#B*<197=-
'OB#'BP*A=6E*7#69#=5'=#'; #=5*7*#**<*9=7T#69E 1, E*#*Q=*9BFB2EDP*A=6197 (
A*+="69#'77 .<D=61BFA'9#*QD;' 6 9# #A1++*;'=6 1 9#69# =5 A'DB
Y90 OFTHCS* +*##D177*776E*#D+191:.9#' O+**690#CH6=5#6=7#<'=+6Q#5*'B#91:94
D58?*'=:+*7T#$*(Q(EH <. 7T=#H0*#+*?,*QOE*#CE6=5#+*O'+B#=1#6=7T#A,;" . 7" #7.0P*A=S#
AL9=+'7=>#'#09**690#D177*776 E*#D+191 04§ @Y1 =#H0*#+*?;*Q6E*#
Co=5#+*O'+B3=1A;" . 7" #7:0PHA=(
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Al<D176=*#?1#D*A67?6A";;@>#D177*776E*#D+191:97#A19767=#17?2#'#7=*<#'9B/
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Turning to the PDC, the third-person possessive pronoun can be parsed as
in (70a). Importantly, I assume that Aans is different. In keeping with section
3.4, I propose that the — what looks like — genitive ending -s has been
reanalyzed as part of the stem. Hence, I assume that sans has no inflection,
(70b):

(70) inflection +  stem
a.!  sin/si/sitt/sine: -n/-Q/-tt/-ne Sit (Norwegian)
b. hans: - hans

Suppose that these parts are separately base-generated in the extended
projection of the possessive; the inflection is under F and the stem is under Poss.
Now, unlike &ans, the stem si+ must undergo head movement to F to pick up its
inflection.®® This means that sin winds up in F but that ans remains in situ.
Moreover, I assume with Roehrs (2010) that the highest phrase in the extended
projection is a phase in the sense of Chomsky (2001). With FP a phase, one can
link the different agreement patterns of sin and Aans to their different behavior
with regard to reflexivity documented above.

Specifically, suppose that only elements in the edge of the relevant phase
are reflexive. Note that both sin and pro are in the edge. I assume that the
obligatory reflexivity follows from a long-distance Agree relation between the
subject and sin, or rather sin’s complement pro “filling in” some underspecified
N-features in the sense of Richards (1997).> In contrast, with #ans remaining in

32 As proposed in section 2 for adjectival possessives, one may ultimately want to relabel this
FP as InfIP (at least in the Scandinavian languages). Returning briefly to the more elaborate
structure of possessives from section 2.3, one could then also suggest that si+ does not
combine with its inflection by head movement. Rather, one could suggest that, once the
possessor has moved to an intermediate specifier, the complement of Infl moves to
Spec,InflP:

(! [map [cop Perk CD [yp sit tx J]i-n [ ti 1]
This would derive the factlthat sin, just like pre-nominal adjectives, always has its
complement to the left; that is, it would explain why *si+n Per bok is ungrammatical but
hans Per bok is possible (section 4.4).
*3 Note that this long-distance agreement avoids the assumption that sin undergoes LF-raising
out of DP often suggested in earlier accounts (cf. Chomsky 1986: 175, going back to Lebeaux
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4. More Arguments for a Head Inside Possessives

In the next four subsections, I discuss issues, each of which will, in its own
right, contribute to the main point of this paper. I will be concerned with the
possessive relation and possessives as subjects, I return to DP-internal Binding,
and I show that the extended projection of the possessive basically conforms to
the Principle of Head Proximity.

4.1. Possessive Relation

So far, I have stayed agnostic about the semantic relation between the
possessive and the possessum noun. In the introduction, I labeled this relation
‘possessive relation’. I will claim that this relation actually holds between the
complement of the possessive head (i.e., the possessor) and the possessum
nominal. I will show that the possessive head, in a certain sense, plays a
mediating role (cf. Weil3 2008). I will take this role to indicate the head status of
this possessive element. The distinction between non-theta and theta nouns will
turn out to be of crucial importance in this discussion.

It is well known that possessives in combination with non-theta
possessum nouns can have an (almost) unlimited range of interpretations
(Jackendoff 1977: 13, Williams 1982a: 283, for some restrictions, see Barker
1995: chap. 2). As Stockwell et al. (1973: 6781f) and Anderson (1983-84: 3)
point out, it seems clear that a simple HAVE-relation is not enough to account for
the variety of readings. In contrast, possessives with deverbal nouns only allow
a limited set of interpretations, namely those typically assigned by their
corresponding verbs (Safir 1987, cf. also Haider 1988: 54; Dimitrova-
Vulchanova & Giusti 1998: 353).

To illustrate, while Peter in 3 HW H UnfhY bd~th: [dwner of the car, he
could also be the person who mentioned a certain car, drove or washed it, etc.
Interlocutors can refer to this car as Peter’s in conversation and, given the right
context, there is no contradiction in uttering (73a). Such readings are impossible
for (73b). For instance, (73b) cannot mean that Caesar told us a different version
of the story of the conquest of Gaul than perhaps Peter did. However, it could
mean that there were two different campaigns, one led by Caesar and the other
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In an intuitive sense, possessives have to be “closer” to theta nouns than to non-
theta nouns. To be more precise, it seems clear that possessives in the former
case must be inside the DP but possessives in the latter can be base-generated
outside the DP proper. I propose that the differences in interpretation and
distribution follow from the different head nouns involved and how they
combine with the possessives.

Focusing on the typical cases, it seems intuitively clear that the entire
possessive is a referring expression (type <e>). In fact, it often contains a proper
name, which is also of type <e>. Above, I argued that possessives involve
possessive heads and possessors where the possessive head is a predicate taking
the possessor as an argument. Now, with the possessor of type <e>, the question
arises how the entire possessive comes to be of type <e>. Two options seem to
be plausible: either the possessive head is semantically vacuous or it is a
function from entities to entities (type <e,e>).>> Below, I will show that the latter
option is more promising.

Continuing with theta nouns, I assume for current purposes that they are
similar to their verbal counterparts in the way they combine with their
arguments (i.e., by Functional Application). Given the multi-component
structure of possessives, one can represent the possessive relation for theta
nouns as follows where the possessor is the semantic argument of the possessive
head and the resultant combination, the possessive, is the argument of the theta

noun:
(76) noung,.(possessive head(possessor))

It follows from these assumptions that the possessive cannot be base-generated
outside of the DP and that the argument theta roles of deverbal head nouns are
agent and theme.

Turning to the non-theta nouns, I pointed out above that these readings do
not involve the traditional (verbal) theta roles such as agent and theme. With the
possessive head a mono-valent functor, I basically follow Szabolcsi (1994: 193)
and Zimmermann (1991: 41) in suggesting that the possessive head assigns an

%% Recalling the (in-)definiteness spread discussed in section 3.3, it is clear that <e,e> cannot
be the type of all possessive functions (as indefinite noun phrases are not of type <e>). As
such, the function needs to be generalized to <a,0>.
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unspecified theta-role to its complement, the possessor, as a formal way to
satisfy the theta criterion. As such, possessive heads are not semantically
vacuous. With theta nouns, the unspecified theta-role assigned by the possessive
head is specified for content by the deverbal head noun as just discussed. In
contrast, with non-theta possessum nouns, it is contextually determined
allowing a wide range of interpretations.’® This specification of the theta-role of
the possessor is what I mean by establishing a possessive relation.

Objects stand in a certain relation to the world containing them, in
particular, to the human beings acting upon them. In order to capture the fairly
free interpretation of the relation between the possessive and the possessum, I
point out that non-theta nouns themselves do not assign theta roles (hence the
name); that is, one needs to find an analysis different from (76). There are now
two ways to proceed: either the possessive head takes the possessum nominal as
a semantic argument, (77a), or the relation between the two elements is less
tight as indicated by the dash sign in (77b):

(77) a. possessive head(possessor, NoUN, theta)

b. possessive head(possessor) — noun,y-theta
!
With the internal structure of possessives in mind, the former option essentially
makes the possessive head a bivalent functor but the latter does not. As such, the
former option would make the semantic role that the possessive head plays even

3¢ A reviewer wonders what the nature of an unspecified theta-role is. The current proposal
could be understood in the context of Dowty (1991), who argues for thematic proto-roles.
Simplified, thematic proto-roles are fuzzy, cluster concepts, defined by sets of verbal
entailments, which themselves are independent of one another. Setting up an opposition
between a Proto-Agent and a Proto-Patient, he suggests that arguments can differ in the
degree to which they bear their respective role (which depends on the number of entailments
and their relative ranking).

Building on this notion of non-discreteness, one could suggest that an unspecified
theta-role is characterized by no entailment or a low-ranking one. (Barker & Dowty 1993
extend this proposal to relational nouns but, with the exception of their footnote 5, do not
discuss non-relational nouns such as book.)
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From this perspective, possessors (not possessives) behave much in line with
sentential subjects. Besides this first issue, there seems to be another potential
point of contrast between the nominal and sentential domain.

One of the hallmarks of subjecthood is that subjects agree in person,
number, and gender with the finite verb:*®

(78) a. Peter {goes/*go} to school.
b. Peter and Tom {go/*goes} to school.

If one makes parallel assumptions for the noun phrase, one seems to find
something else. Specifically, possessors do not agree with their head nouns.™
Thus, while some patterns may be more common than others, a singular
possessor can combine with both a singular and plural head noun and a plural

POSSESSOr can too:

(79) a. Peter’s car(s)
b. Peter and Tom’s car(s)

Again, this is surprising if possessives are taken to be similar to subjects in the
clause. However, if one interprets the possessive pronoun as the relevant head
and the possessor as its subject, then one does find the relevant restriction. To be
precise, the possessor has to agree in person, number, and gender with the
possessive head (Krause 1999):

(80) a. Peter {sein / *ihr} Auto
Peter his / their car
‘Peter’s car’
b. Peter {seine / *ihre} Autos
Peter his / their cars

‘Peter’s cars’

> While agreement in gender is admittedly rarer, it reveals itself in the Russian past tense.
*° This still allows the option of the entire possessive (i.e., the possessor and possessive head
as a unit) agreeing with the head noun. This has been reported for Hungarian, among others.
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I have shown that possessives as a whole can precede and follow the head
noun. Consider the pre-nominal and post-nominal PDC in (83):

(83) a. "N#S%E&!' ()%! 1 HI+$%(,!+3- (Western Jutlandic)
the man REFL/his  hat
HLWKH PDQYV KDWT
(Delsing 1993: 153, Julien 2005a: 222)
b. J01%!111+$%iR13! ! ! ! (Norwegian)
book-DEF his Per
H3HUYV ERRNY

However, there are also some interesting distributional restrictions inside the
extended projection of possessives. Specifically, I am not aware that any of the
following possibilities exist where the possessor intervenes between the
possessive pronoun and the head noun. Hence, I will mark these patterns as

ungrammatical:

(84) a. +4(1-1115621371+$%(
house-DEF Per his
HKLV KRXVHY
b. +4(1-11M1562137!()--
house-DEF Per REFL
c. ()-14562137!1+4(
REFL Per house

With the above discussion in mind, (84a-b) involve FP in situ and the possessor

in Spec,FP; (84c) involves FP in Spec,DP and the possessor in situ, that is, in

WKH FRPSOHPHQW SRVLWLRQ RI 3RVV :KLOH , KDY
that these distributions conform to the Principle of Head Proximity discussed in

the typological literature (Rijkhoff 1986: 100, 2002: Chapter 9):*'

*I Observing the syntactic behavior of English ¥, number of authors have suggested that the
latter is similar to post-positions!(see, e.g., Anderson 1983-84, Giorgi & Longobardi 1991:
99; Lyons 1999: 23, 124;!Sadler & Arnold 1994: 203). This could be instantiated as in Larson
& Cho (1998), who propose that ¥ the spell-out of THE+-/, where the (incorporated)
locative preposition -/ establishes the possessive relation. Some of these authors also draw a



98

(85) The Head of a domain prefers to be contiguous to the Head of its
superordinate domain.

As proposed above, the noun phrase embeds the possessive, that is, its extended
projection. I assume then that the head of the superordinate domain is the noun
and that the head of the subordinate domain is the possessive pronoun.
According to this principle, both heads prefer to be close to one another. This is
clearly the case in (83) but not in (84). As such, these data conform to the
principle. Note now that this preference principle does not extend to the
grammaticality of (86a) and is silent about the ungrammatical case in (86b):*

(86) a. "#$%!&' (11" % (Northern Swedish)
his Peter house
‘Per’s house’
(Delsing 1993: 153 fn. 10, 1998: 103)

house-DEF REFL Per

‘his house’

I hasten to point out, though, that the distribution of (86a) is fairly rare. To
speculate, then, one might suggest that the workings of this principle have, with
a few exceptions, been grammaticalized.

More generally, if the Principle of Head Proximity is applicable here,
then one can derive another argument for the proposal that possessive pronouns
are heads of an embedded phrase. Finally, I return to the question of
constituency of multi-component possessives.

parallelism to adjectives in pre-nominal position, which are subject to the Head-Final Filter
(e.g., Williams 1982b); that is, the complement must precede the head. Given my discussion
of the possessive pronouns, I believe that the restrictions on the syntactic distribution of
possessives are different and should include the post-nominal possessive elements.

*2 1t seems clear that the distributions involving %-+8re more restricted than those of "#$%
While in the former the (overt) possessor must precede the possessive head, this is not the
case with the latter (for a possible account of (86b), see footnote. Note also that the
strings in (86a-b) are not possible in German. Again, this follows from the different
composite analysis of the German possessive pronouns.
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3. Two Potential Counterarguments

As already documented in section 2.1, the possessive pronoun can be
sandwiched between a determiner and a head noun in earlier varieties of
German, (87a). With some restrictions, this is still possible in poetic or elevated
German, (87b):*

(87) a. der  siner snelheite er mohte sagen danc (Middle High Germ.)
to.the his speed he could say thanks
‘He could thank his speed.’
(from Nibelungenlied, adventure 34, stanza 23, line 2)
b. Du bist die meine.
you are the my

‘You are mine.’

Interestingly, although not entirely perfect, the possessor can also be expressed
overtly by inserting it in front of the definite article, (88a).** On the face of it,
one could interpret this datum such that the possessor and the possessive
pronoun do not form a constituent (see Grohmann & Haegeman 2003: 54 for
this conclusion on the basis of similar data in West Flemish, cf. also Corver &
van Koppen 2010). If so, this would present a serious challenge to the current
analysis. Recall now from section 2.4 that [ showed that PDC cannot be split up.
At first glance, then, one seems to face a paradox: some data indicate

constituency and others militate against it.

* Unlike in Middle High German, an adjective and/or noun cannot follow in Modern
German, (ia). Furthermore, the definite article cannot be replaced by a demonstrative, (ib):
(1) a.*  Du bist die meine {Hiibsche / hiibsche Freundin / Freundin.
you are the my  beautiful / beautiful girlfriend / girlfriend
b. *  Du bist diese meine.

you are this my
Considering these stylistic and syntactic restrictions, I assume that the distributional
possibility in (87b) is part of an older grammar. This also means that the possessive pronoun
is not a composite element in that grammar (for the discussion of some diachronic issues, see
Demske 2001, Alexiadou 2004, Wood 2007).
* There are German dialects where this type of example seems to be perfect (WeiBl 2008: 392
fn. 17). Also, distributions involving -s or von ‘of’, be they before or after the possessive
pronoun, are much more degraded. To save space, this is not shown here.
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On inter-individual variation and mid-distance

binding in Swedish
Bjern Lundquist, University of Tromsy,

Abstract

This article discusses variation in mid-distance binding in Swedish. As | will show,
most Swedish speakers allow binding into a control inPnitive (i.e., mid-distance
binding) of a possessive rel3exive pronoun, but not a simple ref3exive pronoun. How-
ever, some speakers allow mid-distance binding of both possessive and simple re-
Bexives. | argue that some speakers have reanalyzed the simple rel3exive as a voice-
marker, and as a voice-marker, the ref3exive element cannot be bound. Crucially, not
all speakers have fully reanalyzed the simple re3exive, which leads to the observed
variation, which is not geographically conditioned (i.e., dialectal). The variation is
best described as inter-individual (i.e., between individuals, idiolectal). | will argue
that the variation does not have its source in the input, but rather by individual biases

for certain linguistic rule systems

1 Introduction

The results from the Scandinavian dialect syntax survey (ScanDiaSyn) carried out
in Scandinavia between 2005 and 2010 show that there is a lot of variation within

and between the Scandinavian variants (see Lindstad et al. 2009 for information
about the project and the available database). The variation is often determined

by region, but not always. We often see that within the same measure point, the

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 91 (2013) 113-146
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informants have different intuitions about the grammaticality of one and the same
sentence, and in many of these cases, the variation does not seem to be determined
by other demographic factors like age, gender or even social status. When we find
linguistic variation, we seek the source of the variation in external factors (mainly
input), and we call it dialectal or sociolectal variation. In doing so, we presuppose
that a grammar is fully determined by input/primary linguistic data, in combination
with Universal Grammar and socio-cultural factors. When we find variation that
1s not conditioned by region or age, we are likely to view it as “noise” in the
sample, or attribute it to additional hitherto unknown socio-linguistic factors. The
purpose of this article is to challenge the view that linguistic variation always has
its source in external factors (i.e., variation in input and socio-cultural factors).
The question that I will try to answer in this article is the following: Can more
than one grammar arise from the same input in the same socio-cultural context?
Or put slightly differently: can language learner A and language learner B arrive
at two different grammars from the same input? The answer to these questions
1s, I believe, Yes, but of course we cannot be 100 per cent certain, since we don’t
know of any cases where two language learners are exposed to exactly the same
input. I will argue that choice of learning strategy, or an individual bias for a
certain type of linguistic rule system, can influence the grammar you end up with.
Your choice of learning strategy might of course be influenced by external factors,
though presumably not mainly by the linguistic input. I will in the concluding
section of this paper also suggest that we cannot rule out that a certain bias for a
learning strategy is partly genetically determined, following ideas in Ladd et al.
(2008).

The case study of this paper is variation in so-called mid-distance binding in
Swedish, 1.e. binding into an infinitival clause by a main clause subject. In the

literature on Swedish binding, mid-distance binding of a simplex reflexive is in
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general taken to be possible, as in (1-a) and (1-b) (examples from Platzack 1998):

(1) a. Evabad h_onon] att PRQ, kammasig, .
Igva askedhim to PRO comb RFLX
OEva asked him to comb her/himself.O

b. Evabad honom attPRG kyssasig.
Eva askedhim to PRO ki§s RFLX
OEva asked him to kiss her.O

However, many speakers strongly reject binding by the matrix subjectin (1) (which
makes (1-b) ungrammatical, sinkgssawould take a complex ref3exive when lo-
cally bound). Still, there are speakers who accept mid-distance binding in both
examples above. The acceptability of mid-distance binding was investigated in
the Swedish part of the ScanDiaSyn-project. In the ScanDiaSyn project, four in-
formants (old man, old woman, young man and young woman) from a total of
over 200 measure points in Scandinavia were asked to give grammaticality judg-
ments for 100-150 sentences (see Lindstad et al. 2009 for details). The sentences
were judged using a bve graded scale (1-5, 1 bad, 5 good). The informants heard
recorded versions of the sentences, read in by a native speaker of the dialect. At the
time of writing, data is available from 26 measure points in Sweden and Finland.
The following sentence was tested in Sweden and Finland:

(2) Hon bad mig hjalpasig.
she askedme help RFLX
OShe asked me to help her.O

The sentence was judged acceptable (4-5) by 21 of 102 (20.5 %) informants. The
mean value was 2.3. This variation is not mainly determined by region, i.e. the 21
speakers accepting (2) are spread all over the country. It should be noted however

that the sentence in general received higher scores from the older population, which
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might indicate that the this type of mid-distance binding is about to disappear in
Sweden. However, in several locations the sentence gets high scores from one
or two of the younger informants, sometimes even when the sentence gets a low
score from the older informantsin addition to mid-distance binding of simplex
rel3exives, mid-distance binding of possessive rel3exives was tested as well:

(3) Hon bad mig passasin katt.
§he askedme watchRFLX.POSScat N
OShe asked me to look after her cat.O

This sentence was found acceptable for 71.5% of the informants, and has the mean
value 4. The variation in judgments was not determined by region, age or gender.
If we take the results from (2) and (3) at face value, we seem to have two or maybe
three different mid-distance binding grammars in Sweden. | will in this talk focus

on what | call Grammar A and Grammar B:

Grammar A: Rejecting binding of simple ref3exive (2) but allowing binding of
possessive rel3exive (3) in inPnitives by matrix subject: 55% of the infor-
mants.

Grammar B: Allowing binding of both simple ref3exive (2) and possessive re-
Rexive (3) in inPnitives by matrix subject: 17% of the informants.

26% reject both (2) and (3). However, as was found out during Peld work in

Norway (where only (2) was tested), some informants change their judgments from
bad to good once an inbnitival marker is present. This could be true for some
Swedish informants as well, and in that case, it is possible that all the informants

LIt should also be noted that the sentence gets higher score from the measure points in Finland
compared to the measure points in Sweden, indicating that régmfactor that determines the
variation as well. | will return to the question why mid-distance binding is particularly bad in
Sweden compared to its Scandinavian neighbors in section 4.
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allow some mid-distance rel3exives. However, we cannot rule out the existence of
a Grammar C, where binding over an inbnitival clause boundary is illicit. I will
however not have anything to say about a possible Grammar C in this paper. Three
informants gave higher scores for (2) than (3), but no informant gave (2) a full
score, while judging (3) as completely ungrammatical (1-2). For the purpose of
this article, 1 will simply assume that the logically possible Grammar D, where
mid-distance binding of simplex ref3exives but not possessive rel3exives is licit,
does not exist in Sweden.

The difference between Grammar A and Grammar B can not straightforwardly
be analyzed as, say, a difference in size of binding domain. Rather, there seems
to be a difference in binding properties between simplex rel3exives and possessive
rel3exives. As we will see below however, mid-distance binding of simplex rel3ex-
ives is possible in Grammar A as well, but only when the simplex rel3exive does
not immediately follow a verb. It should also be mentioned that the possessive
rel3exiveis in general a local ref3exive in Swedish, as can be seen from the fact
that binding ofsin in a Pnite complement clause is not possible. The following

sentence was included in the ScanDiaSyn survey to test this:

(4) Grannepville att vi skulle passasin; katt.

Neighbor wanted that I should watch RFLX.POSScat o
OThe neighbor wanted that we should look after her catO/OShe wanted me to

look after her cat.O

This sentence was rejected by basically all informants (4 speakers gave it4, no 5
and the mean value was 1.4).

The question that | will discuss in this paper is how Grammar A and Grammar
B can arise in the same speech community. | will argue that in Grammar A, a sim-
plex ref3exive can only be interpreted as a de-transitivizing element when following

a verb, while it can be interpreted as an argument in Grammar B in the same con-
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text. | will show how both Grammar A and B could logically arise from the same
core input, and | will argue that the grammar you end up with is partly determined
by how the language learner analyses the input data. Grammar B will arise when
the speaker analysef as the third person member of the object pronoun series.
Grammar A will arise in the speakers that posit a spesigfule (i.e.,sigin the
complement of a verb can only be interpreted as a de-transitivizing element).

| will also brie3y discuss Scandinavian variants where all speakers seem to end
up with a grammar where the simplex ref3exive and the possessive refl3exive do not
differ in their binding properties, most notably Icelandic and Danish, and why a
grammar like Grammar A is less likely to arise there.

The structure of the paper is the following: in section 2 | will discuss the notion
of idiolectal variation, and also look at what type of linguistic phenomena are more
likely to give rise to inter-speaker variation rather than inter-region variation. In
section 3 | will go through the basics of the binding system in Swedish and show
exactly how Grammar A and Grammar B differ from each other. | will also show
how two different learning routes get you to Grammar A or Grammar B. In section
4 | will brie3y discuss possible reasons for the absence of Grammar A in Danish
and Icelandic. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Types of variation

As mentioned above, the grammaticality of around 100-150 sentences was tested
in around 200 locations in mainland and insular Scandinavia in the ScanDiaSyn-
project. In total, over 800 informants were consulted. Below | will focus on the
result from Norway and Sweden. Some of the test sentences show a variation in ac-
ceptability that is fully determined by location. For example, sentences that tested

particle placement show a variation that is almost completely determined by the
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country borders: the test sentence with a verb-particle following a direct object is
rejected in Sweden, while accepted in Norway. Similarly, past tense -s-passive sen-
tences are rejected all over Norway, but accepted all over Sweden. Sentences that
tested for the non-V2 word order in subject wh-questions were only found accept-
able in certain regions of Norway (mainly northern Norway, Trgndelag, northern
parts of Western Norway and Rogaland). Similarly, the absence of a that-trace
effect was only found in a small region of Norway (Southeastern Norway).
However, many phenomena tested show variation that is not determined by
region. Many sentences are accepted by only one or two informants at a mea-
sure point, but rejected by the other informants at the same measure point. What
type of phenomena show variation that is determined by region, and what type
of phenomena have variation that is not is an interesting question in itself, but it
1s outside the scope of this article to fully investigate this issue. It is clear that
factors like frequency, complexity of the grammatical rule, variation in the input
and age of acquisition (which is presumably influenced or determined by afore-
mentioned factors) influence what type of variation a certain phenomenon will
show. Looking at the ScanDiaSyn results, it is striking that two phenomena show
a high degree of non-regionally determined variation, or inter-speaker variation:
non-local anaphora, and root phenomena in different types of embedded clauses
(mainly the availability of V2 and topicalization in embedded clauses). These two
phenomena have a number of shared characteristics. Most notably, they have al-
ternative realizations that are less pragmatically marked: For non-local anaphors,
a personal pronoun or a generic pronoun (en) can be used in most contexts where
non-bound or long-distance anaphora are found. Choice of anaphora/pronoun is
often determined by extremely subtle semantic or pragmatic factors, like point of
view/logophoricity and topicality. When it comes to embedded V2, the same se-

mantic and pragmatic force present in V2 subordinate clauses can be obtained in
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non-V2 subordinate clauses by adjusting the stress.

One could in principle argue that the type of inter-speaker variation discussed
in this paper does not really exist. For example, one could argue that some in-
formants are better at pPlling in the pragmatic information that is necessary to li-
cense e.g. non-local anaphora and embedded V2, or that some speakers judge cer-
tain sentences as ungrammatical when there is a less marked alternative available.
However, even when the informants get help with setting up the right pragmatic
context for a sentence, the difference in judgment between informants most often
persists. Further, we know that even trained linguists disagree on some judgments,
even when they are speakers of the same dialect. For the purpose of this article, |
will assume that the inter-individual variation found in the ScanDiaSyn results is
real, and that the different judgments given by different informants correspond to
differences in the internal grammars of the informants, both for variation that is
determined by region/place (i.e. dialectal/inter-regional variation) and that is not
determined by region/place (i.e. inter-speaker variation). Below | will look at a
phenomenon that show inter-speaker variation in Swedish, mid-distance binding,
and argue that this variation can arise due to differences in individual biases for a
certain type of rule systems.

3 Case study: mid-distance anaphora in Swedish

In this section | will go through the differences and shared traits between Grammar
A and Grammar B, and give a plausible acquisitionist account of how the two
grammars could arise from the same input. To remind the reader, Grammar A is
the grammar that allows (5), but not (6), while Grammar B allows both (5) and (6).

(5) a. Binding of simple anaphosi) in the complement of embedded in-
Pnitive by matrix subject:
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b. Honbad mighjalpasig.
she askedme help RFLX
OShe asked me to help her.O
(6) a. Binding of possessive anapheinj in the complement of embedded
inPnitive by matrix subject:

b. Honbad migpassasin katt
§he askedme watchRFLX.POS$ cat N
OShe asked me to look after her catO

As already mentioned in the introduction, 55 % of the informants in the Swedish
part of the ScanDyaSyn survey have Grammar A, while 17 % have Grammar B.
We have further reasons to expect that Grammar A and B cover a larger part of
the population than 72 % (55 + 17), since some speakers possibly require an overt
inPnitival marker in control inPnitives. Below | will look at the shared properties

of Grammar A and B. It should be noted that examples and judgments below do
not originate from the ScanDiaSyn survey, but ref3ect my own intuitions and the

intuitions from a handful of native informants.

3.1 Shared properties of Grammar A and Grammar B

It is highly likely that Grammar A and Grammar B only differ with respect to
binding of simplex mid-distance ref3exives. | will below look at three points where

the two grammars converge:

1. Binding of both possessives and simplex ref3exives in inPnitival clauses by
matrix subject is possible:

(7) Hon bad mig passasin katt.
she askedme watchRFLX.POS$cat _
OShe asked me to look after her cat.O
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All speakers that I have consulted (of both Grammar A and B) also allow
mid-distance binding of sig only when sig is in the complement of a prepo-

sition:

(8) Hon; bad mig; PRO; stanna hos sig;/henne; ; ver natten.
she asked me PRO stay at RFLX/her  over night.DEF
‘She asked me to stay with her overnight.’

2. Sig can be used as a “de-transitivizing” element (as a “lexical” reflexive,
see e.g. Reinhart and Reuland 1993, see also Kayne 1975, Alsina 1996 and
Medova 2007 for other accounts). Here sig presumably does not have the
status of an argument, since these predicates behave like intransitive pred-
icates: only mono-argumental predicates can appear in existential clauses

such as (9):

&) a. Det Ooppnade sig en dorr framfér honom.

it opened RFLX a door front.for him
‘A door opened in front him.’

b. Detsatte sig en man pa den andra stolen.
it sat RFLX a man on the other chair
‘A man sat down on the other chair.’

c. Dettvittade sig nagra min nere vid stranden.
it  washed RFLX some men down at beach.DEF
‘Some men washed (themselves) down at the beach.

3. Sig can be used as an argument, which most clearly can be seen in PP-

complements where sig easily can be conjoined with a NP:

(10) a. Honordnade ett mote hemma hos sig och sin
she arranged a meeting home at RFLX and RFLX.POSS
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sambo.
partner N N
OShe arranged a meeting at her and her partnerOs place.O

b. Honladesonen i sangen mellan sig ochsin
she put sonDEF in bedDEF betweerRFLX andRFLX.POSS
make.

husband .
OShe put the son in the bed between herself and her husband.O

Further, PPOs do not become OintransitiveO when they have reRexive comple-

ment:

(11) Hanstalldeglaset  framfer sig.
he put glassDer front.forsig N
OHe put the glass in front of himself.O

In (11), we see a transitive relation between a bPgglasg) and a ground
(sig).

Sincesig can be an argument, and mid-distance binding is OK for speakers of
Grammars A and B, we expect both grammars to accept mid-distance binding of
simplex rel3exives in the complement of verbs. However, as we have seen, this is
rejected by speakers with Grammar A. The three points above clearly show that
the difference in between Grammar A and Grammar B cannot be stated in terms of
Osize of binding domainsO, since both grammars allow mid-distance binding. Nei-
ther can it be described as a difference in binding properties between the simplex
rel3exive and the possessive rel3exive, since both grammars allow mid-distance
binding of bothsig andsin. Rather, mid-distance binding sfg is only ruled out
whensig directly follows a verb. | will claim that the speakers of Grammar A al-
low only a de-transitivizingig in the complement of a verb, while the speakers of
Grammar B also allow an argumensad following a verb. The two grammars are
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summarized in the table below:

A B
1. MID-DISTANCE BINDING P
2. DE-TRANSITIVIZING Sig ro
3. PRONOMINAL/ARGUMENTAL sig ! !
4. *ARGUMENT SIg AFTER VERB ro*

Grammar B is simpler than Grammar A, at least in that in contains fewer rules, but
still Grammar A is more common than Grammar B. Why do most speakers add the
fourth rule (O*argumerstig after verbO)? It should be a marked option, since no
other element can be an argument of P but not V, as far IOm aBaiew | will

give a tentative explanation to why most Swedish speakers build up a grammar that

does not generate a sentence like (2).

3.2 Arriving at Grammar A: The sig-specific rule

It is well known that a language often has more than one way of marking refl3ex-
Ivity (see Haspelmath 2008 for an overview). In many of the Germanic languages
(and other languages as well) we bnd a difference between complex and simplex
ref3exive pronouns, where the complex ref3exives consist of the simplex ref3exives
and aseltelement (see e.g. Hellan 1988 and Reinhart and Reuland 1993 for dis-
cussion). Complex ref3exives can normally only surface when the antecedent is
local, while simplex ref3exives sometimes can be found in long- and mid-distance
contexts. Many verbs can only take a complex ref3exive when the internal and ex-
ternal argument are co-referent (12-a), while other verbs can (or sometimes have

21t should however be noted that we donOt have a any good theory around for determining what
counts as Oa simpler GrammarO.
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to) take a simplex reRexive (12-B):

(12) a. Hamalskarsig *(sjalv).
he loves RFLX self~
OHe loves himself.O

b. Hantvattadesig (sjalv).
He washedRFLX (self)
OHe washed (himself).O

As was seen in (9) above, the simplex rel3exive can be used as a detransitivizing
element. The complex rel3exive can however not be used this way. We will thus

not Pnd any complex ref3exives in existential clauses:

(13) a. Detvattadesig (*sjalva)néagramannere vid stranden.
it washedRFLX SELFPL somemendownat beachDEF
OSome men washed (themselves) down at the beach.O

b. *Detalskarsig sjalvamangamannufertiden
it loves RFLX SELF many mennowadays
Int. OMany men love themselves nowadays.O

The simplex rel3exive has a different distribution compared to regular complex

ref3exives, pronouns and other nominal elements. Most notably this can be seen in

3]t is not obvious that the optionaklfpart in the reRexive following a verb likeatta (OwashO)
should be analyzed on par with teelfpart in the reRexive in the complementagka(OloveORig
sjalv in the complement o&dskais clearly a constituent, as can be seen in the fact that you cannot
split sig andsjalv, while this is possible fotvatta:

() a. *Hanalskadesig intesjalv.
He loved RFLXnot self
int. OHe didnOt love himself.O
b. Hantvattadesig inte sjalv.
he washedRFLXnot self
OHe didnOt wash himself.O

It is possible thatelffollowing a verb liketvatta always is an emphatic marker, though this I will
in this article assume thatg spilv following a verb liketvaita at least sometimes is a true complex
ref3exive.
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verb-particle constructions, where simplex ref3exives sometimes have to precede a
verb-particle, as shown in (14) and (15) belbw:

(14) a. Harkastadesig ner pa golvet.
r]e threw RFLX downon [ROOrDEF _
OHe threw himself down on the 3oor.O

b. Hankastadener honompaé golvet.
he threw downhim on BOOI’DENF
OHe threw him down on the 3oor.O

(15) a. Hana sig ner i sangen.
he lay.PASTRFLX downin bedDEF
OHe laid down in the bed.O

b. Hanla ner henne sangen.
he lay.PAsTdownher inbedDEF
OHe laid her down in the bed.O

My proposal is simply that speakers of Grammar A always treat the simplex rel3ex-
Ive in the complement of a verb as a de-transitivizing, verbal element rather than
a direct object. It is admittedly hard to prove this point. First, not all verbs with
simplex relRexives can occur in existential constructibridowever, this is true

for regular intransitive verbs as well. In general, verbs that denote actions/events
that are easily observable, or that have results that are easily observable, are more
suitable in existential constructions than verbs that denote Ointernal O events, like
thinking and feeling. As shown below, verbs of cognition/psych-verbs are odd in

existential construction, both when they are ref3exive marked or unmarked:

4Even though non-reRexive direct objects in general always follow a verb-particle in Swedish,
there are exceptions. Most notably, when the particle is followed by a directional PP, the particle
can follow the direct object. In (14b), the object can thus either follow or precede the particle.
When the object follows the particle, the particle is presumably a part of the following PP, and can
should probably not be analyzed as a proper verb patrticle.

5Some speakers even bnd an existential constructiontveitta sig(OwashO) marked. Speakers
simply seem to differ in to what extent they allow clearly agentive verbs to occur in existential
constructions.
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(16) a. 77Det oroade sig manga efter katastrofen.
it worried RFLX many eftercatastrophe>EF
Int. ‘Many people worried after the catastrophe.’

b. ?7Det sorjde manga efter katastrofen.
it mournDEF many after catastropheEr
Int. ‘Many people mourned after the catastrophe.’

Secondly, not all simplex reflexives can precede verb particles, and for some
verb-particle construction, the reflexive can either precede or follow the particle,

giving rise to different interpretations:

(17) a. Hantog ut sig.
he tookoOutRFLX
‘He exhausted himself.’

b. Hantog sig ut.
he tookRFLX out
‘He got (himself) out.’

However, as shown in (18), a verb with a simplex reflexive following a particle
can still occur in an existential construction, which indicates that a verb phrase of
the shape verb-particle-reflexive still can be interpreted as an intransitive predicate.
Note that the complex reflexive is not licit here (even though this verb allows both

a simplex and a complex reflexive in its complement).

(18)  Dethar last insig (¥sjdlv)/ ndgon pa toaletten.
it haslockedin RFLX (self)/ someon®nbathroom
‘Someone has locked himself in the bathroom.’

The language learner will thus have evidence from existential clauses and par-
ticle constructions that the simplex reflexive does not have the status of a direct
object, and that the simplex reflexive is different from both pronouns and complex

reflexives. There are other pieces of evidence for this as well. First, simplex re-
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flexives cannot be topicalized, at least not for speakers of Grammar A, as opposed
to complex reflexives and pronouns (as will be mentioned below, there seems to be

a split within Grammar A with respect to the acceptability of topicalized sig):

(19) Honom/sig sjilv/*sig skulle han ddremot aldrig lasa in.

Him/RFLX self/RFLX would he on.other.hand never lock in
‘Him/himself, he would on the other hand never lock up.’

Secondly, simplex reflexives can undergo what is sometimes called “long ob-
ject shift” that is, it can precede the subject. This is only (if ever) allowed for
pronouns under very special contexts (and complex reflexives do not undergo ob-

ject shift at all):®

(20) Direfter tvittade sig/??henne mannen noggrant.

there.after washed RFLX/her man.DEF carefully
‘Afterwards, the man carefully washed himself/her.’

The only type of input that would clearly show that a simplex reflexive follow-
ing a verb is a true argument would come from mid-distance (and long-distance)
binding. A mid-distance reflexive clearly could not be a de-transitivizing element,
since the reflexive marked predicate in this context clearly is not intransitive. The
embedded verb-phrase in (21-a) is clearly transitive, and so is the verb-phrase in

(21-b) when the reflexive is not interpreted as a local reflexive:

(21) a. Eva;bad honom; att PRO; kyssa sig;.
Eva asked him to PRO kiss RFLX
‘Eva asked him to kiss her.’

There is a some dialectal or inter-individual variation with respect to which extent long object
shift is accepted. Many speakers only accept long object shift of simple reflexives, while others
also easily can do long object shift with pronominal indirect objects and experiencer object. Still,
some speakers allow long object shift of direct object pronouns of regular transitive verbs, as in 20.
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b. Evabad honomny attPRO; kammasig ;.
EAJva asked him to PRO comb RFLX
OEva asked him to comb her/himself.O

However, this type of mid-distance ref3exive is presumably very rare. Even if the
language learner gets plenty of input from both speakers of Grammar A and B, it
IS not obvious that sentences like the ones in (21) will ever appear in the input.
As has been shown by Jakubowicz 1994 for Danish, adult speakers who always
accept and correctly interpret sentences with mid-distance rel3exives, almost never
produce them, but choose to use a non-rel3exive pronoun or a full NP instead of
the simplex rel3exive. As | will argue in the next subsection, a language learner
may arrive at Grammar B even in the absence of sentences like (21-a) and (21-b)
in the input. | will hypothesize that the language learner that arrives at Grammar

A at some point posits the following rule, based on the input:

(22)  Thesig-specibc rule: a simplex ref3exive in the complement of a verb is a

de-transitivizing element.

Since there is plenty of evidence in the input thigtis a de-transitivizing element
when following a verb, and possibly no evidence that it is not, silgespecibc
rule should arise naturally. One important trigger for this rule is presumably the
opposition betweerig andsig sjilv, wheresig sjdlv is clearly an argumertt.

As has been shown by Jakubowicz (1994), Danish children learn very early the

simplexbcomplex distinction. At 3.6 years, children seem to know that some verbs

A separate question is why complex anaphors in general do not allow mid-distance binding.
Since mid-distance binding is allowed in Swedish, aigdsjdlv always is an argument, we will
expect mid-distance binding ofg sjcdlv. We will just have to state thajdilv has different binding
properties tharig andsin. It could be related to the adjectival statusyafv, or simply the fact that
sjalv shows Gender and Number agreement with its antecedent, just like other adjectives. As far
as | am aware, there are no long- or mid-distance adjectives in Swedish. There is always a strictly
local relation between the an adjective and its subject.
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take a simple rel3exive while others take a complex rel3exive. It is presumably safe
to assume that Swedish language learners acquire this difference early as well.
Let us assume that children simply learn that some verbs require a full re3exive
argument (i.esig sjilv) in order to get a ref3exive interpretation, while it is possible

to just insert an element that alters the thematic structures(igg for other verbs.

| will not here discuss why certain verbs require full reRexive argument, while
other sufbce with a valency changisig, or what the exact structure of verbs with
simplex ref3exives is.

However, the size of the binding domain is something that the children learn
extremely late. More specibcally, children take a long time to acquire non-local
anaphora, as has been shown by Jakubowicz (1994) for mid-distance binding in
Danish, and Sigugnsdsttir and Hyams (1992) for long-distance binding in Ice-
landic. In comprehension studies carried out by Jakubowicz (1994), children of
the age 7-8 years only managed to interpret mid-distance anaphors correctly at
35-59 % per cent of the time (depending on experiment). Not until the age of 10
have the children approached a target like grammar, getting it right in 70-78 %
of the times). Let us assume that mid-distance binding is acquired equally late in
Swedish, i.e., mid-distance binding of a possessive ref3exive (Grammar A and B),
a rel3exive in the complement of a preposition (Grammar A and B) and a rel3exive
following a verb (Grammar A) is acquired very late, much later than the so-called
sig-specibc rule is learned (for Grammar A).

In other words, you brst learn the rule (1) that simple rel3exives have a de-
transitivizing function when they follow a verb, (and in these cases, co-reference
with nearest subject is always required). When you later learn the right size of
the binding domain (including control/raising inbnitive), rule 1 is already deeply
entrenched in your grammar. You do not OunlearnO the rulgghiatthe com-

plement of a verb is a de-transitivizing element. A simplex rel3exive in a control
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inPnitive can thus only be interpreted as a de-transitivizing element, even though
it is within the binding domain of the matrix subject.

The question that remains to be answered is thus why not all speakers end up
with Grammar A, and also why speakers of both Danish and Icelandic end up with
a grammar that looks more like Grammar B. There are at least two possible answers
to this question: either, (1) speakers of Grammar B never pasitspecibc rule,
or (2) they posit &ig-specibc rule which they later overwrite. | will argue that the
prst answer is the correct one, and show why a language learner might have good
reasons not to positsg-specibc rule.

3.3 Arriving at Grammar B: sigas an object pronoun

Instead of positing aig-specibc rule, as the speakers of Grammar A, | will argue
below that some speakers arrive at Grammar B by positing a more general rule,
applying to a whole series of object pronoun, namely the following:

(23)  Alocally bound simplex object pronoun can only have a valency changing
function when following a verB.

The learner should presumably notice thafis a part of the paradigm of object
pronouns, including brst person singularig Ome®) and pluras§OusO) pronouns,
and second person singulaig OyouQ), and pluealOyouO) (and excludimgnom
OhimGhenneOher@en/detOitd andemOthem®). | will call this class of object

8There might be speakers of Grammar A who have a different version of this rule, stating only
that locally bound simplex object pronoucesnhave a valency changing function, but still allowing
a locally bound simplex pronoun to be interpreted as a true argument when following a verb. These
speakers are predicted to allow e.g. topicalization of locally bound simplex object pronouns. For
these speakers, the difference between post-vergandsig splv must be of a different nature
than for the other speakers. See Kiparsky (2002) for alternative ways of stating the difference
between simplex and complex rel3exives (and note that nothing in my account explains the choice
of re3exive in other contexts than after a verb, for example after prepositions).
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pronoun “bound object pronouns”, since they either get there reference determined
by a clause-mate NP or pronoun, or a speech act participant (speaker or hearer).
They all have special possessive forms, that unlike NP’s and other pronoun agree
with the head noun in gender and number, like modifying adjectives, and lack the

typical possessive -S:

(24) a.  minjsgsgcommon— Mittistsgneuter— MiNajst plural

b.  sin3rg,sgcommon— Sitt3rd,sgneuter— SNa3rd, plural

The first and second person object pronouns, just like third person Sig have a de-
transitivizing function when they are locally bound, as can be seen in (25), where

a first person singular object pronoun precedes a verb-particle:

(25) Jag kastade mig ner pa golvet.
he threw RFLX downon 300rDEF
‘I threw myself down on the floor.

The first and second person object pronouns can however not appear in existential
constructions, since their antecedents necessarily are definite (it could only be a
first or second person subject pronoun), and there is a definiteness restriction on
the subject in existential constructions. It is however obvious that simplex first and

second person pronouns create predicates that are clearly intransitive in meaning,

like (26):

(26) Jag dndrade mig — han dndrade sig
| changedme Bhe changedkrFLx
‘I changed (my mind) — he changed (his mind)’

Just like sig, the first and second person bound pronouns have complex forms, that

have to be used in cases of co-reference between subject and object:
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(27) Jag dlskar mig ??(sjilv)
I love me (self)
‘I love myself”

The simplex locally bound first and second person pronouns cannot really be topi-

calized, and instead the complex version has to be used:’

(28) Mig sjdlv/?Mmig skulle jag ddremot aldrig lasa in.
My self/me would he on.other.hand never lock in
‘Me/myself, I would on the other hand never lock up’

In short, the first and second person bound object pronouns have the same quirks

as sig.!01! However, as soon as the first and second person bound object pronouns

9The simplex form is alright in a context where the subject and the anaphor clearly are not co-
referent, as in the following context: ‘If I were you, I might lock up John, but ME I would on the
other hand not lock up’. Note that this effect is not seen if the simplex first person object pronoun
is not topicalized, or when the complex first person is topicalized. As mentioned above, there
might be a sub-group of Grammar A speakers who allow argumental locally bound simplex object
pronouns, for whom topicalization would be felicitous without a forced disjoint interpretation.

10There are some differences that are worth pointing out. First, the third person siglacks number
marking, as opposed to the other pronouns. Even though linguists have emphasized the importance
of the underspecification of third person reflexives, I am not convinced that the singular-plural
syncretism makes sig different from other pronouns. Syncretism in number and case in pronoun
paradigms is extremely common, and I doubt that the number syncretism of sig is any more special
than e.g. the number (and case) syncretism of English you. Another difference is that we never see
long object shift of a co-referent first or second locally bound pronoun, but this is only due to the
fact that the antecedent of a first or second person locally bound object pronoun is a pronoun, and
we never see long object shift over a pronoun, not even in the third person.

T Another obvious similarity between first and second and person bound object pronouns and
sig can be interpreted as bound variables, as e.g. can be seen in the fact that you can get sloppy
readings under ellipsis. This is true for both simplex and complex anaphors, and I think that a
sloppy interpretation is obligatory for all simplex anaphors bound by the nearest subject, and also
complex anaphors in most contexts:

(1) a.  Jag dndrade mig. — Det gjorde jag ocksa.
I changedme —1It did I too
‘I changed my mind — So did I
b.  Jag hatar mig sjdlv — Det gor jag ocksa.
I hate me self —It do I too
‘I hate myself —sodo I’
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are not bound by the closest subject, they have a distribution similar to the non-
bound pronoungonom (OhimO) dienne (OherO). Most importantly, they can of
course appear in the complement of a verb in their simple forms, without changing
the valency of the predicate:

(29) a. Honalskar dig (*sjalv).
she love.PRESyou (self)
OShe loves you(*rself)O

b. Hontvattade mig (*sjalv).

she wash.PASTme (self) B
OShe washed me/(*myself)O

Further, non-locally bound prst and second object pronouns have the same distri-
bution as regular pronominal arguments. They follow verb-particles (30-a) and can
be topicalized (30-b):

Sloppy readings are expected either if the object pronoun is a bound variable or if it is a valency
changing verbal element. There are some contexts where complex anaphors seem to allow strict
interpretations, probably only in contexts where the missing VP is not replaced by a pralaoun (
OitO). Below | give an example with a brst person subject, but the effect would be the same with a
third person subject.

(i) Jagtvattarmig (sjalv) noggrannarean vad du ger.
I wash me (self) careful.COMP than what you do
Ol wash myself more careful than what you do.O

The strict reading is only available whejailv is present.
When a brst or second person object pronoun is bound by a possessor inside a subject, both strict
and sloppy readings are available, as in (iii-b):

@) a.  A:Min bror hjalper mig med allting
Speaker A: my brother helps me with everything
b.  Det ggr min bror ocké
Speaker B: So does my brother.

In short we can conclude that only a OsloppyO reading is available when the anaphor is a de-
transitivizer, whereas a strict reading can be obtained in other contexts.
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(30) a. Hanslingde ner mig pa golvet.
he throwPAST downme on[300rDEF
‘He threw me down on the floow’

b.  Mig skulle han aldrig lasa in.
me wouldhe neverlockup
‘He would never lock me up.’

The language learner simply needs to learn that the bound pronouns have different
distribution when they are bound by the nearest subject compared to when it is
bound by either a speech act participant or a non-local antecedent. This is of
course true for both speakers of Grammar A and Grammar B. However, if we
assume that the learners that end up with Grammar B only focus on the shared
characteristics of all the members of the paradigm, they would never postulate a
special rule for third person reflexive sig. Sigin the complement of a verb, just like
all the other pronouns have a special distribution when bound by the local subject.
The difference between Sig and the first and second person bound pronouns is that
sig will basically always be bound by the nearest subject when following a verb
(and 1n other cases too), while first and second person bound pronoun very often
have are “free” (or only bound by the speaker or hearer).

As soon as the learner of Grammar B knows that the binding domain includes
control and ECM infinitives, third person Sig in the complement of an embedded
infinitival verb will be generated/accepted by their grammar. Even if the sentences
of the type (2) are absent in the input, they will still be as natural as a sentence with

a mid-distance bound first or second person object pronoun:!?

121f the embedded verb is a particle verb, the anaphor will follow the particle, i.e., it will have
the syntax of a non-locally bound pronoun:

(1) Jagbad honom att slinga  ut mig genom fonstret
| askedhim to throwINF outme throughwindowDEF
‘I asked him to throw me out the window.’
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(31) Jagbad honom hjilpa mig.
| askedhim helpINF me
‘I asked him to help me.’

Summarizing Grammar B: the learner will assume that Sighas the same properties
as the first and second person members of the “bound” object pronouns. That is,
when the bound object pronoun directly follows the verb and is co-referent with
the nearest subject, it is only interpreted as a de-transitivizing element, though
when it is bound by something else (i.e, a speech act participant, or a non-local
subject), it behaves like an argument. Sigcan of course not be bound by a speech
act participant, since a third person referent is not a speaker or a hearer, so Sig
will basically only surface when it is bound by the local subject, and possibly by a
non-local subject in control and ECM contexts, though this may not be in the input
for the learner.

The best way to capture the difference between learners that end up with Gram-
mar A and learners that end up with Grammar B is the following: learners of Gram-
mar A pay attention to the fact that Sig in contrast to the first and second person
object pronoun alwayshas a de-transitivizing function when following a verb. In
the Grammar they end up with sig following a verb can only be a valency chang-
ing element. The learners of Grammar B ignore the fact that sig following a verb
always has a de-transitivizing function. Instead they focus on the properties of the
whole paradigm, and will not bother to postulate a Sig-specific rule. The variation

can thus be said to have its sole origin in the choice of learning strategy of the

For speakers of Grammar B, a mid-distance Sig would also follow the particle. The following
sentence would thus have different interpretation depending on the placement of sig with respect to
the pronoun:

(ii) Hanj bad henne;j att slinga {sigj} ut {sigj} genom fonstret.
he askedher to throw RFLX outRFLXthroughwindowDEF
‘He asked her to throw him out the window’ or ‘He asked her to throw herself out the
window’
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learner: children focusing on individual lexical items will end up with Grammar

A, while children paying attention to whole paradigms end up with Grammar B.

4 A note on cross-linguistic variation

| have argued above that Grammar A and Grammar B can arise side by side in the
same speech community. We thus see variation that is not determined by region (or
location). However, within Scandinavia we seem to bnd places where a grammar
looking more like Grammar B is the only one available, i.e. a grammar where sim-
ple ref3exives can follow a verb without de-transitivizing the verb (or put slightly
differently, where possessive rel3exives and simple, post-verbal, rel3exives both ap-
pear in Control or ECM inPnitives). Below, | will brieR3y discuss why Grammar B
IS more pervasive in Icelandic and Danish than in Swedish.

First, in Icelandic, there seems to be no difference between the binding prop-
erties of simple reRexives following a verb and possessive reRexivekere are
three strong reasons why a Grammar A would not arise in Iceland:

1. The strong case-paradigm: the language learner will see that the simple
third person ref3exive not only has a possessive paradigm that is identical
to the Prst and second person bound object pronoun (agreeing with the head
noun), but also dative and genitive forms matching the brst and second per-
son paradigm.

2. The logophorisig: Binding into Pnite subjunctive clauses is possible in Ice-
landic. In these cases, the anaphor bnds its antecedent in the OAuthorO of the
sub-ordinate clause, i.e. a speech act participant. This of course strengthens

13Not all Icelanders accept binding into control inPnities though. as reported by @igajtir
and Hyams 1992, only 50 % of the adult informants allowed mid-distance binding, while 90 %
allowed long-distance binding into a Pnite subjunctive clause.
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the ties between Sig and its first and second person cousins, and presumably
it also gives rise to a lot of input that contains Sig that is not co-referent with

the closest subject.

3. No sig-specific syntax: There is no special syntax associated with “de-transitivizing”
anaphors in Icelandic, which possibly may suggest that anaphors in Icelandic
never have a valency changing function (as argued by Jonsson 2011). There
are no real tests for transitivity in Icelandic, since transitive sentences can
occur in existential clauses as well as intransitive clauses. Further, not only
“de-transitivizing” anaphors but all object pronouns precede verb particles
in Icelandic. Finally, as emphasized by Jonsson 2011, in verb-anaphor com-
binations that are semantically “intransitive”, the anaphor can carry quirky
case (i.e. dative or genitive), and if we assume that a verb only can assign
quirky case to an argument, we have to conclude that “de-transitivizing”

anaphors in Icelandic really are arguments.

From the three points above, we can conclude that the Icelandic language
learner has no reasons to postulate a Sig-specific rule. It is possible that sig fol-
lowing a verb always is a true argument in Icelandic, even for so-called inherently
reflexive verbs (i.e., verbs that can only take an anaphor as its complement), as ar-
gued by Jonsson (2011), but it is outside the scope of this article to verify or refute
this claim.

In Danish, all speakers seem to accept an anaphor in the complement of an
infinitival to be mid-distance bound.'* Danish does not have logophoric reflexives
(with the possible exception of the Western Jutland dialect, see Strahan 2011 for

discussion), and there are no strong case-paradigms either. All arguments precede

14At Jeast as far as I am aware, though we do not have data from this in the Nordic Dialect
Database. All of the adults in the test group used in the acquisition test on binding in Danish in
Jakubowicz (1994) accepted mid-distance binding of a simple reflexive in the complement of a
verb.
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verb-particles in Danish, so there is no input indicating that local anaphors have a
special placement with respect to particl&gcan however appear in existential
clauses, and thers a strict restriction on transitive expletive constructions. We
thus have to conclude that locally bousid can have a valency changing function

in Danish just like in Swedish. It is thus slightly surprising that Grammar A is
absent in Danish (unless we believe that it is the order between the particle and
sigin Swedish that is solely responsible for thig-specibc rule of Grammar A in
Swedish). | will however propose that the mid-distance simplex refl3exives are licit
in Danish due to the structural size of Control and ECM-inbPnitives in Danish. More
specibcally, it is likely that Control and ECM inbnitives lack a structural subject in
Danish. The proposal is based on the fact that most speakers accept a pronominal
form of a possessive inside the object of a control inbnitive to be co-referent with
the OPROO subject. In the Danish part of the Survey, 42 of 55 informants found
the following sentence fully acceptable (and note that the corresponding Swedish
sentence would be marked or ungrammatical for, | think, all Swedish speakers):

(32) Hunbad ham hente hansbarn.
she askechim fetchiNF his child
OShe asked him to pick up his child.O

The acceptance rate for (32) is similar to that of a sentence with co-refererence
between an object and a pronominal possessor inside a PP, as in (33) (which is
acceptable all over Scandinavia):

(33) Visahamihans have.
Owe saw him in his gardenO

Let us assume that (33) does not give rise to a principle B-violation due to fact that
the object is not a subject of the PP (or the clause). The absence of a Principle B
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violation in (32) and (33) presumably has the same explanation, i.e. the absence
of a subject (in the PP in (33) and in the VP in (32)). If the OControl inPnitiveO in
(32) really lacks a structural subject (and thus not being a control inbnitive), we
may have an explanation of the general acceptance of sentences like (2) in Dan-
ish. Valency changing anaphors may simply be illicit in contexts where no subject
Is present. As discussed in Lundquist (2011), valency changing anaphors are not
licensed in certain contexts that seem to lack a structural subject, such as nomi-
nalizations and certain participial phrases in Swedish. This is presumably true in
other languages as well, at least in languages where the valency changing anaphor
agrees in person with the structural subject. Let us just assume that (32) and (33)
have the same structure (the only difference being the label of the complement of
the main verb)-

(34) a. (33): Hun bad hanyp hente pp hans barn]]
b. (34): Visaham ppi[pp hans have]]

Let us assume that a valency changing anaphor is only licensed in a verb phrase
containing an external argument, or, letOs say, a Voice head, following Kratzer
(1996). An inbnitival verb without an external argument will in all relevant aspects
behave like a preposition, and an anaphor bound by the subject will be licensed in
both contexts (and a valency changing anaphor will not). Thus it is important to
note that Danish is not really like either Grammar A or Grammar B in Swéish.
Binding of an anaphor in an inbnitival clause in Swedish involves mid-distance

binding, i.e. binding by a non-local subject. In a Danish sentence like (35) (from

5we have to assume however that the complement of control verbs can be of a larger size, since
sentences like (1-a) are ambiguous for Danish speakers, i.e. the anaphor can be bound by either the
main clause subject or the object/embedded subject.

16t is possible that some Danish language learners also posit also migispecibc rule like
the following: siginside a VoiceP is always a de-transitivizing element.
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Vikner 1985) the anaphor is still bound by the nearest subject:

(35) Peter; hgrte Anne omtale sig;.
Peter hear.PAST Anne mention.INF RFLX
‘Peter; heard Anne mention him;.’

It is possible that mid-distance binding is not allowed at all in Danish, and that all
anaphors are bound by the nearest subject. The difference between Swedish and
Danish would thus only be in the size of the infinitival complement of a Control
or ECM verb: Swedish Control and ECM infinitives are always at least VoiceP’s
(but presumably they are even bigger), while Danish Control and ECM infinitives
can be as small as VP’s.!” The question that remains to be answered is why the
Swedish Control/ECM infinitives have to be structurally “big” while Danish in-
finitival complements can be small. It is however outside the scope of this paper
to discuss this issue, but let us for now assume that there are enough cues in the
Danish input that will lead the language learner to assume that infinitives can be

structurally small in Danish.'®

5 Conclusion: variation and the third factor

I have argued that Grammar A and Grammar B can both arise from the same input.

Grammar A arises in speakers who are more likely to focus on quirks on individual

T refer the reader to Vikner (1985) for a more thorough description of the Danish binding
system.

80ne noticeable property of Swedish is that small verbal structures have some striking mor-
phosyntactic properties that big verbal structures lack. Most notably, as argued in Lundquist
(2008) verb-particles always have to incorporate/prefix to small verbal structures in Swedish, as
most clearly seen in nominalizations and participle phrases. Infinitives never allow incorporated
particles in Swedish, and the absence of infinitives with incorporated particles in the input may be
enough for the language learner to assume that infinitives always are structurally big. In Danish
however, this does not happen in general, making big verbal structures and small verbal structures
look virtually identical. See also the discussion in Wurmbrand (2001) on structurally small VP’s in
German.
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lexical items, while Grammar B arises in speakers who focus on general patterns
shared by all members of a paradigm. The variation does thus not arise from
differences in the input, but by choice of learning strategy, or individual biases for
certain rule systems.

Following Chomsky (2005) and Yang (2010), we can isolate three factors in

language acquisition and/or language design:

1. Genetic endowment, Owhich interprets part of the environment as linguistic
experience . . . and which determines the general course of the development

of the language facultyO

2. Experience, Owhich leads to variation, within a fairly narrow range, as in the
case of other subsystems of the human capacity and the organism generallyO.

3. Principles not specibc to the faculty of language: O(a) principles of data
analysis that might be used in language acquisition and other domains; (b)
principles of structural architecture and developmental constraints. . . in-
cluding principles of efbcient computationO

In the list above, variation is taken to be triggered solely by the second factor,
l.e. Experience, which in this context is equal to linguistic input. What | have
argued for above is that the variation discussed in this paper does not have its
root in the second factor, but rather the third factor, that is Oprinciples of data
analysis ... principles of structural architecture and developmental constraints.O
More specibcally, there can be variation in how different people analyze linguistic
input. Of course, this variation may have its root in experience, but presumably
not linguistic experience.

| would like to end the paper with opening up the idea that variation like the
Grammar A/Grammar B split we see in Swedish could be partly genetically deter-
mined, or more specibcally, that an individual bias for a certain rule system may



143

be genetically determined, as has been already proposed by Ladd et al. (2008).
We know that people are different: some are introvert, some are extrovert, some
are good at math, some are good at remembering names, some people focus on
details and some people see “the whole picture”. We also know that our person-
ality is shaped both by our environment and our genes (see e.g. Pinker (2002) for
reports on studies on identical twins separated at birth and raised in different envi-
ronments). It wouldn’t be surprising if some language learners paid more attention
to regularities of paradigms (giving rise to Grammar B), while other pay extra at-
tention to specific words (giving rise to Grammar A). Whether you end up being
a “paradigm person” (“a chunker”) or an “individual item person” (“a splitter”)
might very well be partly genetically determined. Given enough input though, the
grammars will presumably end up the same, and only if the relevant input is scarce
and/or contradictory, will more than one grammar arise. As has been argued in this
article, at least in a language like Icelandic, the input is clear enough not to give

rise to two different grammars (at least not for the phenomenon discussed in this

paper).
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The Apropos T opic, the Concerning-T opic
and the syntax -pragmatics interface *

Verner Egerland

Abstract

A structure introduced b WR SLF P D U N ldgdogds o ¥oRdsrning/is not identifiable

with any of theconstruction typeshat alter the informatiorstructure of the clause involving

the left peripheryThat is to sayapropos and concerning do not introduce a topicalization,
QRU D GLVORFDWLRQ QR sone édin@niya@siinwdcBtéria’ InstéaHt Q
arguedherethat apropos andconcerning introduce threglace predicates relating the speaker
with the discourse topic and the propositional content of the following mathg. two
expressions differ witliespectto the topic argument: whileoncerning imposes aboutness
continuity on the following proposition, theapropos topic is subject to a givenness
requirement, as mustrefer to an element in the preceding discourse. The argumentation is
based on Swedish data.

1 Introduction

While topicalization and dislocation have attractedicm attention inthe
literature ongenerative grammar, less has been written about such lexical
expressions that are used to explicitigrk a topical element and whiaksually

occur in sentence initial position. Weditudied Germanic and Romance
languageshave a rather considerable repertory of such expressions, as for
instance Englishvith respect to x, with regard to X, apropos x, concerning X, as

for x, speaking of x, regarding X, as far as x is concerned, just to mention a few.

In traditional treatmest there has been a tendency to list dopiic markersas

RQH KRPRJHQHRXV FODVV EHFDXVH WKH\ IDOO

! Many thanks tdDianne Jonas, ValZria Molni€hrister Platzackand Michael Rochemont
for useful criticism and comments on previous versions of thpgemaas well as to the
audienceof the Grammatik i Fokus-colloquium Lund, February2012 All remaining errors

are my own.

Working Papersin Scandinavian Syntax 91, 2013, 147-179
!
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PHDQLQJ" 4XLUN HW DO ,W LV FOHDU KR.
can and should be recognized within tluategory. The interest of these
expressions lies in the fact that they do not straightforwardly correspond to those
topicalization and dislocation structures that have been identified and analyzed
in the syntactic literature. Neither are theformationstructurepropertiesvery

well understood. Such topic markers in fact, offer interesting evidence
concerning therelation between syntactiform and pragmatic function. The
overarching question is to what extent the swuegmatics interface is
3SXQLRUQ WKHCJlidayer Bl JRckendoff (2006: 132n the following,

I will argue that there are cases in which syntactic displacement can apply
without any obvious interpretive effect, that is, without any clear pragmatic or
other interpretable featartriggering movement. This observatiposes an
interesting problem for the hypothesis thmbvement to the left periphery
targets designated positions with a precise feature specificasanmuch work
following the seminal study of Rizzi (1997) (e.g. Beninc™ & Poletto 2004,
Frascarelli & HinterhsSlzl 2007 Moreover, there are important distinctions to be
made within the class of topic marking expressions at the level of information
structure. These distinctions appear to have liftleo consequender syntax, a

fact whichsuggests that syntadanbe entirely opaque tanformation structure.

This observationin turn is interestingly problematic for approaches that
propose to derive syntactic structure from pragmatic features (e.g. Erteschik
Shir 2M06).

In this paper, discusssuch claimson the basis of Swedish data.
From a purelyintuitive viewpoint, which remains to be spelled outdetail the
Swedish wordapropEntroduces a topicalization of soits(1).

(1) Aprop&E Johan,jag trSffade honomigCEr.
APROPOS John | met him  yesterday

H6SHDNLQJ RI -RKQ , PHW KLP \HVWHUGD\Y
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The wordaprop@s a 18' century borrowing from Frenchpropos, which has
equivalents in other Romance languages, such as I@peaoposito and Spanish
a prop—sitp as well as being integrated in the lexiconselveral Germanic
languages, cDanish,English, Germanand Norwegiampropos. Clearly, some
basic properties dfuchexpression are consistent across the languages tigere
word is attested. Bverthdess, these languages may diff@th respect to some
patternsthesehowevergo beyond present aimscdncentrate on the analysis of
Swedish leaving a crosfinguistic survey to future researchrom now on and
throughout this paper, | refer to the fted constituentntroduced byapropdEn
(1) as the APrROPOS TOPIC(APT). To begin with, | take the APT to be
representative for topimarkingexpressions such as those listed above. As we
proceed, however, it will become obvious that, among suoatkers different
subclasses must be recognized.

The paper is organized as follows: in sectioth Rriefly present the
three major construction types identified in the literature, which alter the
information structure of the clause involving the left periphemy3,lit is shown
that the APT does ngiattern withany of these construction typédn section 4
turning to pragmatics, | argue that there are systematic interpretive differences
between the APT and a different class roarking expressions that term
concer ning-topics. Section Sleals withthe categorialand syntactic status ttfie
expresdns in question, while section @ontains some crosdinguistic
comparative remarks.

2 The syntactic properties of topicalization, disocation, and hanging
topics

Following fairly common assumption®oss 1967, Cinque 1990, van Riemsdijk
1997,Alexiadou 2006among many otheysl assume that there are three major

SNSNTNENERENTEN NSNS R KRN ST N N RN
% The term “construction” will be used throughout in a purely descriptive fashion, without

implications as for the theoretical status of the concept of construction.
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construction types altering the information structure of an assertive serlign
involving the periphey: topicalization, dislocation, and hangingpics Their
respective properties are briefly illustrated with Swedish data:

2.1 The syntactic dpicalization structure is analyzed d3 Q -&fpendency
holding betweerthe topicalized element in sentence iaitposition, [Spec, C]

according to the standard analysis (Platzack 198, its tracelicensed as a
variable. In av2 language such as Swedistpicalizationobligatorily triggers

subjectinversion. In Swedishhe structures associated witlsontrastive focus:

(2) Johan trSffar jag t, imorgon.
John meet | t; tomorrow

H-RKWI PHHW WRPRUURZY

2.2 Thedislocation structureloes not involve the nuclear clause; for instance,
it has been analyzed as base generation in the left peripheguéCi®90) or as
displa@ment at PF (Erteschi&hir 200§. The dislocated element is repeated by
a resumptivgronoun internal to the clause. The following matrix clause has the
canonical subjeeterb word order:

(3) Johan,jag trSffar honomimorgon.
John | see him tomorrow

H-RKM@QI PHHW KLP WRPRUURZY

2.3 The hangingdpic is placed irthe left periphery but, unlikeiglocation,
doesnot need tobe syntactically connected with theatrix (e.g. Alexiadou
2006. That is to say, in an example such @), the hanging topic is not
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introduced by a preposition despite the fact that it refers to an oblique argument
in the matrix:’

(4) (Ja) den dar  restaurangen (ja), dit gir jag girna tillbaka.
(yes)that there restaurant.the (yes)there go [  willingly back

MHHOO WKDW UHVWDXUDQW ,1G OLNH WR JR EDF

In the following section, I will go through the criteria in turn, showing that the
apropEconstruction does not unambiguously correspond to any of these three

constructions.

3  Thesyntac tic propertiesof the  apropa-congruction

To begin with, consider that the APT in Swedish is compatible with two
different word order patterns. In (5), the introducing APT is followed by straight
word order (subject-verb) in the matrix. In (6), on the other hand, we see a case
of subject inversion triggered by the APT.*

(5) Apropd Johan, jag triffar honom imorgon.

APROPOS John 1 see him  tomorrow

A1z 12 12 12 12121z 1z 121218121212121212121 212  Sig g a13
? The hanging topic in Swedish is often introduced by some marker suchasja p\HV Y ZKLFK FDQ
appear on either side of the topic as is shown in (4) (cf. English well in the gloss of (4)). With

QR VXFK LQOWURGXFHU WKH KDQJLQJ WRSLF LV VRPHWLPHYV

* Some speakers prefer inserting the adverbial element SEbetween the APT and the finite verb
in an example such as (6), though not in (5). This is a matter of rather idiosyncratic variation
which has no bearing on the following discussion. It should be noticed that the element in
question frequently attaches to the finite verb when the sentence-initial position is occupied
by elements other than the subject (Egerland & Falk 2010, Eide 2011).
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(6) ApropE Johan trSffar jag honomimorgon.
APROPOSJohn see | him  tomorrow

H6SHDNLQJIRVHRKKLP, WRPRUURZY

There are two surface differences between (5) and (6): the word order and the
intonation. In (5), there is a prosodic break between the APT and the following
matrix, typical of that of a left dislocation or a hanging togicture. In the

example (6), on the other hand, there is no such break, but the intonation contour

of a topicalizaton.& RQVLGHU WKH WZR VWUXFWXUHV LQ '

1 1 CP
Apropa Johan CP
Apropa Johan &
Subpct &1
C TP
C TP Verb
Verb Subject

, DVVXPH WKDW LQ T WKH $37 LV VLWRDWHG |
concreteness, suppose thigi$opic Phrase external tile nuclear clause (Rizzi

1997) though the following discussion does not crucially rely on this
assumption , Q T JLYHQ WKDW 6ZHG Istbleclivesidis OD Q J X
an indicationthat the APT is in [Spec, C] following thestandardanalysis

Swedish sentence structyfatzack 986, Holmberg & Platzack 1995).

Interestingly, howeverthere are no other syntactic or interpretive
differences between (5) and (6). In all examples that follow, the two are entirely
interchangeable. That is to sahere is no independently motivated feature in
the derivation that can be assumed to account for the difference between the
VWUXFWXUHV LQ T DQG T DQG WKH FKRLFH E
advanced as a case of syntactic optionalitythe vein of Chomsky (2008 it
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may be assumed that movement to [SpecinC(6) is triggered by an edge
feature, but such a solutiamessentially ad hot.

Anotherpossibility is to assume thatagmatic featureare assigned
pre-syntactically as part of éhlexical array, as in Ertesch#hir (2006). The
assignment of such pragmatic features yields a representation projected in
syntax and then valued in relation to the context. Whereas thsyptactic
assignment of pragmatic features is optional, theasyict evaluation of the
features is not. In such a model, the APT would enter the derivaroying the
feature 2 7RSLF" ZKLFK ZRXOG WULJJHU PRYHPHQW WR

T WKHQ ZRXOG E HsyWactit displacen@idf the ARS RaVPN.
But the achievement of such an analysis would only be to push optionality from
the VI\QWD[ WR 3) )XUWKHUPRUH LW LV FOHDU WKL
different element such as the subject, a fact that is left unexplained. | will not
further discuss the theoretical implications thfe apparently open choice
EHWZHHQ .9 DQG 1

Superficially then,the APT of (5) looks like a left dislocation and
tha of (6) like topicalization. However, neither of these analyses can be
defended as | Wishow in3.1-3.3.

3.1 Despite its similarity with topicalizatiqrit is very clear thathe APT
GRHV QRW XQverhedeven $/fien it targets [Spec,:Eirstly, the APT
does not leave behind a trace analyzed as a variable:

(7) *ApropEJohan trSffade jag t igEr.

APROPOS John met I l, yesterday

Secondlythe APT does not give raise to weakossover effect¢Postal 1971)
Consider the difference between the topicalizatmo®) and the APT in (9):

5 In thelr anaIyS|s of scrambllng in Dutch Neeleman & de Koot (2008: 142) argue that the
introduction of edge features can be seen as a return to the m&@&/ UDWHJ\ Rl *RYHUC(
and Binding Theory. B8 KDW DV LW PD\ WKH DVVXPSWLRQ RI DQ HG.
any particular consequences for the issues that lie at hart of this article.
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(8) *Dickens;gjorde hans; roman om Pickwick t; beromd.
Dickens; made his; novel about Pickwick t; famous

(9) Apropd D.; gjorde hans; roman om  Pickwick honom; berdmd.
APROPOS D.; made his; novel about Pickwick him; famous

L$ S U DBIRAE, his novel about Pickwick made him famous

Thirdly, the APT does not license parasitic gaps:

(10) *'Apropa brevet skrev han det utan att skicka

APROPOS letter.the wrote he 1t without to send

Hence, the APT in (6) is not a topicalization structure.

3.2 As we have seen, the APT in (5) is superficially similar to left
dislocation, but this analysis can be excluded as well. To begin with, consider
that Swedish, trivially, does not allow for multiple APTs unlike Romance left
dislocation. The example (11) is from Cinque (1990: 58).

(11) Di vestiti, ame, Gianni,in quel negozio, non mi ce ne
clothes to me John inthat shop not-to-me-there-of-them
ha mai comprati.

has ever bought
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(12) *ApropEJohan aprop& den dSr restaurangen,
APROPOS John APROPOS that thererestairant.the
jag gErgSrna dit  medhonomigen.

I go gladly there withhim again

This restriction could have an independent soupeghapsrelated to the fact
that Swedish is a V2 languagad, hence, has a restricted left periphery as
comparedd Italian or FrenchHowever, note that, whahe APT appears in the
left peripheral positionsome elementof the clausecan be topicalized: an
argument coreferent with the togit3), a different element of the clause (14), or
some element designated fthre [Spec, C] position such asvarexpression
(15):

(13) Aprop&E Johan,honomtrSffade jag igEr.

APROPOS John him  met |  yesterday
(14) Aprop&E Johan,igEr trSffade jag honom.
APROPOS John vyesterday met | him

(15) Aprop&E Johan,vemtrSffade honomig@Er?

APROPOS John who met him yesterday

Hence, Swedish can indeed have two elements preceding the verb in the matrix,
one in [Spec, C] the other in an external, peripheral position; it is specifically the
co-occurrence of two APT$at is barred, as in (12).

Furthermore the APT does not need to be syntactically connected
with the following matrix.Consider the examples ih@)-(19):
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(16) Apropd Johan, jag ar trott pdatt lana honom pengar.
APROPOS John 1 am tired ofto lend him money
‘Apropos John, I’m tired of lending him money’

(17) Apropd Maria, jag kom pdatt jag mdaste kopahenne enpresent.
APROPOS Mary 1  came onthat I  must buy her a gift
‘Apropos Mary, it came to my mind that [ have to buy her a gift’

(18) “Apropa till Johan, jag 4r trott  paattlina honom pengar.
APROPOS to John I am tired oftolend him money

(19) ”Apropa till Maria, jag kompa att jag maste kopahenne en present.

APROPOS toMary I  cameon that I  must buy her agift

The APTs in (16)-(17) are not introduced by prepositions although the
corresponding elements in the nuclear clause are PPs. Still, PPs such as those of
(18)-(19) are not totally excluded provided a particular kind of context, namely
one in which the prepositional expression is in some way retrieved from the
preceding discourse. The prepositional APT in the dialogue of (20) is slightly
marginal but not unacceptable in my opinion:

(20) A:I gar ringde jag till Maria.
yesterday called I  to Mary
B:Apropa till Maria, jag maste kopahenne enpresent.

APROPOS to Mary I  must buy her a gift

However, (20) is not a case of syntactic connectivity. Rather, the APT in (20)
has the flavor of an echo, and its acceptability is dependent on the preceding

discourse. A similar consideration holds for the occurrence of anaphors in the
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APT. An example such as (21) is (marginally) acceptable provided that the
anaphoric possessive can be retrieved from preceding discourse:

(21) A:Nar  jag var 1 London
when I  was in London
lat  Maria; mig bo 1 sin egen lagenhet.
let Mary me stay in POSSgnaphji OWN apartment
B:Apropd sin; egen ldgenhet,
APROPOS POSSjanaphji  OWN apartment
jag horde att Maria; ska silja den.

I heard that Mary; will sell it

Arguably, the example (21) is a misleading sign of syntactic connectivity. If the
discourse antecedent is different from the following grammatical subject Mary,

the anaphoric expression cannot be bound by the grammatical subject:

(22) A: Nar jag var 1 London
when I  was in London
lat Johan; mig bo 1 sin egen lagenhet.
let John; me stay in POSSunaphj OWN apartment
B:*Apropa sin; egen lagenhet,
APROPOS POSSjanaphji  OWN apartment
jag horde att Maria; ska sélja den.

I heard that Mary; will sell it
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WKDW RI %V X WeWisjoihDigeferenEed Q Q R W

3.3 Having excluded that the APT is a case of topicalization or distscahe
remaining alternative is that offenging opic. But such an analysis, too, faces
problems when confronted with the data. First oflainging topics in Swedish
never trigger subject inversion:

(23) *(Ja)lSgenhet (ja) har hon hittat en i centrum.

(yesapartment (yes) has she found one intown centre

Secondly, hanging topics are known to occur in root environmefesy.
Alexiadou 2006672). Consider the hanging topic i84) and theAPT in (25):

(24) (Ja) ISgenhet (ja), hon har hittat en i centrum.
yes apartment yes she has found one intown centre
(25) ApropE ISgenhet, hon har hittat en i centrum.

APROPOS apartment she has found one intown centre

Whereas the hanging topic cannot successfully be inserted in a subor@@ate (
there is no such restriction on tAeT (27):.

(26) *Hon sa att hon,|Sgenhet hadehittat en i centrum.
She said that she apartment had found one intown centre
(27) Honsa at hon apropE ISgenhet hadehittat en i centrum.

She said that she apropos apartment had found one in town centre
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Furthermore, thé&PT can actually introduce a relative clapas in 28):

(28) IgEr  ISstgag en intressant artikel i tidningen,
yesterdayead| an interesting article in newspaper.the
aprop& vilket jag inte har kommit ih(Eg
APROPOS Which | not haveremembered
att f8rISnga prenumerationen.
to renew subscription.the

M<HVWHUGD\ , UHDG DQ LQWHUHVWLQJ DUWLFO
haveforgottenWR UHQHZ P\ VXEVFULSWLRQY

The relative pronourvilket nZKLFKY UHIHUV WR WKH SURSRVL
matrix. The example can be paraphrasébe fact that | read an article

yesterday makes me realize that | have forgotten etc. Theclauseintroduced by

APT in (28) is undoubtedly gbordinateas is obvious from word ordehé finite

verb stays in the lower portion of the sentence structure and, hence, appears to
the right of negation, as is common 8wedishsubordinates (Holmberg &
Platzack 1995). Thenain clauseword order wherethe finite verb is raised

higher than the negatiois, not acceptabl@:

SNSNTNENERENTENSNENE NN R KRN ST N N RN
® Crucially, there is no intonation break after the APT in (29). If there is, the example is
equally accptable, but analyzable in a different way:
() « DSURSuiket, jag har inte kommit ihEgattfsriSngaprenumerationen.
« APROPOS which | have not remembered to renew subscription.the
7KH H[DPSOH LQ L LV SpeadimySKwhioh DItawe HFordot\to «xenew my

subscription.
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(29) «D SURWket jag har inte kommit ihag
« APROPOS which I ~ havenot remembered
att forlinga prenumerationen.

to renew  subscription.the

In this sense, the APT is clearly distinct from hanging topics.

Lastly, hanging topics are subject to a restriction of ordering in the sense
that they only appear in the sentence initial position (30), never in sentence final
position (31), as discussed by e.g. Beninca (1988).

(30) Den dar  restaurangen, jag gar girna tillbakadit.
that there restaurant.the I = go willingly back there
(31) *Jaggar gérna tillbakadit, = den dir restaurangen.

I go willingly back there that thererestaurant.the

On the contrary, the APT can appear not only to the left but also to the right of
the matrix, as in (32):

(32) Jag gar girna tillbakadit, apropd den dér restaurangen.

I go willingly back there APROPOS that thererestaurant.the

3.4 To summarize so far, the goropd-construction cannot unambiguously be
identified with any of the three syntactic dependencies taken into consideration.
The APT is neither topicalized W K U R Xndd€en$efit, nor is it left dislocated,
nor is it a hanging topic. These conclusions hold regardless of the word order of
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the matrix, which is always open for the two options illustrated in (5) and (6).
now turn to the pragmatic properties of the construction.

4. The pragmatic propertiesof  apropos -topics and concerning -topics

First and foremost, theregeano inerpretve differences what so ever associated
with the two word order patterns illustrated 5)-(6) above. Whether thAPT
appears in a peripheral position where it is followed by the canonical subject
verb order (5), ois placed in [Spec, C] triggegnsubject inversior6), has no
consequence for the information structure of the expression. In the following
examples, as well as in the preceding ones, the two are entiezlyhangeable.

In order to understand the pragmatic propertieshefAPT, we needto
comprarethe APT with another group of expressiot®longing to the same
general area of meaning amith an apparently similadiscoursefunction: the
Swedish expressiobetrSffande p F R Q F Hibt@du€esd fa topic of sorts in a
fashionsuperficialy similar tothe APT. It allows for the same two word order
patterns that we have seen previously:

(33) BetrSffande Johan,jag trSffar honomimorgon.
CONCERNNG John | see him tomorrow
(34) BetrSffande Johan trSffar jag honomimorgon.

CONCERNING John see | him tomorrow

H&RQFHUQLIGNGHR KQ P, WREBR (BYR Z

Despite the superficial similaritip the APT the expression illustrated i33)-
(34) shows systematipragmaticdifferenceswith respect to the APT in a way
that justifies a distinction between two differeziaisses of topic markerf we
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have chosen to call the former apropos-topic (APT), let us term the second the
concerning-topic (CNT). These two classes are perfectly alike with respect to
the syntactic criteria considered in section 3, but differ with respect to
information structure, as is discussed in 4.7-4.3

4.1 The first difference between APTs and CNTs resides in the fact that CNTs
can introduce a new element, a kind of subtopic, into the discourse, whereas
APTs do not have any such property. Consider the following two examples in
relation to the context:

[Context: We had a lovely week in Greece. The weather was beautiful and
the food was good, and ...]

(35) ...betriffande  hotellet var det utmarkt.
CONCERNING hotel.the was it  excellent
‘... and as for the hotel, it was excellent’
(36) *... apropd hotellet var det utmérkt.
APROPOS hotel.the was it  excellent

‘... and apropos the hotel, it was excellent’

In the context of (35)-(36), the hotel has not actually been mentioned. It is a
discourse-new element, at most inferred from the general description and could
perhaps count as “old information” by virtue of predictability (e.g. Prince 1981:
226): in this context, some information about the hotel may be expected and,
say, given by association. However, this associative link to the context is not
sufficient to introduce the hotel as an APT. It seems that the apropE
construction actually requires explicit mention of the topic in the preceding
discourse. This in turn means that, by these two expressions, the APT and the
CNT, a distinction is lexicalized between topics that are “old” because explicitly
mentioned, and those that are merely inferred, such as hotel in (35)-(36).
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4.2 The second difference between APTs &MNITs has to do with the topic of
the following matrix. In examples such &¥)-(38), the APTpresentsa Topic,
John, which must have been previously mentioned but &gmirely associative
link with the content of the matrix.

(37) ApropE Johan trSffade jag Maria igEr.

APROPOS John met I Mary yesterday

M6SHDNLQJ RI -RKQ \HVWHUGD\ , PHW ODU\ ¢
(38) ApropE Johan,nu regnardet igen.

APROPOS John nowrains it again

H6SHDNLQJ RI -RKQ QRZ LWV UDLQLQJ DJDLQ 1

The examplg37) implies that | associate John with Mary, while (38) suggests

that | for some reason associate John with poor wealesther words, the
IROORZLQJ PDWUL[] GRHV QRW QHHG WR EH B*DERX
APT. In other words, there is no requirement on aboutnessinuity with

respect tahe matrix(Prince 1998Frascarelli& Hinterhslzl 2007). Importantly,
sucharadical shiftis not acceptablaith the CNT, as is clear fron39)-(40):

(39) “BetrSffande Johan trSffade jag Maria igCEr.
CONCERNNG John met I Mary yesterday
Kconcerning-RKQ \HVWHUGD\ , PHW ODU\ ¢
(40) “BetrSffande Johan,nu regnardet igen.
CONCERNING John nowrains it again

Corcerning-RKQ QRZ LWYV UDLQLQJ DJDLQT
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This means that the CNT imposes aboutness continuity on the matrix (Reinhart
1981: 63). In simple terms, if I start out by saying betrSffande Johan
oncerning John {fwhatever follows has to be about John.

It appears, then, that one of the constructions is the mirror image of
the other: The APT must have been mentioned in the previous discourse; it may
or may not be the topic of the following matrix. The CNT may or may not have
been previously mentioned; it must be the topic of the following matrix. The
generalization can be formally expressed as in (41)-(42):

(41) X; « APT TOPIC; [cp « (x; ]

(42) (xi «[CNTTOPICi[cp « [ « @ @

The structures in (41)-(42) capture the intuition that the CNT imposes aboutness
continuity forwards, on the matrix, while the APT requires aboutness continuity
backwards, in the preceding discourse. A further conclusion derives from the
generalization in (41)-(42): topic tests building on the substitution of the topic
by expressions such as as for x, or embedding of the utterance in about-
sentences (Reinhart 1981: 64-65), are not applicable to all sorts of topics, but
only to topics of a certain kind, and must therefore be used with caution. The
CNT can be substituted by as for X, but the APT cannot. Moreover, an utterance
such as apropos John, she said that it is raining again cannot felicitously be
paraphrased as “she said about John that it is raining again.

4.3 The third difference between the two classes of topics concerns their
relation with focus and can presumably be derived from the generalization stated
in (41)-(42). To begin with, CNTs are not readily compatible with a coreferent
focused argument in the matrix (43), whereas a non-coreferent argument is

perfectly acceptable (44):
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(43) “BetrSffande Johan sEgiag HONOM i affSren igCEr.
CONCERNING John saw | HIM in shop.the yesterda
LSV IRU s®RKIY in the shop yesterdayl

(44) BetrSffande Johan s@Egjag honomi AFFEREN igEr.
CONCERNING John saw | him in SHOP.THEyesterday.

LSV IRU s®KKQP,LQ 7+( 6+23 \HVWHUGD\ |

The unacceptability of4Q@) is expected given éhstructure in42). In (43), the
CNT establishegohn as the topic of the clause. If intonatitrensignals John
as the focus, we get a mismatwhpragmatic interpretations.e. a violation of
the focus restriction dflointr (1998.

In the case of APg,things are more auoplicated.Clearly, the status
of a sentence such a&bf, when uttered out of the blue, is doubtful.

(45) “ApropEJohan sCEgjag HONOM i affSren igEr.
APROPOS John saw | HIM in shop.the yesterday.

H6SHDNLQJ RI -RHQ WKBA KRS \HVWHUGD\T

The reason for this is thain a decontextualized example such 48),(I expect

John to be the sentence topic. However, a focused readingecacceptable
under the appropriate circumstanc&sippose that somebody has been ®@llin

me about a problem of his/hers and asks me for advice. | cannot give any, after
which the conversation continues on some other topic until incidentally John is
mentionedln such a discoursé can actually say something likéd) or (47):
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(46) ApropCE Johan,HAN kanskevet ISsningen.
APROPOSJohn HE  maybeknows solution.the
‘Speaking of John, HE might have the solution.’

(47) ApropE Johan,det SrmedHONOM du m(Este tala.
APROPOS John it is with HIM you must speak

‘Speaking of John, it’s with HIM you should speak

In (46)-(47), the APT is placed ia peripheral position and, hence, followed by
canonical subjeeterb word order. If, instead, the APT appears in [Spec, C],
nothing changes as for the interpretation, as in-(48):

(48) Aprop&E Johan kanskeHAN har ISsningen.
APROPOS John maybeHE  has solution.the
(49) ApropE Johan Srdet medHONOM du m(Este tala.

APROPOSJohn isit  with HIM you must speak

This is so because the APT retrieves John as the topic from the immediatel
preceding discourse, but does mopose any restriction on the status of John in
the matrix.The structure in4l) is in fact silent on the topibood of John in the
matrix. Rather, the APT in46)-(49) brings us back ta point ofthe preceding
discouse in which John was not the topic.

4.4 | conclude from this that it is possible to identify two classes of topic
expressions which consistently give raise toinkstinformation structures. It
should be noticed that the different readings have no symtaefiex. In
particular, both the APT and the CNT are compatible with the same two word
order patterns that have been illustrated5)3(6) and B83)-(34) above. | now
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turn to the last issue that concerns taegorial and syntactistatus of the
expres®n in question.

5. The categorial status of APROPOS and CONCERNING

In traditional Swedishgrammar,expressions such aprRorPosand CONCERNING

have been understo@s prepositional in nature (e.g. Teleman et al. 1929).

A similar tendency is foundor instance,n the English grammatical tradition
(e.g. Quirk et al. 1985: 670)nIthis section, | will outline an alternative view
which | believe to be theoretically preferable and more consistent with the
empirical facts.

One reason behind the tradnal ideaof identifying such expressions with
prepositions may beelated to morphological case. In fachetpronominal
argument of APT invariably carriexjectivecase:

(50) Aprop@E PLJ « BetrSffande PLJ «
APROPs  MGqpj,] | CONCERNING MGobj
(51) *ApropE MDJ/ &BetrSffande MDJ «

APROPs lhom] / CONCERNING  lfnom]

Consider, to begin with, that can be excluded thatccusative in(50) is an
instance of default case assignmemgiven thatdefault case in Swedish is
unambiguously nomative. Only nominative is acceptable in the contexts
suggested as criteria for default case assignment in SchYtze 220@16), as

for instance inéft dislocation$2 330D G PDJD]L QH53)Vathdeligdi®Q FH V
(54):
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(52) Jag, jag vaknar alltid klockan sex.
Iinom] I wake always clock S1X

MHOH , DOzZD\V ZDNH XS DW VL[ RTFORENT

(53) Jag? Vakna klockan sex?
Iinom] wake clock S1X

HMOH" :DNLQJ XS DW VL[ RTFORFN"Y
(54) Vem vaknar klockan sex? - Inte jag.
Who wakes clock six - Not  Ipom

H:KRV ZDNLQJ XS DWovthd RTFORFN"

Having established that the objective case in (50) is not a default case, consider
that there is no compelling reason to assume that objective case in (50) is
assigned by prepositions. Note that aprop@and betr Sffande would be atypical
prepositions. They are never selected; there is no expression in the language that
obligatorily subcategorizes for any of them. Presumably as a result of this,

extraction out of the alleged PP is straightforwardly ungrammatical. Compare
(55)-(56) with (57)-(58):

(55) Vi sa betriffande  Johan
we said CONCERNING John
att det &rdagsatt kontakta honom igen.
that it is timeto contact him  again
(56) Vi sa apropa Johan att det é&rdagsatt kontakta honom igen.

we said APROPOS John that it is timeto contact him again
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(57) *Johanjsa vi  betriffande  t;
John; said we CONCERNING ft;
att det &r dags attkontakta honom igen.
that it  1is time to contact him  again
(58) *Johan; sa vi apropd
John; said we APROPOS t;
att det &r dags attkontakta honom igen.

that it  1is time to contact him  again

Hence, preposition stranding is not acceptable with any of these expressions.
Given a prepositional analysis of apropEand betrSffande the traditional
taxonomy assumes, not unexpectedly, that a very large number of words belong
to the class of prepositions. Some of these are borrowings, such as aprop:while
others are derived from other word classes, notably verbs such as betr Sffande
present participle of the verb betrSffa (which in turn is borrowed from German).
Note, then, that the traditional approach makes prepositions become an “open”
word class. Arguably, such a move has the effect of complicating the theory of
prepositions, considerably and unnecessarily.

Rejecting the prepositional analysis, I assume that accusative case in these
constructions is to be understood as structural case and I will pursue a rather
different intuition about these elements. As has become clear from the previous
discussion, both APTs and CNTs have similarities with hanging topics, however
with the important difference that APTs and CNTs can occur in subordinate
clauses. When they do, they are subject to so-called logophoric shift (e.g.
Reuland 2006). In (59)-(60), the APT and the CNT introducing the matrix
clauses are speaker oriented: trivially, they relate the content of the matrix to the
speaker’s previous discourse. On the other hand, in (61)-(62), where they are
embedded in the complement of the verb say, the salient reading is that in which
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they relate to the grammatical subject’s previous discourse (though it is not
entirely excluded that they still relate to the speaker)

(59) BetrSffande Jchan trSffade hon honomigEr(speaker orientation)
CONCERNING John met she him vyesterday.
(60) ApropE Johan trSffade hon honomig&Er.  (speaker orientation)

APROPOS John met she him vyesterday.

(61) Honsa att hon betrSffande Johan
she said that she CONCERNING John
haderSffat honomdagen innan. (subjecf’speakeprientation)
had met him day.thebefore.
(62 Honsa att hon apropCE Johan
she said that she ApPrRoPOS John
haderSffat honomdagen innan. (subjecf’speakeprientation)

had met him day.thebefore.

When CNTs and APTs appear in clauses selectamth®y predicates than verbs
of saying, things change. If, as B3}-(64), the predicate of the main clausd is
did not believe, for instance, the logophoric shift is blocked.

" As | mentioned already in f.n. 3, the examples of {&®) should not be confused with
those cases in which a clear intonation break signals the beginning of a new mainQlause:
said that, concerning John: she met him yesterday. Such a structure, too, is acceptable in
Swedish but irrelevant for the present discussion.
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(63) Jagtrodde inte pE att han betrSffande Johan
|  believed not on that he CONCERNING John
hadetrSffat honomdagen innan.
had met him day.thebefore.
(64) “Jagtrodde inte pE att han apropE Johan
|  believed not on that he APROPOSJohn
haderSffat honomdagen innan.

had met him day.thebefore.

That is tosay, the tom introducers of@3)-(64) relateto the speakemot to the
embedded subjectp the extent such a reference can at all be established:
acceptability of both@3) and ©4) is downgraded in my opinion.

Suppose, then, that APTs and CNTstually introduce logophoric
predication, elaborating on thproposalof Speas & Tenny(2003. More
precisely, | assume that they are to be understood asplaee predicates,
taking as their arguments (a) thgeaker, (b) thetopic, and (c) the proposanal
content of theollowing matrix®

(65) CONCERNING speaker, topic, proposition)

(66) APROPOSSPeaker, topic, proposition)

The role of thespeaker in (65)-(66) can be shifted to the grammatical subject
(the embedded speaker) when APTs and CNTs appeasubordinate
environmentsThis analysisis intendedo capture the intuition thagpropa and

HA A
8 According to (65)(66), the internal argument is taken to be the matrix proposition, rather
than the actual CP. This has to be the case, given tHatOdbfs and APTs can appear lower

in the structure than the complementizer.
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betréaffande are structurally similar in the sense that they lexicalize the relation
between a proposition, its topic, and its “logophoric centre” in Bianchi’s (2003)
sense. The syntactic projections of the two predications in (65) and (66) are
structurally identical. The difference between them lies only in the nature of the
topic argument which imposes aboutness continuity forwards, in the following
proposition, in the case of CNTs, and backwards, with an element in the
preceding discourse, in the case of APTs, as stated in (41) and (42). Since
preceding and following topics can easily coincide, and often do, CNTs and
APTs can look superficially identical in a number of cases. It is presumably
because of this circumstance that CNTs and APTs have been understood to
belong to the same class of words in much of the traditional literature on
topicalization.

6. Comparative remarksand further speculations

Throughout the discussion, I have refrained from comparative remarks.
However, some cross-linguistic comments may be called for at this point,

though they will be kept at a minimum.

To begin with, note that Swedish word order facts are not generally attested
among V2 languages. In German, for instance, subject inversion as in (68) is not
acceptable:

(67) Apropos Johan, ich treffe ihn morgen.
APROPOS John 1 see  him tomorrow
(68) *AproposJohan treffe ich ihn morgen.

APROPOS John see | him tomorrow
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German word order facts, then, indicate that the German APT has to be in a
peripheral position. The comparison of Swedish and German suggests that not
only is the form-function mapping not uniform, it is also subject to language
specific variations. The question is whether such a state of affairs justifies the
claim of Prince (1998) the relation between syntax and discourse is arbitrary
quite as much as “the relation between phonological form and lexical meaning”.
Though this limited set of data cannot provide any conclusive results, it appears
that the basic distinction between APTs and CNTs is indeed found in a variety
of Germanic and Romance languages and, hence, could reflect a universal
property of language. As the reader may have noticed, some assumptions lie
implicit already in the choice of wording in the English glosses. It seems to me
that Swedish apropE xmost naturally translates into English speaking of x or
apropos x, while betr Sffande x looks more similar to as for x or concerning x.
Moreover, the APT in Romance seems to be equivalent to French ~ propos de x
or Italian a proposito de x, not unexpectedly, while the CNT rather seems to
correspond to French en ce qui concerne X and Italian per quanto riguarda x.
The validity of these impressionistic remarks remains to be explored. Note,
however, that some distinctions similar to those discussed for Swedish are
indeed encountered in Italian. My consultants report a contrast between (69) and

(70), in the by now familiar context:

[Context: We had a lovely week in Greece. The weather was beautiful and
the food was good, and ...]

(69) ...per quanto riguarda I’ albergo, era eccellente.
FOR WHAT CONCERNS the hotel (itywas excellent
‘... and as for the hotel, it was excellent’
(70) *... aproposito dell’ albergo era eccellente.

APROPOS  of.the hotel (itywas excellent
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Likewise, thesamedifferenceis attestedbetween 71) and {2), as we found in
Swedish (37) and (39).

(71) "Perquantoriguarda  Gianni,eri ho incontrato Maria.
FOR WHAT CONCERNS John yesterdayl)havemet Mary
H&RQFHUQLQJ -RKQ \HVWHUGD\ , PHW ODU\ ¥
(72) A propositodi Gianni,eri ho incontrato Maria.
APROPOS ofJohn vyesterdayl)havemet Mary

M6SHDNLQJ RI -RKQ \HVWHUGD\ , PHW ODU\

Lastly, it is clearly possile that we can identify not only two but more
subclasseamong such topic markevath consistently different properties with
respectto pragmatic criteria that have not been discussed in this paper. One
example may suffice: considdre Englishexpressioras far as x is concerned,

and its Swedish equivalentd anbelangar fZKD W F Ri thél foli@wing
examples:

(73) As far as the table is concerned, we bougattihe flea market.

(74) Vad bordet anbelangaryi  kSpte det pd®ppmarknaden.
whattable.the concernswe boughtit atflee market.the

(75) 7’As far as the table is concerned, prices are low at the flea market.

(76) Avad bordet anbelangarpriserna Sr IEgad®ppmarknaden.

what table.the concerns prices are low atflee market.the

Swh a topic marking is acceptable ii@3J-(74) but awkward in 75)-(76),
apparently because of the lack of aboutness continuity with respect to the
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matrix. However, the aboutness condition is relaxed in a context such as that of
(77)-(78), where the topicsia sentient entity:

>&RQWH[W 6KH ZRXOG OLNH WR JR WR +DZDLL R
(77 « DV IDU DV -RKQ LV FRQFHUQHG WKH\ FRXOG M)
(78) « Y DJGhan anbelangarkan de lika gSrna stannahemma

whatJohn concerns can theylike well stay home

In the case of7)-(78), a further complication seems to be introduced. Hase,

far as John is concerned UHODWHYV QRW RQO\ WR WKH VSHI
HI[SUHVVHV -RKQYVY DWWLWXGH WRZDUGV WKH SUR
more or lessin John's opinion or if the decision is left to John. This kind of

reading sets77)-(78) aside from the CNTs and the APTs discussed in the
previous sections. Consequentls far as x is concerned seems to represent a

third subclass of topic arkers

6. Conduson

The survey of topic marking expressions in Swedish has been essentially limited

to two classes of expressions, definedaopostopics andconcerning-topics.

The former are subject to a conditidRQ DERXWQHVV FRQGWLQXLW
they have to continue an explicit topic from the preceding discousddle the
ODWWHU LPSRVH FRQ Wth @xpedt \to 3thR bHowidds iatrix.

Neither of thesd¢opic marking expressiormsansuccessfully be analyzed as any

of the constrations in the syntactic literature: topicalization, dislocation, or
hanging topics. Syntax and pragmatics, hence, must be recognized as separate
and autonomous, though correlating, modules of the théastly, it is not a

priori obvious that even closelyelated languages should have the sam
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repertory of such expressions, and cHisguistic as well as idiosyncratic
variation is far from unexpected. Still, some general observations on topic
marking expressions in Swedish indeed seem to carry over éo Gérmanic

and Romance languages.
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