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INTRODUCTION

The main goal of this disserturion is to give an empirical and theoretical adequate
account of a construction which is traditionally referred 10 as extraposition. Any
fruitful analysis within the generative framework has in general been an altempt
provide an answer to how a particular element and/or relation respectively is licensed,
The main question to be addressed here is therefare: how is the extraposed constituent
licensed? I will tey to give an account within the Principles & Parameiers framework
{in the sense of Chomsky 1981), which 1 assume the reader 1o be familiar with.

The main challenge of such an approach is to zet rid of construction specific
statements. This is i necessary consequence of the assumption that there are no such
things as particular constructions’. Tenms like ‘extraposition’, "passive’, ‘relative clauses’,
¢ic. arc considered to be more or less abbreviumions capturing some empirical
phenomena. It seems to me that most of the traditional analyses for extraposition
CAnNoOt OVETCOme some construction-specific stiements. The most sieking Fact that
concerns every single unalysis is the stipulative character of »ightness. Rightness within
syntactic (hierarchical) contigurations however should not play uny role at all, since
for hierarchical configuration lefi- or righness does not change anything. The main
goal of the analysis presented here is to get vid of the notion of rightness wort,
extrapesition. We wilt see how rightness once replaced by the notion of precedence
{which is a crucial notion for linear ordering rather than hierarchical ordering) can be
derived by some version of the Novelty Condition in the sense ot Heim (1982),

Many problems seem 1o arise from this crucial point of my analysis. | will
however show that these apparent problems can be solved. I will show that the
assumptions that 1 will make in order to solve these upparcnt problems are
mdependenily mouvated. In solving the apparent problems many other phenomena
{which ure not related to extraposition in the first place) will be address-d. Some of
those phenomena will be reated more carefully, others will just be sketched. 1 will
introduce the notion of Idenrificaiion as a primitive (licensing-) relation which plays
a crucial ole in the theery of Grammar, net only for licensing extraposed constituents
but also for other non-related phenomena. It is not unexpected that in trewting one
particular construction and postulating a cerwin kind of ficensing relation for (his
construction we find other {umetated) constructions which show the sume sort of
licensing relation (although instantiated diffcrenty duee wo the interaction of independent
principles and parameters). This will however tarn out 1o be a nice result since within
u Principles & Parameters framework constructions itself are the mere output of such



those found in a dynasnic theory of meaning (Discours Representation Theory and file
change semantics respectively), Throughout the following chapters this representation
will be used and alse shown (o be tndependentdy motivated. Here [ will also argue that
it is necessary to assume sentential elements to be associated with a discourse referent
and [ will discuss the general issue of reference to absact objects in discourse (in the
sense of Asher (]993).

Chapter 111, addresses one apparent problem of the proposal, i.¢. [ will deal with
extraposed clauses thac ave correlated with a prevominal in the matrix clause (Notice
that this is in genersl the main empirical domain | am looking at. 1e. extraposed
elements which are construed with some tovert) antecedent). | will justify the necessary
<laim ahat proneminals can introduce o new discourse referent - although in a special
way. However we will see that this assumption will derive some otherwise shexpected
presuppositions. Some of the relevant data will also lead us to address the issue of
optienality {which is crucially involved in extraposition]. The ussumptions made dhere
will enable us 10 look at extraposition from the potnt of view of minimalistic
assumptions (in the sense of Chomsky 1992, 1993, 1994}, Damain D will be argued
Lo be a crucial sep towards analyzing some (apparent) optional phenomena, Moreover
[ will address the general issue of accessibility for anaphoric resolution cancerning
discourse as well as syntax. The phenomenon of hackwerd pronominalization will be
discussed. [ will arguc that rhe well known presuppositions arising in this array of
errnrical domain can be analyzed on par with extraposed cluuses which are construed
wiil 4 pronominal element, Mareover this malysis will also provide some indirect
support for assuming domain D as an independent level of representation.

v Chapter [V, I will in particulur analyze exmraposed cluuses which wre
construed with a definite DP in the matrix, Here [ will argue that definite DPs can
introduce discowrse referents. Although this is not really anew assumption 1will depar
from traditional views. We will see that both assumpnions o be found in the linguistic
and philosophical literature of definite deseriptions are somehow corect: [ will show
that the cuses of [dentification analysed here lead to the conclusion that o definite DP
can introduce the naigueness interprewation (in the sense of Russell 190%) and the
identitier (for example u relutive clause) provide evaflubifty in discourse (ie.
tamiliarity in the scose of Heim 1982). Thus hoth rreatments of what the definite
determiner contributes are argued to be right - in most cnvironments they occur
together. This will also lead us 10 a discussion of some environments where previous
analysis suggested a specificity (or detiniteness) etfect to be at act. lere the analysis
suggested here implies that at least some of those environments seem (o induce a
Jamiliariry effect.

interacting principles. Thus if we would just postulate a certain kind of licensing
requirement tor u certain kind of construction we would be back to a construction
specific statement. However, it is not the purpose of this thesis to give a lull-fledged
anaiysis ef Identification in general, this would go fur beyond the scope of this work.
Therefore sometimes | will just sketch some possible implications of the present
analysis for some other constructions, without going into detail or working our the
predictions.

This thesis is structured as follows. In the first chapter | will address issues
concerning the theory of licensing. I will argue thar Mdemification is a licensing
relation. [n chapier |. [ will show how Identification as a licensing relation fits into the
general theary of licensing. 1 will discuss the natre of and also the restrictions on
various licensing relgtions. Moteover I witl show that the notion of [dentification is not
a new concept. Other phenomena are analyzed as involving (his very licensing
requirement. Once those general ideas are discussed | will turm ro some particufar
problems concering licensing w.r.t. extraposition - thus we will mrn te some particular
problems w.r.t. extraposition and previous analyses for this construction. This will then
be the starting point 10 present the analysis suggested here. [ will argue that a general
theory of licensing forces us to assume right-acfunciion (rather than for example a
right-branching analysis). Moreaver we will see that [dentification is the only kicensing
requirement that can be assvrmed for extraposed elements. Finally I wili give a brief
outling of the main assumprions of my analysis. the predictions it makes and the
(raditional) problems it can solve,

Chapter 1l to [V, are mainly intended to justify the proposal w.rt. some
apparent problems (i.e. (w0 justify departures from standard assumptions). However in
analyzing these apparent problenis the analysis will derive some results that will turn
out to be quite welcome {on basis of both empirical and theoretical considerations).

In Chapter 11 [ will start to show how the proposal werks in detail. For doing
so T need to make some additional assumptions, which are not quite standard. For
justifying my claims [ will on the one hand give some theoretical and empirical
support thal these assumptions are independently necessary. On the other hand [ will
Also show that some similar assumptions are to be found in the literature, however in
a slightly different way. | will argue that domain £ has 1o be seen as an independent
level of represemation. thus my analysis will have some crucial implications for the
assumption concerning the organization of Grammar. | will lurthermore propose a
particular analysis for the represemation of seminads, which seems necessary lor my
analysis to work, It will be compared 1o other proposals found tn the literature among

2



opposite side of the same coin of the licensing relation we assume for extraposed
constiteents. This wiil be seen espectally on basis of the presuppositions which arise
in case of Left Dislocation.

Then [ will tarn to some extensions of the analysis, First in Chapter VI T wilk
address the issue of Resilr Clunses as well ay Conditionals, both w.r.t. extraposition
us well ay Left Dislocation. All the attested properties shown in the ‘core cases
addressed in chapter [[[-VII. will be shown to aise hold for these instances as well as
some other instances where a correlate of an extraposed clause is found in the matrix
<lause.

In the last chapter | will finally compare the presented analysis with some
previous analyses of extraposition. It will be shown that the relevant empirical facts are
treated differenty within the different approaches to be found in the literature on
extraposition. the differences mainly reflect the general assumptions about the
organization of grammar made in the respective frameworks. Thus analyses of (or the
possibilities for analyzing) extraposition phenomena have changed in ways which
reflect the development of the Theory of Grammnar wutlin the Generative framework
Le. from Transtormational Grammar, towards a Prineiples & Parameters framework up
to some tairly recent proposals (the Minimalist Progeam (Chomsky 1992); the strictly
right-branching-hypothesis (Kayne 1993): Haider 1993)). Especiaily the later approach
cannot be overlooked in g thesis which has extruposuion as us maim topic. Thus
whereas in the first chapter we will see some theoretical torce to assume right-
adjunction in the last chapter T will alse explicitly show some empirical arguments
against the right-branching (and in tavor of the right-adjunction analysis).

o
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1 wilk then discuss the difference berween pronominals and noninuls and show how
differeny properties of the constructions uider considertation follow from a crucial
distinction between both of them (we will see however that there is not simple clearcut
distinction rather 1 wiil argue that there is a relevant notion of secdar difference
invelved). These assumptions will then lead us to acddress the problem of split
antecedents.

We will furthermore see {as expected) thut similur presuppositions arise w.r.t.
pronominal antecedents. Finally this will lead to a discussion of (contrastive) focus.
Since we wilt see two different presuppositions arising depending on whether the noun
or the determiner iy {comtrastively) stressed we will see indivect support for the
representation of nominals on the one hand as well as for the relevance of
[dentification on the other hand.

This conclusion will then lead us to an analysis of indefinite, predicative and
guantified NPs coustrued with extraposed clauses in chapter V. Here we will sec that
some previously unrecognized properties are predicted by the analysis,

In chapter VI 1 will then wrn te some syntactic predictions of the analysis
proposed. This section will show how the present analysis can solve some of the well-
known propertics of cxtraposition without referring to construction specific statements,
We will there see that making use of precedence rather than rightess is also
empirically justified, Here the issue of the relevant adjunciion site of extraposition will
alse be addressed and it will be shown 1o follow quite straightforward from the
analysis suggested here. Finally we will once more address the issue of optionality of
eXIrapositon.

Then, in an excersion 1 will provide an application of the present analvsis for
a very restricted empirical domain. i.e. 1wilf be concerred with DPs containing einzig
(‘only’}. Iere some problems will be addressed which have heen only sketched in some
of the previous chapters. einzig is in particular relevant for the present discussion since
it focusses on the meaning we assume 0 be associated with fmost of) the correlates,
namely uniqueness,

In Chapter Vi1 1 will address one upparent problem for the present analysis,
namely the construction referved to as (Contrastive ) Left Disfocation. 1 will provide an
independently motivated analysis for this construction which will lead to the conclusion
that the apparent problem is not really a problem but rather a prediction of the presem
analysis. This claim will also be justified by showing that Left Dislocation is really the

4



licensing whereas question 2 is about refational licensing. I will furthermore assume
that Chomsky's {1992) noton of legitimaie LF-phject corresponds (roughly) 10
inherendly licensed clements. He distinguishes four legitimare LF-objects: heads,
arguments, modifiers and operator-variabie-chains.

Concemning relationul licensing the following property is the one which will
maialy concern us here. 11 has to do with the denoting properties of a given element.
[n (1b) we can assume that due o the lack of inherent reterential or denoting properties
anaphors need a licenser to determine their actal content. In some sense they need to
be identified. The same condition is relevant for empty categories. Notice that it is
assumed for example in Rizzi ([986) that there are two different licensing conditions
for pro: 1) formal licensing and 2) identificational licensing. Similar assumptions have
been made in various different versions of the Empry Category Principle (ECP), The
distinction between head government and untecedens Lovernment (or binding in the
sense of Cingue 1990) reflects the difference between Formal (ie. inherent) and
identiticational (i.e. relational) licensing. Thus Identification is not at all a new notion
within syntactic theory.” However [ will argue that even apparently fully denoting
expressions can induce the need for some further ticensing w.r.t. picking out the actual
{discourse) referent.

The secoud relevant property which T assume for licensing relations in general
is that all of them are axymmetric in nature. We only find elements which need to be
licensed by an other element. [n addition. the licensing relution has to obey some well
defined locakity constraints. It is mever the case that an element HAS to license another
element. {Let me mention just a few instinees: NPs need to be assigned case under
government or Spec-hiead agreement, polarity iteis need (o be c-commanded by an
dppropriate licenser, anaphors need to be bound widhin their binding domain, ete.). 1
assume this asymmetry to be an inherent property of licensing refations. This amounts
10 saying that there are no muueal ticensing relations. Whenever we find two elements
X and Y which seem 10 be mutually dependent on cach other. there must be twa

" Tt should be noticed i inherent licensing can alsey be medized by an other element {for

exumple the comstituens i ¢ la-c) are livensed by means ol seicction by V). The only cloment
which docs not need any tunher fiecnsing by anolbier clemen is prosuttably the root aode of a
madrix clavse. In general we can think of A'-theory wgether wilh e projection peincipic as heing
the licensing relations (hat are relevant for inhe rent licensing,

* Wi cliscoairse similar Hcemsing requiresiens are it play. Heim's (1982) Famniliarity-
Novelty Candition is imended 10 caplure this insight: ahsiracting away (o several problems. the
dilference between indelinite and definde NPs is arened to e as jolliws: definire NPs need some
discourse aniccedent whereas indeliniles s ot have o,

i e+ e i A A Ve s e e 4 e e s

I. LICENSING AND EXTRAPOSITION

The core claim to be defended in this dissertation is first that Identification is a
{primitive} licensing relation within syntactic theoty and second that extraposed
conslituents are licensed as Identifiers, Syntactic relations can in general be viewed as
licensing relations. [ will start with a brief discussion ou the theory of licensing in
general. Heee [ will vy 1o establish the main (common) properties of lcensing
relations. Concerning Identification T will assume that this relation has the same
properties,

1. General considerations concerning Licensing
It has been u main goal of syntactic theory 1o find answers to the following (uastions:

1Y How i3 un element licensed in the position it occurs in?
2¥  What licensing requirements does a particular element impose?
3)  What locality constraints hold for a particular licensing relation?

One could ask why the questions in | and 2 are distinguished. The answer is as
follows. Consider for example the lollowing sentences:

(1) ) Feter saw [Johnt
thy Ferer sow [himself}
) Peter saw [Mary leaving]

The bracketed constituents are all licensed as ‘complements' of the verb see. This is
how they are licensed within their position. However, the three constitents differ in
somg further ticensing requirements they imposc. The two NPs ffoAn/ and {himself]
differ from the VP [Meary teaving] in that they need cuse. be. NPs are subject to the
case filter (which is 4 licensing requirement for NPs). The two NPs however, differ
again: the reflexive pronoun fAfmself needs an antecedent. 1.e. it needs to be bound. The
R-expression JoAn is not subject to such 4 requirement (1o the contrary, it must not be
bound). On basis of these examples it should be clear why the guestions in I and 2
above are to be distinguished. Different constituents can be licensed in the same way
w.r.t. the position they vecur in however. they can differ w.r.t. some furcher licensing
requirements. To distinguish the two licensing requirements 1 will use ¢the terms

herent-licensingus—oppased to relationul licensing.” Question | goncerns inherent

]



According 10 what we have said about ticensing i genera! the relevant problems to be
addressed are the following ones. On the one hand the nominal element in the matrix
clause is inherently licensed (as a complement of the verb). Since the extraposed clause
is apparently optional at first sight it is not cvident that the nominal element is
necessarily licensed by {or dependent on) the extraposed constituent. On the other hand
consider the extraposed clause. For the moment | will just assume following Culicover
& Rochemont (19904 (henceforth C&R) that these elements are have-generared in
right-adjoined position.” Hence they do not straightforwardly fall within the class of
clements that are inherently licensed.

The following propertics of extrapositien are general problems For any analysis
of extraposition, As already mentioned in the introduction one of the main problems
is that the abligatory rightness of extraposition does not tollow from any independent
principle. Tt has to be stipulated, The second (empirical} problem has to do with the
fact that rightward relations {as extraposition) seent (o be both more and less restricted
than leftward relations. Extraposition is wpward bouwnded (ie. i cannot undergo
successive cyclic movement) so that it is more restricted than leftward movement.
However, an extraposed element can be linked to i position from which leftward
movement is excluded. Thus, there is an empirical difference between left- and
rightward relations. Apparently, all of the traditional analyses account for this by
claiming that there iy a genuine (primitive) difference between left- and rightward
relations. Moreover in many of the analyses the adjunction site of extraposition appears
to be quite stipulative (2 topic [ will discuss i more detail in Appendix [}, Finally the
apparent optionality of extraposition on the vne hand and the optionality of the
occurrence of the extraposed clement on the oher hand is also u problem given the
aeneral atempt within syniactic theory to get rid of optionulity.

“In Appendix Toand 111 sl explicitly arane tor such o view,

licensing relations invelved: X is licensed by ¥ w.r.t arelation R? - and Y s licensed
by X w.rt. another relation R2.)

2. Extraposition and Licensing

Let me now turn to extraposition and how it relates 1o the general propertics of
rcensing as discussed in the previous section. The main enpirical domain § will look
at is scniential constituents (which can oceur in extraposed position) that are linked to
i nominal element in the matrix clause, Examples are given below:

(2) Pron...CP
{a) Peter hat fes]; yeglonbe. (fdaBs Maria Bier rrindef,)
Peter has it believed that Mary beer drinks
(b} Feter hat fdaran]; gegloubs, (fdaff Maria Bier tinki),]
Peter has thereon believed thul Mary beer drinks

{3y NP.....Relative clause
Peter Qi fidie Fran], gemogfen, (fdic gorae Bier iinkif}
Perer s the woman met. who likes beer drinking

(4} NP.....complement clause
Peter hat [das Argument], vorvebrachi, (fduf Maria gerne Bier winke],)
Peter has the armument presented that Mary likes beer drinking

Here we find either a pronominal element (it or a ProPP} constroed with a sentential
consutuent (1), a relative clause (3} or a ‘complement clause’ of an NP (4), Ag
itlustrated by these sentences, all the relevant data involive a relation between two
(overt) elements, However, as indicated by the brackets the occurrence of the
extraposed constituent 1s {syntacticaily) optional.’

* An example lor i apparent miual selatzon would be the stijecr-predicare relation, But

here we alsa find thal there are two different licensing relations af play: vn the one hand (he
subject depends on he predicale (or the V) inreoms ol 1heta assienment, On the other hand the
predicale is dependent on the subject bocuuse 4 needs 1o be satued., Simdarly Operaror-varkable
chaing can be interpreied in this wuy. The variable needs to be bound, whereas accosding to
Sportiche (1983) operalors need o be mapped 10 an A-position in wider 10 be fohcrently licensed.

* Tt has o be nonced that the accurmence of ff is optional in case the senential constitaent

is present. | wall discuss this propedy in section 17,3,

]



M. The identityee introduces a discourse referem.

Therefore it folows trom Heim's (1982) Novelty Condition that there is a precedence
constraint as given below:

The Precedence Constraint on ldeatitication {PC1)
The identityee has to precede the identifier.
(where XP precedes YP aft it finearly precedes every member of YP),

Finally, as all licensing requirements [dentitication obeys a particular locality
constraint. The relevant focality constraint is given below:

V.  Locality Conswaint on Identification (LCT)
The identifyee has to be i{dentiticational}-gaverned by the wdentifier.

i-govenment;
Xi-governs Y if X c-commuands Y {or X is a sister to Y) and there is no
node 7. 7. dominates Y uod X c-commands Y.

Assuming L-IV. one immediately gets rid of the probiems discussed in section 2. First
and most crucially the obligatory rightness of the identifier is derived from the Novelty
Condition (which implies the precedence constraing). Secondly the adjunction site of
the identitier is derived by LCI Thus, the identifyee determines the adjunction site.
{This also capiures wpward boundedness as well as the Nesting Effect on multiple
extraposcd constituents), Other cases of ‘extraposition’ are neither subject to PCI nor
to LCI. Thus there is no specificd nade for adjunction of extraposed constituenis.”
Thirdly the representation of nominals together with the properties of Identification at
domamm D wili derive some prugmatic presuppositions. ie. the sentences under
consideration are wot felicitows in every discourse comext Similar effects can be
observed in cuse of backward pronominalization - und it will be shown that they follow
from the sme principle. These three predictions are crucially related in the following

- Notice than the exact definition of 1he LCH i not readty crucial heee as usyal it depends

on e dediinition ol c-command, Forthe present Toomulmion 1 assume the detinidon of ¢-command
w5 givedn in Kayne ¢l993:

X c-commands Y 3E X and Y oare categories and X excludes Y and every category that
dominates X domuones Y.

Deseriptively LCT resubts in tire following domain: the slemidier can cither be sdjoined to the
wentityee or 10 1he i nuuximal projection dominating the identilyee.

" of. Wikischko (1994) for o more detailed discussion,
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3. The Proposal

Concerning the empirical domain the main points of the analysis are the following
ones.

L. Every nominal element is assoctated with two indices {relevant at domain D)
as indicated below:

(3) [ Det, [wp Nylyl,

N is associated with an index X comesponding to a set of possible discourse
referents which is restricted by the content of N. D is associated with an index
x correspanding to the actual discourse referent, which has to be 4 subser of X2

If the nominal element under consideration does not have enough descriptive content
o pick out the actual discourse refercnt (x) in the domain of discourse, it induces the
need tor further (relational) licensing - it needs to be identified. This is the second
main claim of the analysis:

. The relation between the aominal element and the extraposed clause is an
instance of fdentification at comain .

For the cases under consideration 1 assume that Identification is a licensing relation at
domain D. For syntactic wellformedness conditions as well as for the assignment of
truih conditions the nominal elements need not be licensed any further. I inerpret this
fact as to indicate that S-structure as well as LF requirements are sartisfied. However,
itean be the case that the nominal element does not have encugh descriptive content
in order to pick aut the relevant discourse referent. This means that the set of possible
disconrse referents needs further restriction. The sentential constituent provides enough
descriptive content to actually pick x out of X. They act as fdensifiers tar the nominal
elements, which 1 will reter to as idenrifvees. Since this licensing requirement is related
to discourse properties [ assume that the relevant level for establishing this licensing
requirement is domain D (as | will discuss in chager [1L). This nation of Identification
implies the tfollowing assumption:

® This represciiation is reminiscent of Vergnaud & Zubizarrern {8992} on the one hard and

Eng (1991} on the cther hand. [ will discuss these approaches in section 11,2, 1,
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In assuming this he solves the direcuionality probiem because it follows from lis
analysis that possible phrase muarkers are aniversally head-inatial. In this appreach, c-
command is oot just a hierarchical relation which governs licensing requirements, but
it s a (partial) ordering relaton which maps imo precedence.

A slightly ditferent approach is tound in Brody (1994). There it is assumed that
dependency relations ure mapped into precedence. In his approach hierarchical structure
crucially involves dependency relations. All dependency relations are asymmetric and
are from left to right {an element X which is dependent on an element Y is preceded
by ¥Y). This approach laces an important problem: in case of apparent mutual relations
twhere | have argued that we find ewo different relationsy it has to be stipulated that
only one of the two relations counts us a dependency relation. Qiherwise no linear
ordering between the two elements could be established. A comparable approach to
Brody {1994}, which does not face this problem, is adopled in Williams (1993), There
itis assumed that 'Letiness’ {i.e. precedence} governs dependency whereas coreference
is governed by c-command. Notice that the presentanalysis is in the spirit of the latter
assumption, The conclusion that the identitier has 10 be right-adjoined tollows tfrem
iwo different relations: the ilentifier is dependent on the identifyee for inherent
licensing (the former Lis 10 be preceded by the latiert whereas the identifyee is
dependent on the ideatificr in wrms of ‘coreference” the denotational content is
determined by the idemntifier. Theretore the identifvee has 1o be c-commanded/governed
by the identifier. As opposed te Kayne (1993). T do not have to exclude right-
adjunction as a possible option of UG. Te the contary: 1 am (orced 10 assume right-
adjunction. However, we can stll stick 10 some notion of antisymmetry since the
licensing relations involved are asymmetric.
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way. Rightness is replaced by precedence. 1 notion which is crucially retated to linear
ordering, We will moreover sce that the S-structure positton of the identifyee is crucial
tor determining the adjunction site. S-structure {rather than D-structure or LF} is input
for the linear serialization of the relevant constitvents. This means that LCT is relaed
1o Hncar ordering. Finally the presuppositions are crucially related 1o lingar ordering
as well, i.e. the S-structure position of constituents, Thus S-seructure and its mapping
to domain D is crucial {for analyzing the ditferent properties of extraposition (i.e. PCI,
LCT and the presuppesitions).

Finally, let me show how the analysis introduced above provides a solation for
the licensing problem concemning extraposition. On the onc hand the identifyee is
relationally licensed by the identifier (the identifier provides descriptive content for the
identifyee). On the other hand, for inherent hcensing the identificr is dependent on the
identifyee. The former appears in an A’-position and it is mapped to an element in an
A-position {i.e. the identifyee) by the relation of Idenilication. We find a similar
situation as in case of an Operator-variable chain where rhe Operator is mapped to the
variable by means of binding. This means 1hat the apparent symmetric (or mutual)
relation of Identification is reaily an instance of two different licensing relations. The
interaction of these two ficonsing rclations neccssariiy results in obligatory right-
adjunction: the identifyee has to precede the identifier bt ut the same time it must be
governed by the identifier. Right-adjunction of the identiticr is the only way to fulfill
both constraints a1 the same time.

At this point. [ will briefly address an important guestion within syntactic
theory, namely the problem of how linear ordering und hierarchical structure interuct.
Within several earlier analyses (e.g. of binding tacts) precedence has been argued to
play an important role o5 a property of licensing requirsments. However. it seems that
one of the main gouls of synmcticians wus and is to get rid of the notion of
precedence: ali constraims, it s urgued, should follow trom hierarchical relations.
Linear relations should just be a consequence. Although this seems o work for the
notion of precedence in scveral cases, i didw’t work For a related matter, namely
directionality. Saying that o particslor language is head-final or head-initial amounts
10 saying that within this language the head has to precede or follow s complement
respectively, The sume is tue of the claim that a certain lunguage assigns case to the
right or to the left: this merely staes that in a given language the verb assigns case
either to the preceding or 1o the following element.

In his antisymmetry paper Kayne (1993} tries to get rid of all notions of linear
ordering. He claims tiat linear ordering follows tiviaily from higrarchical struciure,
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language. Symax is ussumed to be independent of pragmatic tthe autonomois
fixpothesis). However there are two notions of nse which need 1o be treated separately.
On the one hand #se can be nterpreted in the sense of "rcal-embedding” in spoken
tunguage. Within generative theory this corresponds to the dichetomy performance vs.
competence. The former being related to the wse of Language’ (where several factors
can intervene that are not to be taken into account in analyzing the language faculty),
Competence on the other hand is assumied to be related o the human mind. Thus every
human being (who does not suffer trom any mental disability) develops a competence
of her native lunguage. Competence is the subject of linguistic research within the
generative enterprise. The daa to be analyzed are not taken from ‘actal speech’ or
'discourses’. What is important is wellformedness judgements of native speakers.

The other side of the coin is to interpret "use” of language within the range of
(pragmatic) competence.! However. 1 do not think that domain D is only related to
pragmatic competence. 1 think that this level of representation is within the scope of
grammar in the narrow sense. The dilference to a “strict” autonomous hypothesis of
syntax is that it cannot be assumed thay the only item of interest is o single constituent,
I.e. a sentence. [ assume Domain D to be a level of representation that is associaled
with o given sentence, but its well-formedness cannot be judged without taking other
(previous) representations into account, To exemplity this point let us look at the
Famifiarity-Novelty Condition (in the sense of Heim 1982}, which [ take to be a well-
formedness condition. On the hasis of a single sentence one might be able to evaluate
it (for exampie when « given NP occurs twice within a single sentence) but not
necessarily so. If a given NP occurs just once in a given seutence then the discourse
referent denoted by this NP could have been introduced in o previous sentence. Judging
the well-formedness of single sentences w.r.1. well-formedness conditions that hold for
bigger units is just a subset of the domain of evaluation (i.e. discourse). Since a
sentence is a subset of the relevant domain of evaluation there yre various interactions
between the levels of representation relevant for pure syntactic phenomena and the
level of representation relevant for discourse phenomena.

The same point can be made for certin fresippoyitions that 1 1ake to be a
consequence of a particular representation at domain D. Here it has to be noticed that
throughout this thesis [ will use the term presupposition for capluring pragmatic
prestippositions in the following sense: cenain properiies of 4 situation (or discourse)
can impose conditiens on the appropriateness of the use of a sentence S rather than a

" Norice thar there arc soveral anempis s analyze (he nalure ol progmatic cimperence (Cf

Sperher & Wilson 1986},

S

IL. IDENTIFICATION

Before discussing the predictions inherent to the analysis outlined in the previous
chapter it needs to be clurified what [ mean with fdearification ar domain D, Theretore
1 will discuss the notion of domain D as well as the representation of nominals 1
assume to be relevant for this level.

1. Domain D as an independent level of representation

Fellowing Vergnaud & Zubizaretta {1992) (henceforth V&Z) as well as Prinzhorn
(£992) [ will assume thar domain D s an independent level of represcniation, For
Justifying and explaining this proposal I will in this scction briefly discuss some
propetties of lcvels of representations in general as well as some implications the
assumption made here hus for the theory ol Grummar,

V&Z assume an additional level of sentence representation; L-strictire, which
they identify with domain T2 in the sense of Chomsky (1981: 324). This level of
representation is crucially related to the inerpretation of nominals, The way [ am
looking at domain D is slightly different. Demain D js taken to be relevant for
captoring crucial properties of discourse. 1 assume that it is this level where well-
formedness conditions are evaluated which are related to the feficity of a given
utterance, The notien of domain D as uwsed herc will be shown to be relawed to
Discourse Representation Theory (DRT).

Given the assumption of levels of representations. the question about the nature
of this representation is u crucial one. The following possibilities urise: (a} it is a level
of logical form, (b) it is a pardal model of what is said i the discourse or (¢) itis a
wenial represemiation of the content ot u discourse formed by a recipient of ir.

A representation which takes discowrse into account (like domain I} is more
related to the notion of use of language than a sole syniaciic representation of a single
sentence (since it is sensitive to what has been said before}, The notion of "& use”
however, was and is explicitly excluded within both geserative grammar (or syntax in
the narower sense) and formal semantics, On the one hand the philosophical attemps
to link meaning with use have been independent of {ormal semantics. On the other
hand formal syntax explicidy excludes funguage-nve from analyzing the form of



‘derivational’” input-output-relation between the two levels.” 1 assume that these levels
ot representation are independent of cach other. Tliis means that we have to reinterpret
ihe standard T-mode! as follows:

in PF

|
D-S -85 —LF
b

Diowngan T2

Vlere it is crucial that S-siructure branches into tour independent levels ( D-structure PF,
LF and domain D) all three being independent from each other.”

1.1. Domain D and Minimalism

The above mentioned T-model has recently been suspended with in the minimalist
program as imroduced in Chomsky (1992). Let me brietly mention how the
argumentation there is relevant within the present analysis’. Chomsky argues that
Grammar is to be taken as a system consisting of the lexicon and a compurtational
system. He dispenses with D-structure as an independent level of representation. In
order to doing so he reintroduces generatized iransjormations, claiming that insertion
need not tike place in an “all-at-once™ manner (as implied by the assumption of D-
structure, relabelled as SATISFY). Dtems are wken out of the lexicen, structure is
created and af one pomt (i.e. SPELL OUT) the computation branches. Afier SPELL
OUT access o the lexicon is blocked. Then computation upon a single phrasemarker

L . . . . - . ' .
Cnder (his view doman D would be similar o 1F in the sense of Safir (19%6), 1.

Vallduv (19903 tor a discussion of Deferationad Staentre as neiher being derived by LF nor 10
be eguated winh LF.

el Vallduvi CE990% for a simalar conelusion concoiming 1he representation of

‘tninmational sireciers '

“Chonsky (198RS vaews S-strneteine o5 o cenitaet’ Teved ebween fundanrentad ovels of
represcaiation: Frew hiy stundpoint S-sirwcnire Is o devived comcepr, For g specitic lnngiage L.
115 properties are derermined by those of the fundamensal levels, and the voudinon that i be
refared £ them Dy the upproprite principles” (198838 Eavit of the undamente! levels’ is the
sUHCtaral ftertiee With da didonamons inguistde component, and vl semence is o bundle of
Frndamenal’ absmace represeniations gt must afl be reffected semehnw ar S«souetre o atiow
Jur the merfirce with the plvsicad realice of an ugteraree™ (Vallduvs, |9} 163)

7 Notice that throughaut this thesis | will adopt my 1hie Penciples and Prrameicrs

Tramewark,
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necessary condition for the proposition expressed by 3 1o have @ truth value, The later
condition would cormespond o semigntic presupposition (presumably to be captured at
LF). Pragmatic presuppositions ire to be seen as relations between an ulterance and a
proposition whereas semantic presuppositions are refations between two propositions.
The notion ot pragmatic presepposition has also received un interpeetation which is
related te the above mentioned Familiarity-Novelty Condition. Karttunen (1974)
assumes thad an utierince U presupposes a proposidon Pt that utterance is acceptable
only at a point in a discourse where that proposition is in the set of propositions thar
the parties to the discourse ke as established. We will see that both notions of
pragmatic presupposition coincide in the cases we are interested here. The previous
remarks shouid however support the claim that domain D is an indcpendent level of
representation,

Furthermeore 1 take domain D as a level or representation which corresponds to
a mental representation. Mental representations serve as objects for the human mind
o operate with. Although they are created in an autonomous manner they have o be
within an nput- output-relatien o the central system. The gencrution of such a
representation is however assumed to be independent of the central system. Tt is
autonomous.’

Restrictions applying at the level of domain T) are neither clause-bound nor
sentence-bound. They are relevam for the domain of discourse. Therefors [ take
domain D to be a difterent representation to the level of logical form {LF). The fater
is more related o formal semantics. Bt should provide a representation which suffices
te determune the interpretation and the truth conditions of a single sentence (i.e. scope
properties, binding, etc.). Domatn D is related to (formal) pragmatic, 1 do not belicve
that the two levels can be reduced 1o each other', nor do I believe that there is a

LN oll MagCawley (19911 [or u discussion on e distition opween the wao notions.

¥ Norice that Chater, Pickering & Milward (1994 driw 1 similar wonclasion on hisis of

psycholinguishic evidenee:

"W SugRest (hat @ MOre qiraonve apieaach IS o Separate e representaiion ised fov
compositinal semantics from that wsed in ingerence” {Chater, Pickenne & Milward 284 |1y
This suggesls ihat we are reslly dealing with a separated level of represenvation comesponding 10 a
mental representation.

* Notice that such u view is taken m Pringhom (1992}, He wseunes the lollowing 'sundwich

modcl: D-5 - 3-8 - Dowan D,
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have 10 be defined as cestrictions on the computatienal system itself.

[ think that both fines of reasoning to be tound in Chomsky (1992) are crucial
for the assumption of domain D as an independent level of representation. Once you
can show that a cerfain reswriction can only upply at demain D then you can conclude
that this level exists. Consider under this light the Familiarty-Novely Condition. It is
4 restriction that applies o bigger units as the inere sentence-level. This means that i
Is a restriction which does ot only hold for the output of the computational system as
defined above. This can be taken us am argument thiat the Familiarity-Nevelty
Condition cannot be assumed to hold at one of the levels that are considered as the
output of the computational system (gemerating a single sentence). Still this
representation has 1o be associated with a ziven sentence.

I think that domain D is also motivated by the second line of reasening
Chomsky takes. One can assume that domain D is the interface level to ‘pragmatic
competence’. This level of representation is assumed to stnd in an input-output relation
with a component which operates neither on truth-value issignment nor on articulatory
or perceptual properties but on discourse properties. This is to say that the felicity or
appropriateness of a given sentence in a certain (discourse) environment is to be
captured a1 this independent level. We will see how certain presuppositions can be
captured at this level. If a sentence is associated with a ziven presuppesition then it is
just felicitous in 4 certain context but ill-formed in a context which does not allow for
stch a presupposition.

Assuming the possibility to talk aboud domain D witiin the munimalist
framework T would like 10 speculate a bit more on this topic. Consider again
Chomsky's (1992) assumptions. His clam is that aii languages have the same LF-
representations, {One of the reasons for this assumption is that parametric differences
should be detectable on basis of overt (morphological) properties in order to explain
lunguage acquisition). Languages can however differ wrt. the “pasition” of SPELL
OUT in the course of the computation. The clum is that if - alven movement is
detected within one Lnguage then every lanzuage has this movement - if not overtly
then covertly (i.e. afier SPELL OUT). Now the yuestion as to why movement has to
tike place gets an additioral dinension: what triggers overt movement in a given
linguage A whereas it can take place covertly in another langnage B. As a solution
Chemsky ussumcs that overt movement is triggered by the presence of a “strong
feature™ which has to be deleted (by mieans of checking this feature) before the
derivation branches to SPELL QUT (strong fearures are argued to be illegitimate
objects at PF) If another languape B has the corresponding "weak feature™ then

19
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can continug, The picture there is as follonws®:

(2} Lexicon -— SPELL OUT ——— LF

AN

PE

3-structure as an independent level of representation is atso suspended with. In a broad
wiay corresponds Lo the point in the derivation where SPELL OUT takes place. The
difference ig that this point is not taken to be an independent level of representation
where syntactic restrictions or weil-formedness conditions apply.

Chomsky's line of argument is chat the level of PF and the level of LF are
independently justified since grammar is embedded in two performance svstems: one
corresponds o articuladion and percepiion and the other corresponds to a conceptual-
interpretational component. These two components have access 1o the phrase marker
created by Lthe computational system. 1t is argued that they are necessary on "virtual
conceptual necessity”. The two (remaiming) levels of representation are “interface -
levels". The minimal assumption then is that besides these independently necessary
levels of representation no others are necessary aind therefore they do not exist.

If it can be shown that certain restrictions upply at o level of representation, then
onc has good reason tor assuming Uiis level as an independent level of representation.
The strengest argument for the existence of such a level is of course to show that this
restrictions can only hold ae this level and not ar any of the other (independently
motivated) levels. Consequently Chomsky has to show how the various restrictions
previously assumed to hold at D-structure or S-structure respectively can be suspended
with. One has to assume that they hold at a different level of representation or they

* Notige that in Chomsky (1994} ihe guestion as W where represeniations having to do with

discourse are to be found is brietly skerched. He assumes a line of reasoring which is in the spirit
ol 1he carlier EST (ramework. where so called (ophonal} stylisiic’ ruics were taken to be a e
PE-phenomenon.

"Nettce thar we are sweepiing tinder the rug guesrions of considerable significance. noly,
fuesiions abour what in fhe earlicr EST framework were catled “swface effects” on intCrpreation,
These are manifold. invelving tepictocus and thenmte-rheme striciares, fanre-greniad properfies,
chfects of adiacency and lineaviey, and miciry otlers. Peioa fiscie, they seemt 1o imvolve some
addwional level or Jovels interaal 1o the phonofogical COMPNUIIN, Post-merpRalogy Bur pre-
phoneric, accessed ar the interface alowg with PF and LF. (Chamsky 1994: (1)

Soane ol these phenomena are relevant 1or domain D1 will bricily discuss the issue of
‘exmraposition as a PF.phenomenon’ in Chapter V1, There we will sce some crucial arguments
against such a view. Moreover 1 refer the reader 18 Guéron ¢ 1980 where il is conv mcingly arsued
1hat extraposition has (© he ssen as a 'rale of core Jranziar.
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[Towever. [ think that such an approuch faces some serious problems. The distinction
between strong and weak verbal feawres should be reducible to morphological
properties in order to avoid circularity. But a feature like topic or focus is not a matter
of pure morphological properties (although it is true that some languages mark this
teature morphelogicaily, as for example Japanese or Navujo). A feature like this would
more or less correspond to the whi-feanre. For the wh-feature Chomsky (1992)
wssumes that icis invariantly "strong”, 1t iy therefore assumed that all lunguages have
overt movement of the wh-operator. Some languages muke nse of a silent wh-operator
others pied-pipe the lexical wh-element with the empty operator, However. if this is
assumed then the eriginal moltvation for postulating strong and weak features (on basis
uf the difference of vvert word order) ix undermined, since a feuture can be strong but
nevertheless movement is not visibie (because what moves avertly is a silent category).
[ think that the sime problem arises if one postulates a tapic of focus feature.

Moreover it has 10 be assumed that teatures like ‘topic’ and ‘focus’ are primitives
within the theory of grammar. As opposed ¢ morphalogical features it cannot be
assumed that they come along with an item from the lexicon. They have 1o be dssigned
i the course of the computation. If so then it is questionable whether language
variation can stifl be reduced o kexical properties, | believe that it is mare in the Spirit
of a Principles and Parameters framework to assuine that the interpretation as topic or

tocus is a "result” of a certin configuration or process rather than a primitive feature.

The second problem 1 see with the minimalist assumption ‘that all languages
have the same LF-representation’ is the following one. If a language has some sort of
Overt movement process then so it is areued ull Fanguages have this movement {at least
covertly). | think the danger of such an assumption is o fall back into construction
specitic statements. Consider for example German relutive clauses. The relative
pronoun miaves o SpecCP overily, If movement is reduced to the need of checking
some given features thea the pronoun would have w carry a feature 1o be checked in
SpecCP. This feature should moreover be a morphelogical feature. Thus we would
expect these teatures to be presem 1o matter where the pronoun oceurs, Thas it is not
at all obvious why pronouns of the very same shape as relative pronouns {i.e.
demonstrative pronouas) do not always move to SpecCP." The question ariscs as to
why it is possible to have both word orders below in one and the same language:

moverment can and therefore (by meuns of economy) has o be delayed until "L
(covert movement being less costly then overt movemeni;.

To exemplify this claim consider the well known difference ol the positton of
the verb in French and English (originally discussed in Emonds 1970}

(3} {a) Puter often Kisses Mary
1)) Peter aimer souvent Marie,

According to the minimalist program this distinction reduces to a distinction of verbal
features; in English the verb has weak features and therefore it cun stay in site uniil
SPELL OUT has taken place. In French on the other band the verbal features are
assumed o be strong triggering overt movement.

Consider now a discourse related phenomenon like focus, What one could say
within the minimalist framework is that a feature [focus] or [topic] is assigned to &
given constituent. Langoages might differ s to whether this featurc is “strong" or
“weak” respectively. If it is strong the constitnent associated with it has 10 move before
SPELL OUT. If it comesponds to 2 weak feature it can survive at PE and movement
would take place covertly. This could for example explain the difference between
Hungarian and English respectively:

{4) ta) Mart [ JANOSTT litrg o fevthen
Mary John-acce 3s-pst-see the garden-in
(b Mary sunw JOHN in the savden

In Hungarian there is obligatory movement of a facussed constituent to a specified
position whereas in English focus is indicated by mesns of stress on the retevans
constituent which is srill in its base-position. Notice moreover that it has been assumed
(for example in Chomsky (1980 that stressed {i.e. focussed) constituents are also
moved covertly in English, to account for some apparent weak cross over violations
a5 in the following exampie:”

{3) *You dect with me and his; paremts wiltl deal wizh JORN,

* ¢f. seetion T4, for 3 discussion of simidar daa, There [ witl assume (rollowirg Witliams

' Under sugh an Assumptien the 131 that i wany neuages 10e reliinye pronoun 19840} that the ingramemuticality can be reduced (0 soue prneiples suverming e oceurrence of
COTICSPONS 1o the demoistrative pronoun woodd be o mere accident. backward pronominalizaton.
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2.1. The representation of nominals

I will assume thai every nominal element is associated with two different indices as
mdicated below:

{7} [ne Iuﬂlhch [ap Lermaan |1,
NP. X =aecrof individuals satisfying the property denoted in N
DP: x = the referent {in domin D)
X c xll

X is introduced by N (and thus it iy associated with NP). 1t denotes the set of
individuais satisfving the property denoted by N. It has 1o be noted that the denolation
of ¥ has to be relativized to the umiverse of discomrse. x is intaduced by D (and is
therefore the index associated with DP)Y. It denotes the actual discourse referent, which
alse satisfies the propernty denoted in N. Since [ assume the set denoted by X is defined
cxtensionally (afthough it really denotes a property) we always find a subsel relation:
X ¢ X. This pant of the analysis will wrn out 10 be crucial. By means of this
represeatation we can derive some crucial presuppositiens ussociuted with the
interpretation of the relevant nominals. | will assume that this representation (relevant
tfor domain D) is associated with all sorts of different nominad elements (including
Names and pronouns). The ditferences found among the ditterent nominals should thus
follow from various properties of the elements under consideration, some of which we
will discuss more caretully once we proceed. Moreover 1 will also assume (differing
trom other proposals) that simitar facts hold for non-nominal elements, Thus [ will
ditfer from V&Z and DRT respectively an assuming that senientind elements are akso
associated with a discourse referent.

211 Yergnaud & Zubizaretta (1992)

The uszamption introduced in the last sections Is anuch in the spinit of V&Z. As [ have
already mentioned it iy assumed there that domain D is an independent level of
representation (referred to as L-structure). L-structure is defined as follows:

{8y L-Structiiee U5 u sof of elemenis D = {53k} such thar each element of D is
associated wWith sope noninat plivase in e seatence. {(VE&Z: 6100

U [ assume x o< X ruher than x & X in order o caplure plural tdefinitey DPs. In most of

e cases x wilt anly denmte s singleion ser. Thus e present representation mvolves an
abbreviaiion, We should put i as (sl X1

(6} {ul foft hafie den gesehen
1 have pron seen
(b den ich gesehen forbe,

whom { seen have

It seems necessary to assign features fo a given clement in a way which is sensitive
to the "construction” it occurs in. This amounts to geing back o construction specific
rules. Thus it is just in comparing different sorts of consiructions that we can compare
different languages and the differences w.r.1. overt or covert movement, But comparing
constructions is nat at all in the spirit of an approach which takes a construction 1o be
the output of the interaction of various interacting principles and parameters.

2. The implementation and its pessible translations

For representing 4 cerain phenomena one is in the need o Lormally implement the
relevant praperties and objects which ure assumed to be primitives, i.e. not reducible.
tn generul the decision for 3 certain implementation is in many cases not just an
empirical matter, but sometimes tiere are also theory dependent (or framework-
dependent) guidetines. The cheice of how to choose the adequate implementation is
also a question of how fine-grained the analysis should be. Sometimes it suffices to
abstract away from certain facts (which are by no means imelevant for some other
phenomera). {n chaesing an appropriate implementation for an analysis one needs 1o
(ind a way between being tine-grained enough to capture all the relevant facts under
consideration but aso general enough to abstract away from other tacts that de not
seem 10 be relevant. 1 will first introduce the representation of nominals vsed
throughout this thesis. For campleteness [ will alse show how this implementation
translates into other proposals found in the fiteratre (V&Z, Stowell 1987, Eng 1991
and DRT).



the type j denoted by NP. Mareaver they assume that a1 so called Correspondence Law
governs the relation between syntuctic categories and semuntic types in the case of
non-pronominal definite nominal expressions:

{12 Correspondence Law
When a DP or an NP denowe the DP denoves o token and the NP denotes a
e, (V&Z: 612)

Any prnciple that is supposed 10 regukaie the relution between seniantic and syntactic
categories faces various difficulties. There are two competing upproaches concerning
this question. They can be summuarized as fallows. Gn the one hund Russell's theory
of definite descriptions claims that there is no comrespondence between syntactic and
logicat constituency. On the other hand Montague (19 argues that there is such a
correspondence:

“There is o uniform correspandence between the categories of English and the npes
of 1L fintensional Lowic ) that Is, §f eur English expression of caregory x must transiaie
fate i 1L capression of ivpe . e ot Eastish eapressions of CURBROIY N LS
translate into vapressions of npe a)” tMonweue 1970}

It is assumed that a distinction between twao logicat calegories must corespond to a
symactic distinction but the reverse is not true Le. it is not assumed thal there is a one
to one mapping between synkactic and semantic ciategories, For example both common
nouns and intransitive verbs translale into ene-place predicates. However Montague
Al assumes the possibility of direct interpreration. tie. tules from semantic
dierpretation must exactly foflow the syntictic rules of phirasat construction).

Williams (1983) wkes some 'in-between-view' cluiming 1that there is a strong
correspondence between sorface constituency and logical constituency, which does
however not identity the two. There it is convincingly argued that one cannot assume
i simple one 1o one manping belween syntuctic categories and the imerpretation they
receive. One instance would be the distinetion between referential and predicative NPs:
under standard assumptions they are of the sane syntactic category but correspond w
a different logical type. This claim does not deny the relevance of o semantic type, it
simply states that it can be instantiated in different ways (ie. isomorphically).

The problem a strict correspondence Liw for DPs and NPs as assumed in V&Z,
has 1o tace is circumvented there by introducing the notion of expletiveness at domain
D. This means that syatactically there can be a constituent of categors P butir is not

The clements of L-structuee are referred to as denorata. L-structure funciions as an
indexing device of mominal cutegorics. [t is crucial that the notion of denotation is
independent of the notion of reference. Referential elements are included in the notion
of denoting elements. Y&Z assume (hat

"Grammar does nor ncliide any autonamois level of represeniation that wowld be the
ser of enities reforied to by te nominal expressionm in the sensence "(Y&Z: Fa. 23}

Notice that this assumption is mach in the spirit of Karttunen (1971) where the concept
of discourse referesr was imroduced as a mental construct. It is assumed 0 be a
mediation between referring expressions and real world referents. V&2 assume that an
L-structure (i.e. domain D} represestation that is associated with & given sentence is
a set of indices ( 10a). Furthermore there is un additional mapping between the nominal
cxpressions and the corresponding denotata (given in {10h):

o] The children fike Disaeviund
(10 ti.j}
(b} {{l., the children|d). ([, Disneyiand].jy}. (V&Z: 610)

According to this representation the chrildren in (9u) denotes i and Disneviand denoles

J. Therefore:

“given some nominal expression XP in a senrence § such thar XP is assaciated with

the denotatim n in the L-strieture representation of s we say thai "XP denotes /™.
(V&Z: 61h)

One of the empirical facts V&Z capture with their analysis is the difference between
a fype and a foken interpretation. The distinction between tvpes and tokens is assumed
to be a primitive distinction within grammatical theory that is represented at domain
D (and it corresponds 10 a mental distinction). The idea is implemented as follows.
They assume that there are two different indices: numbers (1,2 3,...) 1o designate tokens
{and associated with DPs) and lower-cise letiers (ij k.3 to designate types. Therefore
the following representation for the definitc DP e car is assumed:

(1 DP,
B, NE;
the ot (V&Z: 613)

The (complement) relation between D and NP is assumed to be the projection of the
instantiation relation that holds at domain D between the token | denoted by DP and
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thus sawradng the peedicate,™ An NP is assumed te be an (unsaturated ) non-referential
predicate and a DP is a assurned to be o (saturated) referential argument. 1t is assumed
that the distinction between predicates and arguments cuts across syntactic categories.
Therefore Stowell (1987) Faces the same problems as V&Z. It is predicted that every
DP is a referential argument. As is weil known there are neminals (containing a
determiner) that are sill predicates. Again there ure two ways out. One can stick to the
claim that there is a one to0 one mapping between syntactic and semantic categories.
This is the line of reasoning Stowell {1987) advacates. According to this assumption
every predicative nominal would be an NP conaining a determiner that occupies
SpeeNP. The secand possibility would be 1o siy that determiners just have the ability
to bind the vartabie provided by NP bul rsome of them) de not necessarily do s,
This would be similar to V&Z's claim tat a detesminer can act as an expletive {in
their dccount from the point of view of denoration. in a binding account w.r.t. binding
the variable). Both approaches face the problem as to how the determiner itself is
licensed. (Remember that V&Z solved this problem by claiming that the an expletive
determiner is morphologically ticensed). The relevant question hers has to do with
predicational contexts. It is assumed that the variable provided by the NP is bound by
the subject of the predicate. Althougi it is pussible for some Ns to occur (optionally)
without a determiner i is not true for all Ny and also not in all environmenis:

(15  {a) Awie's death made the elector of Hannever (the) king of England
{h) Mary considers BHll (the) guardian of har children
(c} The studenis elected Jolw president of the cluss
6y {a) ! found Jones *ided onfv reliuble hammater in towa
(b Mury considers Brlf #at frol
{c) This Dok will make Jolm #ithe st favions person § bnow
{Swwell 1987
(7 {a) Foier is *fa) tedcher
k) Peter is ®lani fdior

Moreover there are crosstinguistic dilferences concerning the obligatory vs. oprional
presence of the determiner respectively. German does not allow a1 bare NP in the same
environment where English does. However German cas opposed to English)  allows
bare NPs in copula constructions with some (profession-denoting) NPs:

" This i also in aceordance with Higginbotham {1985,

** Notice that this line of reasoning would be w the spint of the assumplion conceming

ST A i T R AR s e 1 oo b

represented at domatn D i, it is expletive w.r.l. domain D. The following example
ls analyzed as involving such an expletive determiner. This has the result that
syntactically a DP is present, bart it is nor interpreted as a token:

{13} GOn a donne le meme ordinurenr 4 Sophie, o fustive, of o Cled, (N&Z: 614)

Sentence (13} is ambiguons beiween a wken and a ype interpretation. Under the
former there is oine purticular compuier Sophie, Justine and Clea fiave gor. Under the
type reading each of 1the individuals mentioned itas got its own computer. The second
rcading apparently contradicts the correspondence kaw: there is a DP which does not
denote a token but a type. The definite determiner does not seem ro play a role for the
interpretation. V&Z analyze this phenomenon by claiming that the detinite determiner
does not bear any denotational index. The determiner functions as an expletive from
the point of view of denotation. [ receives the following represemation;

(14) L bpP.
D NP

In ihis case they assume that the complement relation between D and NP is licensed
morphologicaily (rather than us a projection of the instantiation relation). The presence
of D is licensed by means of the overt person, number and gender agreement that holds
between the determiner and ist complement NP,

The implementation | have chosen for the present analysis is in the spirit of
VE&Z. that comesponds to their type inlerpretation is 1he Jenotation of NPy; X (i.c.
properties defined extensionally} . Their token interprewution corresponds to x. The
relation of instantiation is semehow reminiscent 1o the subset relation § argued 1o hold
between x and X. We will furthenmore sew that the notion of expletiveness for domain
D will become important for some instances of apparent optionality (cf. section 1113},
in addition I will argue that besides the type-token distinction (redefined in the present
analysis) ceruin presuppositions are also to be caprured ut domain D,

2.1.2. Stowell (1987)

Stowell (1987) assumes that an NP is a predicate expressing a4 property thus providing
a variable which needs to be bound. A determiner has the ability to bind this variable

licensing relations as discussed in section L1, There arc no licensme relations where an element X
HAS 10 license anather element Y. i.¢. il cunnel be the case hat the defenminer bas 10 bind the
vanabie. but it is just the case v the variable has 1© be bound,
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comespondence problem’ is to assume that DPs are always referential. However the
presence of a determiner ts not a reliable test for referentiality. The determiner can also
be adjoined to N' and therefore does not project a further DP. ¥Y&Z on the other hand
claim that in the presence of a determiner a DP is always projected. However, the
determiner can be expleuve trom the point of view of denotation. Here 1 will adopt an
analysis in the spirit of V&Z's. T will return (o this issue in section {1.3.. There we
will see that some of the phenomena under consideration as well as the problem of
optionality receives an inleresting interpretation under such a view.

2.1.3. Enc i1991)

Another way of implementing the representation of nominals is adopted in Eng (1991),
for analyzing the semantics of specificity. Since there are some similaritics to the
analysis prescnied here I will briefly discuss her approach.

According to Eng the difference in specificity of a given NP correlates with a
difference i the domuin of discourse i which a given sentence is wellformed. The
difference in mcaning does net lie in the assigmment of ruth conditions but in
properties of NPs that structure the dommin of discourse. Eng also ussumes the
relevance of discourse as opposed to simply analyzing single sentences. Therefore her
approach is rather simikie to whin [ am asseming here. Morcover she assumes that the
notion of specificity is strongly related 1o the nation of definiteness on the one hand
and Pesetsky™s (1987) nation of D-linking on the other hand. Pesetsky notes that wh-
phrases of the form wihich &' are just wellformed it the individuals found in the answer
stem from a selected set of the damain of discourse. D-iinking is the very notion Eng
assumes ta be relevant for specificity.

Eng assumes tha specific NPs arz semanticatly interpreted as partitives. Notice
that this is reminiscent of the subset relation assumed 1o hold Tor the relation between
x and X). Therefore she assumes that speciticity imposes 1 constraint on the structure
of domuin D in addition to the constraint which is imposed by definiieness. This is
implernenied by extending Heim's ( 1982) theory of definiteness to specificity along the
following lines: Every NP bears a pair of indices. Both indices camy a feawre for
definiteness; the feature wn the first index delermines the definiteness of the NP, The
feature on the second wdex determines the specificity of the NP by means of
censtraining the relation between the refereat of the NP 1o other discourse referents in
the following way:

S eme e e s 0t 1 el e s o - . e e

18y n) Amas Tod machie dow Flirst vou Hoannever cwm™F o0 Kdnie von
Erglusnd
Anr's death made the electer of Hannover to-the/to king of England
)] Maria hile Hans filr *fdewteinen) Bescliii=er threr Kinder
Mary considers Llans for (the/a) guardian herg, chiidren
{9)] Die Snrdenren widhften Hans smnf*zu Vorsiezenden
The students clected Hans o-thefto president
(19 (a) Feter Ist {einfder) Lehrer
Peter 15 (afthe) teacher
(b) Feter ist *feinider) Tdio
Peter is (a/the) idior

Stowell (1987} addresses this guestion and resolves it by claiming that determiners can
have two distinct Functions: they are either generated in D* binding the variable
provided by N. In deing so they wrn the predicate into a (referential) argument,
However, determiners can act as operators. In this case Stowell assuines that they are
adjoinad te N'. [f so 1hey are analyzed as convertung a predicate of &ind fnstaniiation
mto & predicate of Afwd membership {defining o function from instantiation to
membership). He claims that N's denote Lind sefs. (Notice that my analysis claiming
that N denows a set of individuals satisfying the property denoted by N is somehow
reminiscent of such an analysis). If the seis a singleton set (like in case of president
Or &ing) a determiner is not necessary. [t is assumed to be reminiscent of adjectives,
which can also denote a property directly. However if N denotes a non-singleton set
adeterminer is necessary in order to denote 4 single member of this kind-set. However,
as the examples above show this cannot be true for German since e.g. reacher does not
denote o singleton kind-set. Thus StowelFs ([48T) way of overcoming the ‘strict

" Cum' s a preposition wilh an incorporaed determinet;
(i) fFans oehr e dencum Mt

Iohn goes 1o thefo-lhe man
It has to be noviced tha the preposilion with an incorpoeraicd delcrminer ¢annoet oceur in the same
cnvironment as the aon-ingemporated counierpart. I paricular, o predicative cotext does not xllow
for the full lexical determiner:
{ii} “thr Ted macts tha zu dem Kiimg,

Her death made her w the king
‘This resriciion might have 10 do with e fact that a mon-incorporated detenniner is necessarily
(interpected as) stressed, and srressed delenniners need a restriclive eluive. Thuy COmMpare:
{inid felt habe DEN Mann peselien, *der Maria vekiife In)

I have 'THE man seen *{who Mary kisscd hus)
(iv) fiar Tod macht i zu dem Konie, der ov jeecr st

Her death made him 1o the king, who be now is
(e chaper I for 3 discussion of the issue of oplionalily and chaper 1V {or 3 discussion of
stressed deteeniners. )

-
-



21y [ A bow kickeed Frod.
Xy __ 1
i bov (X} ;
iFred (yy 1
Ilkick uy) f
o

Such a DRS consists of (wo paris: the first part is catled the gniverse of the DRS the
other is the cendition ser. This representation can also be represented as an ordered
pair: <Uy, Cong=. The universe contins discourse individuals (x and y}. The
corditions are formed from n-place DRS predicates, which take the discourse referents
as their arguments. This has to be seen as a coliection of property aseriptions to x and
y. A DRS is compositionally construed out of some smaler units of DRS. DRS
predicates can be represented as DRS as well (i.e. predicative DRSs). A predicative
DRS corresponding to s translates as:

122y hx

iman (X)

A indicates an operation of discourse referent abstraction in which a discourse referent
is removed from a DRS. Thus predicative DRS can combine with one or more
discourse referents 10 yield a DRS. What about the determiner? A determiner
according to DRT introduces a partial DRS, this is whid remains from a DRS when
# predicative DRS 1s absiracted away from it - thus partial DRS introduce discourse
referents. A determiner is a function form predicative DRS to DRS,

[n order to implement some version of the Familiarity-Novelty Condition the
translation of a determiner must be relative w 1 DRS context. For example for an
indefinite P to be felicitous one has to make sure that the discourse referent it induces
is not already present in Uy, Thus the transkuion of o determiner like English o is as
follows (where u corsesponds 10 a new discourse referent):

(23 APAQU
P |
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"* For complereness let me give te delinition of predivative DRS ftaken from Asher

1993
Definition: For a scquence of Jdr varables x,....x, und DRS K such that XX, Clement ol Uy,

Pk AU X b COng U %, X% ) s o predicetive DRS. 1Asher 1993; 70)

3
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20y Every [y wl, . is interpreesd us o) and
X, Cox, 1 NP, i phural.

[x} < x if NP_, is singular, (Eng 1991: 7}

according to (20) un NP is specitic iff its second index is definite. If the index j is
definite the familiarity condition requires that the discourse referent x; has afready heen
cstablished in domain D Since {20} reguires thar the reterent of NP is a subset of X,
the NP receives a specific interpretation. If the index j is indefinite it has to obey the
Novelty Condition and the previous discourse cannot contain a referent X, A new
referent is introduced within the domain. This referant has x, (the referent of NP} as
its subset. Enc notes that the properties of the novel superset are just those recovered
from the head noun of the NP, Notice that this is again cimilar to what T assume here.
The difference however is that I amy assuming that NP and DP are associated with a
singie index each und by this they denote different entities. NP denotes X, which
corresponds to a property {defined extensionally as u sct) und DP denotes an
individual. [n assuming this we also get the result that N restricts the set out of which
the actual discourse referent is taken. This resuiws in the subset relation x < X which
obtains within u single DP and nor only between two nominals G it is the case in
Eng's approach).

2.1.4. Nominals within Discourse representation theory {DRT)

Finally, I will now show that the implementation uscd here is manskatable into a DR-
theoretic frumework. However, it seems to me that there is one crucial property which
is missing in a straightforward and direct transtation to a DR-theoretic account. This
has to do with the subser-reladon (ie. x © X} We will see thut this subset relation
derives some crucial presuppositions associated with the exarples nnder consideration.
This part of the analysis is not easily availuble within DRT. Notice that DRT analyzes
the meaning of 4 sentence in terms of a function from contexis to contexts, [ (hink that
such an approach should be able 1o derive these pragmatic presuppositions (i.e. telicity
conditions imposed by certain contexis). [n the course of the subsequent discussion I
will compare the present analysis to DRT in case my aceount contradicts standard
assumptions found in DRT,

Given the assanptions concerning the interpretation of DPs let us see how this
works within DRT. In general DRT creates discourse representation structures (DRS)
which are then compositienally construed Lo a full-representation that counts as the
input of interpretation. Thus sentence (21a) is associated with the DRS in {216):
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123)  Der Dokpur Witt das fiie fden Baedt von viclen Schidteraf.

the doctor considers this for the stomach of many pupils.

In the example above the detinite determiner hus to be expletive w.r.t. LF, since the
predicative NP is predicaled of the demonstrative das which is therefore analyzed as
binding the variable provided by N. On the other hand the nominal above cannot have
the distributive inalienable interpretation. The lack of this interpretation indicates that
in this configuration the definite determiner cannot be expletive wor.t. domain D.'
Without going into further detail 1 think that this picce of evidence can be taken as
indirect support for the assumption that the {LF) 'binding approach’ cannot be collapsed
with the (domain D) 'instuntiation-approach'. [n addition. this fuct provides also indirect
cvidence for assuming LF and domain D 1 be two distinet levels of representation.

2.2, Identification

Now we are at the point where we can start (o explain what Identification (w.r.1.
domain D) means. The various different properties witl become clear when we start to
analyze different sets of data. Congider again the representation for nominals used here:

(26)  [1p the | man),],
NP X = ser of individuals satsfying the property denoted in N
L= x = 1the discourse referent
ro X

Abstracting away from the contribution of the determiner'” (he only property on basis

"I do not have an caplanarion Jor why this showld be the case. But nodce that the reason
Ior this cun not be an inherenn propeny of the NP it considesation sinee in ihe following
senience the sume NP can have 1he distiigive inaliceabie [Ty ISR
{i} Der Daktar hewr den Bauch vor vielen Scitiitern wmrersictis

the doctor has ie simach of many pupils examined
The lack of the distributive inadicnable interpretaion van abso not be atribuled o the et that the
subject NF' s singular, The saue singular demonstrative can b subvtect of o plural NP as can be
observed below:
iii) Der Dokror Beite das fiir ddie Biinche von vieloa sohiifern.,

the doctor considers 1his {or the stomaches of many pupils
In peneral & neurer singuliar pronoun can be pssociated with A pluzal predicative NP {ef. section
VIL3.2.2. for some turther cipirical cvidlence for Lhis aenerilization. )

7 They have 10 do with Tuneiaries or novelty presuppositions oo the one hand a5 well a3

UnIYUENess presuppositions on the vilier fiznd, hesides vivious other contributions a delerniner can
make. but they are not reievant i the mement,

i3

In this aotation P and Qb combine with predicative DRSs while u is a declared
discourse referent. Now we can combine the partiat DRS introduced by the determiner
und the predicative DRS introducced by NP 1o get the following partial DRS (which can
furthermore be combined with another predicative DRS for cxample the one associated
with a VP):

24y AQp f

I man {u)

© Q8
A

Now let us compare this approuch W my analysis. The DRT - version of claiming that
an NP induces an index (X) which denotes the set of individuals satisfying the property
denoted by N is to say that it yields a predicative DRS. which is an ascription of a
property 10 a certain {given or inroduced} object. Within DRT a property (P} is
assigned 1o an individual. This then yields the discourse referent, In cur implementation
this translates as follows: out of the sct of individuals sutisfying the propeniy P one
(particular) individual s picked out, Since the determiner tntroduccs another discourse
referent (x) which is a subset of X the determiner can he assumed to be responsible
tor picking out the actual discourse referenc. It is not obvious how DRT can implement
the subset refation | am proposing. It is just the case that the determiner closes an open
position within 4 predicative NP {by means of introducing a discourse referent which
the nredicate can take as its argument}.

Notice that the DRT approach is reminiscent of Stoweil's (iY87) and
Higginbotham's (1983) binding approach. It might wel| be that the binding- {saturation)
approach is the relevant representation of nominals at LF. Itis necessary for assigning
truth-values. On the other hand the approach T am assuming can be taken to be cnly
rekevant for domain D, where discourse propertics arc relevant. if troe this might give
us an interesting solution concerning the licensing problem of determiners. In addition
1o being morphologically licensed it could be assumed that the determiner must either
be represented at LF (ie. binding the variable of N} or it must be represented at
domain D (resulting in a token interpretation). For the npe (distributive inalienable)
interpretation discussed in V&Z this would meur that tie determiner siill binds the
variable provided by N. There is a wuy to test this assumption. Suppose we find an
instance where the definite detenminer cannet be expletive wor.t. domain D but has to
be expletive w.rt. L. The relevant data to look at are prechicative constructions {where
the determiner is asstined to not bind the variable provided by N, rather the subject
of predication is assumed 1o do so). Consider the foilowing scnience:



condition, which are relevant for the analysis of anaphoric resolution. We will return
1o this 1ssue and a comparison between Identification and binding in section [I1.5.

1.3, Identification and DRT

Let me briefly discuss the analysis of direceiy referentivd nommals within DRT. The
DRT-treatment seems to involve u similar mechanism to what I think an ideniitier
contributes to the interpratation of a nominal expression, DRT adopts the view taken
for example in Kripke (1972) and Kaplan {1977) that elements like demonsiratives,
indexicals as well as proper names. ave directly referential. This means that these
elements contribute the same denotation in every possible world (thus they are not
contingent). Within DRT this insight is impiemented as to saying that there are
exiernal anchors {ie. there is a tunction from discourse referents in the universe of a
DRS to objects in the domain of the model). The individual that serves us the value
for this function (1he input of & discourse referznt k) is called the externaf anchor for
X As noted in Asher (1993) the view of direct referentiality faces a problem for other
assumptions within DRT. The problem is quite simple. H there are external anchors for
discourse reterents, why is it then necessary to lave a condition in Cen, within the
DRS? Why is it not enough (o have the variable in Ug. Le. what sort of information
does the condition convey? To put it differently: why o we have (o analyze names as
predicates? This problem has 1o do with the assignmett of ruth conditions (i.e. the
embedding into @ model). Suppose that the ubove mentioned problem would be
overcomie along the following lines: 4 proper name could be analyzed as conveying
some sont of metalinguistic information, namedy that 1he discourse referent introduced
by a numc @ stands for an individoal with the name . But this approach does faces
4 serious problem. Consider an obviously true starement like the one below:

(29 Kripke is necessarify identical wirh K ripke.

Assuming that there is some metatinguistic information inamely that Kripke conveys
the information that there is an individual named Kripke} involved the sentence in (29)
would falsely tmply that the individual named Kripte necessurily has the property of
being numed Kiiphe, Onc cannot avoid this problem by simply eliminating the
conditions for directiy referential expressions. Obviously they do serve some purpose.
This is also ciear for complex demaonstratives like fhis by, According to Asher the
relevant conditions serve the following purpose:

EL]

of which the actual discourse referent can be determined is the property denoted by N
{1.e. in that case “being o man" or in ovr terms "helonging to the se1 of individuals who
satisfy the property of betng « man). To put it informally: especiaily for introducing
4 new discourse referent this is a very vague propedy 1 actually delermine the relevant
discourse referent. The universe of discourse (or the coniext#al domain) can contain
mare than one man. Picking cut the particular man to be denoted might need some
further specification. ie. some further propertics need 1w be ascribed in order to
determine the actual referent. This is exactly what 1 think Identification really does
here: it ascribes a property which suffices 10 pick the relevant referent out of the set
of possible referents. This is also the reason for assaming that [dentéfication is relevant
at domain D - it is only w.rt. a certain discourse that ascribing this property is
relevant. For picking oul an actual discourse referent domain I can induce the need
for turther licensing just in case the universe of discourse contains several possible
individuals satisfying the property denoted by N. 1 will represent a DP which has to
be wdentified as follows:

(27 [, the [, maniy],
NP N = ser of individuals satisfying the property denoted in N
DF: o~ =2

Although there is not enough content 10 pick out the discourse referent, there is ane
information we can rely on, namely that x has to be a subset of X, Now consider the
representation of an identified nominal, i.c. let us provide another preperty which
should suffice 1o identify the denctation of DP:

(28} the man. whe Lissed Marv

NP: X = set of individuals satisfying the propeny of being a man

DP: w2
v X

CP: Y = xet of individuals wiw have the property of "having kissed Mary”
XY o=x

Ascribing another property to the intended discourse refereat we can then create the
intersection of X and Y. The property provided by the identifier should then suffice to
acluitlly denote the intended discourse referent. In case of definite DPs. which ase
associated with 4 uniqueness tnterpretation, the property denoted by the identifier
should suffice to crewe a singleten set (by means of intersecting X and Y). Notice that
the representation x = ? is also wsed tn DRT. There it is referred to as an tnconmplete
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2.4. Identification as an (obligatory) licensing relation at domain D {empirical

maotivation).

There is a crucial arpument tor the assumption that the cases under consideration are
to be analyzed as [dentification at domain D. The argument is as follows. Consider
again the examples wihich are taken to be the core cases of Idenrification:
{30y« Peter hat ¢s, geglanti, ([daft Muria Bier winkt],)
Peter has it believed that Mary beer drinks
(b} Porer har daran, gesfanbe,  (fdalS Marvie Bier i)
Peter hus thereon believed that Mary beer drinks

=
—

{c) Potor hat div Frau, yerroffen. ofdie gerime Bier trinki] )
Prerer his the woman met. whe likes beer drinking

(dy Poter led das Argument, vorgebrachn, fdaflf Maria gerae Bier trinkt],)
Peter has the argument presented that Mary likes beer drinking

it one looks at the sentences in (3} in isolation it is not cbvious that the
tpro)nominals' require dentification. For pure syntactic well-formedness judgments
all the examples are perfectly well-formed without the extraposed constituent (as
tndicated by the brackets). This is not surpeising. Without embedding the sentences into
a certain cantext the need for specitying the reterence of a given NP is not obvious.
The NP is inherently licensed (ie. it has a theta- role and cuse is assigned, thus the
svniactic purely syntactic licensing constraims are fulfilied).

llowever, establishing a retation like Identification m the theory of Grammar we
would fike o find elements which really show oblizatoriness of Identification.
Comparing Identfication at domain D and binding (which might be viewed as
Identification at LF) we find the following situation. The examples above show a
simifar behavaor at domain D as pronominals do w.rt. binding: pronontinals can bue
need not be bound whereas the nominal elements ubove apparently can but need not
be identificd. However, as far as binding is concermned. there are elements which are
texically specified such that they nead 0 be bound. This is wrue tor lexicat anaphors.
Thus we might look tor elements which are tlexicully} specified for the necessity of
being identified at domain D,

“They supply the agens with the means for caonnecting tip rhe content of ¢ messuge in
wihich such expressions occur with hs gnrecedent Deliefs in the right way: the
information conveved v a proper name & for instance, allows the agent to infeprate
the information aboni the bearer of & with ather informaiton he has about the bearer.”
{Asher 1993: 83)
And moreover for definite NPs Asher (1993} cliims that:

“thi Semantic contribasion (for the ayeatd of o definite NP ke a definiie deseription
or a compley demonstrative, &5 often simply o single onr some fadividual for which
o discourse referent has already Deen fnsrodiced ln the processing of the discourse
or which is etherwise wvalfabte frem the comexs, nor fo coneribwie o the set of
property ascripiions atiributed 1o she individual picked one” {Asher 1993 83)

Note that this is reminiscent of what we have xuid about the contribution of the
identifier, Directly rctcrential elements (as welk as some other definites) are associated
with conditions, bul those conditions are of a different sort than the conditions
discussed previously. For this reason Asher {1993) distinguishes between two sorts of
conditions:

1} conditions that directly contribute to the truth conditions
2)  conditions that are rebevant to the inerpretation by the agent'™

In my view identifiers mainly convey conditions that are relevant for the interpretation
by the agent. They denote properties that provide encugh descriptive content 1o make
the actual denotation avaitable. They ascribe properties 10 an individual, but not {only)
for assigning appropriate truth conditions, but also for picking cut the intended referent.
Notice that this is also the reason why 1 think that domain 1 (rather than LF) is the
refevani level to caprore the relation of ldentitication. Domain D as used here is
independent of assigning truth conditions. Here T assume that LF is the relevant level.
Again this implics that binding {10 which we will return) is relevant at LF, since
binding is necessary for evaluating the trath conditions.

" This ohviously bas a connection 1 Kripke's notion of Speaker's reference. The

distinction berween the fwo ditferent conditions is alsg reminscent of annbulive vs_ relerential
definiie NPs {in the sensc ol Donellan 19663 (C also Doncllan 1975 tor 4 discussion of Lhe

¥ Notice that | assuie at ex 15 @ referemtial argument siher than an expletive (ct, chapier relation berween anrbulive vs. reterential propenties of definites un the one hand and Speaker's
1Ly Reference vs. Scmaniic Relerence on the other band).
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(33)  Diese Schinfifelyevuny ist insofers, wicht beveciuigt *({als dufy sie auf einer
Julschen Pramisse beruht],)
this conclusion 15 insofar, not valid *(|as that it on a wrong premise basesi)
(34 Die Veranstalting wurde dergesioli; bonzipierr, S({duft man cin Ende nicht
absehi konntif,)
the event was this-way, plinned “([that one an ending not furesee could])

1 think that this phenomenon (of obligatory citaphoricity ) provides crucial evidence for
assuming Identification us the relevunt relation between the nominal element and the
sentential constituent.

Notice that there is another appreuch (o be found in the literature tfor explaining
the relution berween the nominal element and the (exmraposed) clause, which cannot
really capture the facts we ure dealing with here. For the moment [ will just summarize
the main points of this analysis and its shortcomings. In Appendix 1. 1 will compare
the two appreaches more carefully. It is assumed for example in Culicover &
Rochemont (199)) (henceforth C&R) (following Gueran 1980) that the relation
between the nominal clement and the extraposed constituent is an instance of
complementation. This relation is syntactically relevant (either at S-structure {C&R) or
at LF (Guerén & May 1984). Under this approach the examples in {33-34) would be
an instnce of obligatory complementation. The first argument against such a view has
to do with the remarks ow licensing discussed in chapier 1. Remember that [ assume
that it 1x never the case that an element X his to license another element Y. It is
always the case that an element needs w be Ticensed, However. in the example above
one would have to claim that the nominal element has 10 obligaorily license the
extraposed clause as its complement. This already leads to the second probler. Being
an obligatory complement is reminiscent of ‘being selected’, i.e. being an argument. [n
that case the determiner would have o be analyzed as a two-place-predicate. However
this assumption would undermine the introduction of the complement-relation as a
primitive relation. C&R argue tha

“the eomplement o o maximed projeciion |} is u please thar holds an dadiunct or
argiment relation to Hre hoad of the plrase it tukes as antecedens.

{C&R 1990: 26, Fn.9}

This means that it is the fact that it 1s NOT only (selected) zrguments thar are relevant
for the Complement Principle. The third argument against assuming complementation
us the refevant refation is the following. The puradigm in 130-32) shows that
Identitication in general is just necessary i the content of the nominal is not specificd
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As a matter of fact German has such elements: The relevant items are the compiex
determiners derjeaige, diejenige, dasfenige which are special kinds of demonstrative
determiners. The German examples below show the oblizatoriness of Identification:

31 Dertenige Mann ham aty das Fest *(der gerne Bier mrinke)
der mun came w the party whoe likes beer drinking
(D) Ferer har dasfenige Argtment vorgebeoche *(duff Maria Bier trinki}
Peter has det argument presented thae Mary beer drinking

These sentences are not wellformed without the idemtifier even when considered in
isolation. The obligatoriness of the occurrence of another clement seems w0 indicate
that it is indeed the caraphorfc element which needs some further licensing (ie.
Identification). Theretore T take these elements to ceucially suppert the claim that
Identification is a relation relevant for domain D.

According to Lehmann (1979} a similar phenomenon is found in Persian.
Constder the following example and Lehmann's description:

(32)  Mardom-gzgr-i-ra hekdvar kon-and ke sang-f bur sare-e sdlefei cod
peopic-teaser-IND-AKK twle make-3.PL [stone-IND at head-AT god-tearing-
IND bear
They el about a ‘people-teaser’ who beat a God-fearer's head with a stone.
T owe saw thot the head-nouan hears the saffiy -0 ff ir is caraphoricaify simifar to
Grermarn “derjeniae’ which afso feads one (o expect u refative clawse.”
(Lehmann 1979: 100, wanslation MW)

We can interpret this fact by saying that Persian marks obligatory Tdentification
morphologically as indicated in the example above. In addition Persian has a special
{demonstrative} determiner 47 which scems to behave similar wo German derjenige.
Consider the following quotation of Lehmann (1979):

"Perstan dn’ worky similar, Althongh it iy o normal demonsorative. Since the head
WO OF ¢ Festricive vefative clawse carries an indefiniteness-sufiix, i follows from the
combiiarion of o definite umd e fadefirdie (i tie same NP Othad the sentence s

ungrammaricod if there s no relutive clouse foffawing.
{Lehmann 1979: 246, translation MW}

German does not enly have determiners that induce the need for Identification. There
are also other correlates that show this behavior:
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Again making use of 4 complement relation would be problematic, since focus should
nat in general induce the need for the obligatoriness of a purely syniactic relation like
complementation. We will see in section IV 7. how the analysis presented here derives
these facts concerning {contrastive) siress and the obligatoriness of 1dentification. [t has
to do with the fact that sress on the determiner exphicidy indicates that there has to
be a distinguishing property. which is subsequently provided by the identifier,

3. The identifyee introduces a discourse referent

Let me now address the second assumption mamely that the identifvee introduces a
discoitrse referenmt. Therefore it is subject to the Novelty Condition (resulting in a
precedence Constraint). The Novelty Cendition originally formutated in Heim (1982)
ts given below

{37y Extended Nowvelty-Familiarity Condition:
For & to be telivious wort Fitis required for every NP, in ¢ that:
13 it NP, s [|-definite |, then i € of DomiF)
{ii} it NP, is | +detinite], then
1 i e DomiF). and
bl if NP, is a formula, F entails NP, {Heimm 1982: 3591)

intormally spoken: if the identityee is linearly preceded by an element which bears the
same index it violates the Novelty Condition, There are 1wo necessary assumptions for
this proposal to work. However. [ think that both are independently necessary. The first
assumption is that sentential elements are ussociated with o discourse referent. This is
necessary because the Novelty Condition (resulting in the precedence constraint) shall
explain the obligatory righiness of the sentential element. Therefore it has to be
coindexed with the nominal element. The second necessary prerequisite is to assume
that the Novelty-Familiarity-Condition is evaluated lineatly in a step by step manner
and not in an ‘ull-at-once” manner. Simce both assumptions are not su obvious within
standard (DRTI-treatments | will briefly discuss and justify them.

3.1, Sentential elements are assvciated with a discourse referent
At first glance ic1s not a seeaightforward assumption, that CPs are associated with a

discourse referemi. Notice that Heim (1982) explicitly Formuiates the Novelty-
Familiarity Cendition as to hold only for NPs. Moreover V&Z assume that it is just
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enough to pick out the actual discourse referent. Thus we have seen that Identification
is  general syntactically optional. However, Identification might turn obligatory
{depending on  discourse properties or on the choice of the determiner).
Complementation (as a purely syniactic relation) should not be scnsitive 1o discourse
phenomena,™

The last point becomes even clearer on basis of the following puradigm. An
equivalent device 1o using the complex determiner is (contrastive) stress on a definite
determiner or on the pronominal ¢lement respectively. The following examples
exemplify this behavior:

(33) Seress on the definite detenminer
(a) DER Mann wollte aut cin Fest gehen “(der gerne Bier trinkt}
THE man wanted 1o a purty go who likes beer drinking
)] Perer frat DAS Argament vorgebrachi *tduft Mario Bier trinkt)
Peter las THE argument presented that Mary beer drinking
{36) Stress on the pronoun
Feter hat {DAran], pevianbr, #{fdufs Maria geroe Bier winktf)
Peter has THEREon believed that Mary likes beer drinking

* This statement miwiyl be oo peneral s pointed out & me by E.Williams), Whether a

complement necds 10 be sprecilied can he discourse related. However, T bk 1hat there is still
something clse going on, Congsider the following exampie:

ok hethe gerrniken,
1 have already drunk

Sentence (i) invalving the transitive Vert srirken is wellfonucd withour the direct object. There are
Lwiy possibilitics when this senfence is wellionmed, Either diinking relers 1o being an alcoholic.
thus it is necessanly inerpreted as drinking aicofiod, This iy e imerpretalion onc pets i (he
senience is viered in isolation. In that case it cannen mean that there is something which you
nomalty do not drink. However, embedded in 2 discourse. where i is clear what was drunk (c.g.
porson, something you do not drink under nomeal circumsiances) then the seneiee above is also
well-fonncd. indicating that compientems can be rendered opionat duc 10 diseourse properies.
Sl T think that tis exauples differs o the ones where | think el Identilicadon is i piay, The
liest difference is that ] examplas involving 1dentitication are perfectly well-fored without 1he
identifier when they are considered inisolation, They do med even eoeive o special inlerpretation.
It is just the case that 4 certain discourse can render [dentilication obligatory (or superfiuous). On
the other hand there are muny examples where 1he occusrence of the (selecied) complement is
necessary, cven it the denotation of the comptemeni is ¢lear from he comext.

S foh fahe das Buch der Maria cenehen
[ have the book (v Mary given

52 feh habe *{day Buch) dem Hans geveren
[ have *{the book) to John given

We can conclude that compicmenidion in general can be sensitive 1o discourse pheaomena, but the
facts scem o be different 1o the vases we are nieresied here.
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(39 ) Be carefiid whad Yot wish _becinise wixhies sometimes come trie. That's
what the Semiconducior Industry Association, which represenis 1.5,
mabiifactirers, s been learning.

{b) Well. a clerk wold wy, we'd need to hive o lawver o muke g petiticn--
it 5 probubly wanldu's bo worth the effort..

() Being spanked by Milton Friedman s une of life’s most humifivting
experiences (see wlongside), so we feol competted o fess up abowt
wihew well proclain the "richt” price for ive-creum cones. We Ffaithtulty
promise to di that on the day Milton Friedman proclaims the "right”
percentage for anmal growth in the ice-cream cone suppiy.

{d) AN part of corporate sireamlining vvograms, many companies are
entending edriv-retirement package. o fegions of serior mendggers.
Thew sew it ay one relatively pamless way o pare muragement ranks...

et But "Misery,” witich rivns i mostly gripping f snattractive coarse in
one diitle Dedroom with anlv nvo read chavacters, is seiling ke mad.
It st goes to Show vou that some people don’t Enow when they've
heen insurtred. {Asher 1993: 3)

The (boid) pronouns (in 39) anaphorically refer back to proposilions {3%a), a property
ar aype of action in (3%b-c). o type of event in (39d). and a fact in (3Ye).

Maoreover it is generally agreed on that pronouns cannot introduce a new
discourse refercat. If however the CPs above would not hear an index, then the
pronoun (which should bear an index as any other NP would introduce this index. In
addition it is not clear how the anaphoric link between the proposition and the pronoun
should be established if the proposition would not count as its antecedent. ie. if the CP
would not be an entity relevant for domain D. Therefore [ think that it 15 safe to
conclude that CPs - associuted with o discourse referent”® Asher (1993) pives a
variety of other facts icuding to this conclusion. which 1 will nor discuss here,

nominal elements which are represeuted at domain D (i.e. L-structure).

In this scction [ want to show that this cannat be the whole story abeut entities
that are associated with discourse referents. This claim is very eruneial for several
aspects of the present analysis. [ will argue that in addition to NPs also propositions
45 well as other absteuct entities (e.g. properties, amounis. resuits) are associated with
a discourse referent.

I think that a crocial problem with the version of the Novelty-Famibarty
Condicion (formulated to hold just for NPs a5 in (37)) is the following implication it
might suggest: In a wuy it presupposes that different syntactic categories map to
different ontological entities in a one to one relation. However, this is in general not
the case {as we have alrcady discussed in section 11.2.). The second problem has to do |
with a prerequisite for the postulation of domain D. Referents at domuin D are not to
be equated with the notion ol reference in philosophy. In talking about entities refevant
at domain D we are not talking about "concrete” or "existing” entities in the real world,
Domain D is not to be equated with the real discourse™ where physical objects are
present, objects we can touch, point to and of course talk about. We are also able to
taik about abstract entities. about properties, concepts, events, stutes of affaics, beliefs
ewe.”

There is a simple argument in favor of the claiim that abstract entities like
propasitions are associated with o discourse referent und thas bear an index relevant
for domain D. {t cannot be denied that o pranoun can take a whole proposition - and
thus a CP - as its antecedent. This ts shown in the example below:

(3B)  [Maric hur gestera ein Bler gerrinken], aber Hans hat [dasies |, nicht geglaubt.
‘IMury has drunk beer yesterday), but John has not believed [thatit];

Some morc examples exemplitying this phenomenon are given below, They are taken
from Asher (1993} and provide evidence that all sorts of different abstract {or semi-
concrete) entities cyn be used as antecedents for anaphoric linking {as a source for

" The assumption of CPs being associaled with o discourse referent wiuld open another
tield of investigation. Qne could suspeet that the Novely-Familisnty Condition aiso applics to
those entitics. 10 so then these might be diflerent insianniations of sentential elements, depending on
shether ihey comain old or new informmion, Notice however it dor 1he purpose of the prcscr?t
ANGEYSIS we can abstract away rom this possihility. [in the examiples we are considering heee il is
the correlated nominal elemem which is assumed [o vhey 1he Noveliy Condition (and 1:|0r the
seniential kdeniitier),
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these data he cites The Wall Street Josivnaly:

" Notice that domain D is also not 1o be eguated wilh mudels. or possible worlds, It is an
shstract ievel of represemiaion only roievant for Grasiar,

= For an claborate discussion of relefence 1o dbsimcl ohjeeis in discourse §orefer ihe reacler
o Asher (1993). There abstract entities like evesruolities and propositions {(imang others) arc
discussed and argued w be associated with a discourse referent,

42



There is one more issue to address. The following paradigms are independent support
for the claim that there is 4 step by step calculation concerning the Novelty- Familiarity
condition which heavily relies an S-structurc. There is evidence that the possibility to
teconstruct (i.e. to culculate the element within its base-position) is excluded: Novelty-
Familiarity violations cunnot be suved via reconstruction (as opposed o binding effects
which sometimes can be calculated in the reconstructed position ),

A'-movemnent in Gertan and English show reconstrection effects. We find the
possibility to interpret & given constituent in its overt (S-structure) position ot in its D-
siructure position;

4w Welches 88d vour sich, e Hous gemols
Which picture of himself has John pained
th} Welches Bitd vou sich,  clawhe Hans, duft Peter, semuale hat?
Which picture of himself believes John that Peter painted has
(43 fa Which pictures of himeself docs June think that Joka, wifl sell
{b) Which picrures of himself,, does Jokn think thas Bill, witt sell

The anmaphor in the wh-moved constituent is not in the c-command domain of a
possible antecedent. Nevertheless the sentence is welltormed. Thus it is assumed that
the wh-moved element can be reconstructed” at LE - where binding theory is assumed
o upply. However as the following examples show this is not so for the Novelty
Condition:

) Wetchey Buch eines Lefrers, e Hany demediesem Lenver, geldaw?
Which ook a-GEN teucher has John the wacher stolen’?
b} “Wetches Buch desidieses Lehvery, hat Hans einem Lekrer. geklane?

Which book the/this-GEN teacher huas John 4 teacher stolen

Ahfough sentence {dda) is not perfectly welltormed there iy a clear conwrast the
sentence in (d4b]) is impossible under the coreterent reading but the sentence in (44a)
iy yuite acceptable. So we have independent support for the cluim that first the S-
structure position is relevant for the evaluation of the Novelty-Familiarity-Condition
and secondly, that the Novelty Condition is evaluated in a siep-by-step manner. If it
would be evaluated only on basis of the whote structure {i.c. the eatire sentence), then
the contrast in (44} can not be explained. The sentence is only well-formed if the
indefinite DP linearly precedes the coreferent definite DP. Although A'-movement in
general shows reconstruction effects, the ubove sentences show that violations of Lhe
Novelty Condition cannot be saved via reconstruction. In the next chapter we will see
another picce of evidence for this claim having to do with backward-pronominalization,
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3.2, Linear step-by-step evaluation of the Novelty Condition

The second necessary assumption is to say that the evaluation of the Novelty Condition
is done linearly from left to right. This is however an assumption iimplicitly made in
Heim (1982), It 15 not after perceiving the whole structure but after each relevant
occurrence of an indexed NP rhat the condition is checked. Consider for example the
tollowing discourse:

(A0Y A wonan way bitten by a dog. She kit him.

There are four relevant ‘formulas ¢ each containing one or more files involved: fa
woman [a dogf fe way bitten by e} and [she hit him]. Heim assumes successive
application of the rule 1o calculate the Novely-Familiariy-Condition. Calculation proceeds
as follows: .

41y  F+y'
(Fry'y + y°
(F+y") + gy +
(o' + 9 + 3y + 3t = F 4 (X))

“At each of these forr steps, the Novetrs-Fumiliarine-Condition hus 10 be met before
the calctilarion can be carried our” (Heim 1982, p. 322,

[ do not want to go into a detailed discussion of her analysis. The above remarks
should suffice to see the implication that calculation precedes Bnearfy in a step by siep
manner. 1 differ from Heim's (1982) approach in assuming that it is the S-structure
position which is crucial for evaluating the Noveity Condition whereas Heim assumes
LF 0 be the relevant input.™

For 1he examples we are interested here this simplv means that in order for a
constituent introducing & discourse refersat x to be felicilous x cannot be already
present in domain D} at this paint of the calculation. However if the sentential identifier
occurs in a position preceding the nominal this is not the case anymore,

hJ . - N . . .
* Notice tha the appreaich L am advocating here B also supporied psycholinguistically by

Chaner, Pickening & Milward (1994}, They arpue (hat interprelation proceeds in an incremental
way. There is evidenue that onee a constituent is unered (i.c. heard) the process of undersianding
stans and is not delayed umil the while senlence is perecived,
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role. i s simply the case that a given element can act as an expletive w.r.t. one level
of representation (in the sense of V&Z, cf, section H.2.1.1.) but it is licensed at another
level of representation. wihere it can theretore not be analyzed as an expletive. We will
see in section HI.3. how this a:isumption explains the apparent problem concerning
uptionaiiry.

Let us now look at some propertics of 1the sentences under consideration. First
a few words about the terminology are in order. Since the pronominal elements within
the matrix are correlated with a clausal elernent it is not fully appropriate to talk about
pro-nominals. Moreover in the sentences i (1) the correlated element is categorically
a PP {but also coreferent with a clausul element). Within wraditional Grammar these
elements are referred to as pronoming! adverhs. In more recent theories Lhey have been
labelled ProPPs' {cf. Adtmann 1981, Wiltschko 1993). However. as hus been argued
in various places {Riemsdifk 1978, Wiltschkeo 1993, Miiiler 1993} these ProPPs involve
a {syntactically transparent) pronominal, re. du.  As for the problem that they are
correfated with 2 sentential element there 15 one ineresting point to make. Within
several (philosophical and linguistic} approaches the following elements are referred
to as senrential womingly (ct. Asher 1993);

{2y af-ing serunds, derived nominals. trai-clauses, fer-infinitivals, naked infinitives
Poss-iny gerunds, Ace-ing gerunds.

This erminotogy is intended to summarize elements denoting absiract objects - besides
sentenual nominals there are also predicutive nominals which show these properties.
We have already discussed the fact that there is no one to one mapping between
syntacne categories and ontological categories. All the instances of clausal elemens
we are nterested in (finite and infinitival clavses) can be anaphorically linked w a
fproynominal. [ will theretore continue to use the term "pronominal’ for these instances
of correlates us opposed to other full lexical NP correlates.” For the categorical nature
ot the correlate [ will assune that ihis is o matter of ¢-selection (by the verb),

What interests us now wre the properties of ldenttication and whether these
properties are attested in the examples above, One of these properlies we huve already
seen s that the occurrence of the entifier is optional (for purc syntactic

' This term has mithlly been introduced in Kayne (1975) fur the French clements ca and v.

"1 wail ahstract away (rony the differences of the senfenriah clemenis 1o, wheler it is a

linite clause or an infinitival or what seim of compiementizer i rakes respectively. (sor among
others Hegarty 1990 for an analysis).
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I1. IDENTIFICATION OF PRONOMINALS

We are now in the posution to see how the present proposal applies 1o the data under
consideration. Let us start with sentences involving a pronominal element in the matrix,
Some examples are given below:

(1) (a) Perer byt es geglauly, daft Marvia gerne Bier trinke.

Peter has it believed that Mary likes beer drinking
‘Perer believed thar Mury likes beer drinking’

(b} Kiara hat ey bedowers, dafl Egon verscivunden ist.
Kiara has n regretted that Egon disappeared is
‘Klara has repretted that Exon has disuppeared,’

[cr Evon har o3 verstanden. den Hans ziw dreern.
Egon has it understood, the John to annoy
'Egon understoed how io annoy John,'

(d) Egon hat es schon erfragr, ob Kiara Bier pinken darf,
Egon has it already asked. whether Klara beer drink may
‘Egon has alrcady asked. whether Klara is allowed o drink beer.’

{2) Marict hae sich dovither atifgervet, datt Hans ketn Bier trinkt.
Mary has REFL thereon complained that John no beer drinks
‘Mary compiained about John not drinkmg beer'

{f) Klura far sich danach erkundivr, wie der Bery zu bexteigen il
Klaru has REFL thereatter asked, how the mountiin to ¢limb is
‘Klara asked how w climb the mounain’

In all of these sentences we find an extraposed clause which is corrclated with a
pronominal clement in the matrix clause, There are (wo main approaches to analvze
the relation between the two elements. Oue possibility is to say that the pronominal in
the mawrix is an expletive element and the extraposed clause is really the argument of
the verb (cf. Postal & Pullum 1988 tor English). The other possibility is to say thal the
pronominal is really the argument. This second approach atlows for two possibilities
0 analyze the status of the correlated semential element: either it is treated as a
complement of the pronominal tselt (cf, Miiller 1993) - an analysis I will reject. The
other possibility is to treat the clause as an apposition (cf. Cardinalletti (1990) as well
as Hoekstra 1983 and Bennis 1986 for Dutch). [ will adopt the lamer proposal, i.e. that
syntactically the clanse is licensed as an appesition but that there is more to this
relation: at domain D this appositional retation ¢{which is not an inherent licensing
possibility) is licensed as an instance of Identlication. In assuming this we will sce in
section L3, that in a specific way the explerive character of the element does play a
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It has to be assumed that proneminals preject like other nominal elements: an NP as
well as a DP. Furthermore | will assume that the pronominal is bascgenerated in N°
and then moved to D” via head 1o head movemen:. (Or maybe in case of “strong'
pronouns the whole NP might move to SpecDP)Y' This differs from analyses of
pronominals which clum that they wre o be analyzed as intransitive D%s. However
assuming seme version of ‘Extended Projections’ (cf. Grimshaw 19907 [ think that this
view is forced anyway since tunctional projections are only kicensed as projections of
lexical categaries. Since it is not in the scope of the present discussion I will not go
into morc detail. We can now assume the tollowing representation for the sentences
under consideration:

(5} () Peter hat fes],. geglauabt, [dafl Maria Bior viakef|
Peter has it believed that Mary beer drinks
(h) Peter hat fduranf,., geolankt, fdafd Maria Bier rrinkf,
Peter has thereon believed hat Mury beer drinks

Now we are faced with the problem to explan what the denotation of NP {X) in case
of pronominals correspords to. For tfull lexical NPs [ have argued that X denotes the
set of individuals satistving the property denoted by N. However. obviously a pronoun
does not have any descriptive content (except for its phi features), ie. there is no N
denoring a certain set of individoals. [ will assume for X of pronominals to denote the
ser of possibfe autecedenry. Thus, the standard claim that pronouns cannot introduce
a discourse referent is reinterpreted as to saving that it is associated with an index (X)
whici has 1o denote o set of "possible (already estabiished ) discourse referents”. If ang
assumes that the pronoun moves trom N 1w D° then it could be argued that the trace
of the pronoun leaves the relevant restriction which come with their phi-features, The
difference between lexical NPs and pronominals is then that the former restrict the set
ol possible discourse referents by means of N and the latter do so by means of their
phi-features {i.e. gender and number)’ On the one hand this sl implies that a
discourse referent must already be established since a set of possible antecedents must
be available. However. the actual discourse referent can be contamed in a whale set

of possible discourse referents. In some cases we will find that if the discourse referent

P One could also claim tha the pronontinal is basepenersied in D7 and selects ot an empty

NP, For the present discussion nodang would change. CI Koopman (1993) Tor an claborae
analysis ol proaominals.

T Notice that this apalysis can also account Tor the laet that 1n many ¢ases the occurenee
ol a proneun is ambiguows. Thas if more (satient goouol) discourse reterents ane available which
match with she pronoun's phi-feauecs then all of these discourse relcrents are in principle possible
10 cown as the denotation o 1he propout,

welltormedness judgements ), The siume is true for ldentification of pronominals as can
be observed below. Here we tind the same sentences as in (1) with the only exception
that the {extraposcd) clause is missing:

{3 ) Feter hat o8 geglaiin.

‘Peler believed it

(b) Klura hat es bedaiert
‘Klara regrets i

{c) Evun hut es verstanden
‘Eyron understood it

{d) Evar hat ox sehon evfragt
‘Eron has asked for it

{e) Murta hat sich darliber aufeeregt
Mary complained abour it

i Kiaru har sich danach erknindige
‘Klara has asked for it

Syntacrically 2l these sentences wmre perfectly wellformed. However, for the
interpretation it seems cicar that in all of the above cases the content of the pronoun
needs to be clear from Whe context. This is not a surprising fact since pronouns necd
to be licensed by a previous discourse referent. But now we seem Io have an apparent
problem. On the one hand it is a crucial assumprion within the proposal suggested here
that the identifyee introduces a discourse referent but on the other hand it is standardly
assumed that pronominals cannot inroduce o discourse referent. However, there is a
wily ta maintain both chums, which in fact our analysis forces us to assume. This will
in effcct wrr out 1o be a rather desirable cluim since some otherwise unexpected
properties of the cases under consideration are derived.

1. Pronouns intreducing discourse referents

Let us use laok at some ot the examples in more dewil in order to exemplify the
analysis. In accordance with what we hive said about the representation of nominals
[ will assume that proneminals are also associdted with two indices (as indicated
below). For the syntactic representation this assurnption implies that the strocture of
pronominals s as tollows:

(4 Lo Dol NOK,
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(7 Q: Woas houst efie geglonin?
What did you believe?
Al el habe ex geglouhi, dafi Flans Brev rinkr

I have it believed, that John beer drinks
A2 Sfel halve daran geglouht, dupb Hans Bier trinks
[ have thereon believed that John beer drinks
Adr fok habe geglaubr, dafi Hans Bier rinki
{ have belicved that lohn beer drinks

The question in (7) is about the content of the addressee's belief. Thus it implies that
this content is not presupposed, 1.e. that it has not been established in the discourse yet.
Therefore an appropriate answer will introduce this content of belief as a new discourse
referent. As we expect the only appropriate answer for a question like this is the one
without the pronominal in the matrix, since the pronominal is just uppropriate if there
is @ set of available (already established) discourse rcferents.” Consider now an

example where the question makes a discourse referent available:

() QL Hasre due geglaubr, dafi Maria serne Bier winks?

Id veu believe that Mary likes t dnnk beer?

Q2 Wer har gealaubi, dafl Muria gerne Rier rinke?
‘Who believed. that Mary likes to drink beer!

Al fla) dch habe s peglondt, dafi Maria verne Bier trink
Yes I believed it thut “fary likes to drink beer'

AL fhal dch hobe pegloni, dufl Maria gerne Bier rinks
“Yes. | believed that Mary likes to drink beer’

" There is one reading where the presence of the pronominal in te answer is appropriate.
This is the case if there are severad possible propositions available and the gquestion is about “which
of these possible propositions was the anc the addressee believed'. This corresponds o a d-linked
Huestion (in the sense of Pesersky 1987). Therelore 1l is not u problem Tor the analysis presented
here.
The d-linked reading can bowever be excluded with “ngressively mom-d-linked" wh-phrases as in
the guestion ehow:
i) Was zutm Tewfel husr che gevlowin?

What the hetl did you believe?

* Nowice thar the relevant notion here is really tumiliariey rather thae Giclivity. This can be
scen Trony The Fact that the sume kind of presupposition is induced with factive verbs:
(i) O Was hasr die bedanere?
What did you regree?
Al *loh habe o Dedavers, dali Hany Bier irinks
{ have ot regeeited, thae John beer deinks
Al Ich hitbe bedemiery. daf Hans Bier trinke
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x is contained within the set X it is not accessible for the pronoun to being picked up.
The actual referent x still has to be identified,” In addition there is the restriction that
x has to be a subset of X. In other words x has ta be re-itroduced in domain D,
although x 15 already established it is not immediately accessible to anaphoric linkage.
As we will see in case of definite DPs (and many prenominals are definite nominals)
the contribution of x is to provide a wnigueness interpretation. This means that the
occurrence of the proromingl indiciutes that there has 1o be o unique discourse referent.
The identifier provides enough descriptive content to pick o the intended referent, i.¢.
it provides discourse uvailability. A sentence like (5a} can be represented as follows
{with some abbreviations which are not relevant at the moment});

(6} Pron: X = the sct of possible discourse referents
=7
»g X
CP: x = "that Mary drinks beer'

There are some predictions inherent to this clauim which T will discuss in the subsequent
sectiens.

2, Presuppositions induced by x = X

H there has to be a set of possible {already established) discourse referents which the
prenoun refers to it is predicted that the content of the proneun is presupposed. Here
we are dealtng with the notion of presupposition in the sense of Karttunen (1974), i.e.
that an urterance U presupposes a proposition P it that utterance is acceprable only at
a point in discourse where that proposition is in the set of propositions that the parties
te the discourse take as cstablished. Notice that this assumption is in the spirit of
Willimas (1994), We are dealing with a presupposition concerning the existence of an
antecedent, Williams (1994b) equals (this sort ol) presuppositions with anaphariciry.

There are various ways to test for presuppaositions which 1 will now present.
‘They all show that the prediction is borne out.” The first et involves yuestion-answer
pairs. Consider the following examples:

*efl. section 1115, Tor a more detailed discussion of 1his clain.

“CEL alsn larrigow 1993) for English that the prescnce of the proneminal i7 which is

correlated with a sentemial element implies Fanilionidy.
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Finally. on basis of the same line of reasoning we also predict that it is impaossibie to
construe a focus particle {like sogar) with an extraposed clause if the latter is
coindexed with a pronominal in the matrix' . Again this is a corect prediction of the
present analysis: the focus pareicle would indicate new information but the content of
the prenominal must already be established in the discourse:

(I ) “Perer hat es sogar vesfanbr. Juft Muria Bier winks
Peter has 1t even believed that Mary beer drinks
th) Poter hat sogar geslatdn, daft Mariag Bier erinke
Peter has even believed that Mary beer drinks

Let me now address some other predictions the present analysis mukes, They have 1o
do with the representation of pronominals (assumed here) combined with the
assumption that domain D is the level where Identification is relevant, The following
discussion will provide an intercsting result concerning the issue of optionality.

3. Optionality

S0 Bar we have not said anything about extrapased constituents which are not related
to a correlate in the matrix. Tn that case the extruposed cluuse cannot be analyzed as
un instance of [dentification - at least not in the same manner as in the examples we
lave been considering so far. For completeness let me brieily say how [ think these
instances are licensed. If we look at purely synmactic well-formedness conditions the
presence of the pronominal seemy 10 be optional In many cases. Consider the following
examples:

13y (a) Feter har es geglanbr, daft Maria Bier winkt
Peter hus it believed thar Marv beer drinks
(b} Feter har gewfanh, daft Maria Biev irink:.
Peter has believed that Mory beer dninks
() Poerer hat ey geplanbi.
Peter has it believed
(it “Perer b wesioni,
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[n case the content of the belief is already esmblished it is legitimate to lave the
pronominal in the matrix. Notice that this does not contradict our claim that s still (re-
Jintroduces a discourse referent. In gencral within an answer one can repeat an NP
which has been 'introduced' in the gquestion. This can be observed in the following
question answer pair:

(% Q: Mase dw ein Buch verbreannt
'Did youn burn a book?
Al Ja, ich habe ein Buch verbranat.
Yes | have burat a book.”

Although the NP rin Buch is already mentioned in the question it is nevertheless
repeated as an indefinite NP - apparemily contradicting the Novelty Condition, This
suggests that discourse referents cannot be introduced in the context of 4 question. 1
have nothing more to say about this fact. Tt just shows that there is no problem posed
by (8) for our analysis concerning the Novelty of the pronominal.

The sccond test which shows the same phenomenon involves focussing a
constiuent within the identifier. Since Focus is related to new informarnion on the one
hand but on the other hand the content of 1he identifier is presupposed we predict that
the identitier cannot contain a focussed constituent. This 1s again a correct prediction:

(1 in Peter hat ox gelaubr, daffi MARIA Rier trinkt
Peter has (i) believed, that MARY beer drinks
{h} Peter hat gelaubt, datt MARIA Bier rinki
Peter has believed that Mary beer drinks

{10} shows that an extruposed clause associated with a pronomminal cannot contain a
focussed phrase. On the other hand the sentence is weliformed in case no pronominal
is presemt in the matrix. Notice that there is a reading availuble under which the
sentence 1n (10a) is wellformed. Under this reading the focus in the extraposed clause
Is interpreted as an ‘Echo-focus’. Thus the proposition already established must be a
prapasition where Mary is contrastively focussed.”

" A similar pheoomenon 1s discussed in Williams ¢ 1994):

"Lthe presence of o toual meiking i the abgghior gives the sentence i very specialized
“meralinguistic” use - it can onfv e used when previons discourse provides an approprigte
anteeedent. one with the same tonal narking” {Williams 1994: 31).
He gives the following discourse exemplilying this phenomenon;

(i =92) A; Mary fikes the shore poficeman, buy the wicaaperanve pisaner iikes the TALL

" Fhis phenomenon was pointed aul 10 me by Huben Haider. poo. policemei.

E: wa. the COOPERATIVE prisener fikes the TALL pofivemen,
And furthermore Willizms states tha
B has. as it were. picked iy i MUk a5 the Srfare of A semenge ay possiie, including sicess
CEMIENE! FRES T Ay BE Ry an Ceche” graliee” (Williams 1994; 32)



Difference in meaning can be of semamic or of pragmatic charucter. Whar does this
mean w.r.t. to the data we are interesied in here? As we have seen the optionality of
the presence of the pronoun is fust an apparent one, ie. it just concerns synuctic
wellformedness judgements. Once both variants of the sentences above are erbedded
inte a certain envirenment, which forces or forbids a certain interpretation, the problem
of optionality disappears. Therefore the occurrence of &5 in (12} is really not arbitrary.
It does encode some difference in meaning which iy pragmatic in nature, ie. the
sentences have different telicitous conditions, Similar conclusions are detected for a
varicty of phenomena within syntactic theory. For example it has been a longstanding
claim that German has free word order (referred 1o 15 scrambling within the generative
theory). This phenomenon is only apparently a completcly ‘free-word-order'. Again for
purely syntactic reasons several linearization possibilities within the German Mintelfeld
are to be observed. However, if embedded in certain contexts the apparent opticnality
again disappears. Different word orders correspond to different 'meanings’ having again
to do with presuppositions, Much of recent wark within syntactic theory is devoted to
this attempt to explain apparent optionality (cf, among others Diesing 1992 for
cxplaining apparent scrambling’ phenomena along these lines).

There are two important remarks worl o this general devclopment within
synractic theory. First (as we have already discussed)y a strig autonomy version of
SYRLAX seems 1o be problematic.'” Although it is true that syntactically there seems to
be optienality at play in several cases - thus the syntax module roles in a given phrase
marker which is ruled out (by some other wellformedness condition} vnce the sentence
is embedded in a certain context. These instances, where a synractic wellformed
sentence is ruled out in certain contexts, need an explination within the theory of
Grammuy. 4t is thus the problem of encoding these phenonena in a framework which
postulates the autonomy of syntax. The problent is that syntax in general has 1o
generate the structure but in one way or another the representation must be able to
derive the well- or ill-formedness of (he sentence cmbedded in i certn discourse,

4.1, Taking discourse into account: Functionalism vs. Formalism

At this point | want to discuss Functional Grammar (as for example developed by Dik
1978% as well as tunctional explanations in general in some more detail. 1 will de so

** Notice that in Chomsky (1992, 19894, 19953 1 sarict version ol the avieromy hypothesis

seens 1o be given up, i.c. Uere it is claimed that consimints tor representations are argeed to be
constraints imposed by the Zurerface Levels.,
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The paradigm above shows that either of the (wo elemenis {the nominal and the
sentential constituent) must be present syntactically. It ncither is present the sentence
is ungrammatical {12d). However synwactcaily it sccms optional whether the
pronominal or the sentential constituent or both of them are present. F wili assume that
extraposed constituents which are not correlated with a {pro-jnominal element in the
matrix are also licensed as identifiers. However here we find an instance of ‘syntactic’
Identification, This can be interpreted as an instance of theta- ldentification. 1t is also
somchow in the spirit of Williams (1994), whe assumes that theia-assignment can be
interpreted as an instance of binding. As we will discuss in section [{L3. binding and
Identification are similar notions.  Assaming  this, the different properties of
extraposition with- or withoul a cuorrelate follow strightforwardly. The obligatory
occurrence of the ciause follows since it is necessary for syntactic reasons (i.e. theta-
assignment). As we will see in section VI 4. there is no precedence constraint in these
cases since PCI oniy applies to overt elements {i.e. clements which introduce a
discourse relerent). Finally B-Tdentification and Ideatification at domain D differ in
their Locality Domain. According to Higginborham (1925) 8-Identilication takes place
under government, Therefere 1 will assume that the extraposed clause is adjoined 1o
VP." For the moment these remarks should suffice in order to discuss the issue of
optionality more carefully.

The problem of optionality is as follows. As we have said the eccurrence of the
pronominal seems to be optional for purely syntactic wellformedness judgements. lo
general optionality s a problem m recent developments within syntactic theory. For
example Chomsky (1992} argues that movement is never optionul. Since movement
and insertion are both analyzed as instances of “generalized transformation’ we can
extend this proposal for ‘insertion’ and thus for the examples in (12}, Obviously this
relates to the Principle of Full Interpretation which is interpreted as cluiming that every
element needs to be licensed. On the other hand it is also a very traditional ¢laim that
any overt (syntactic} difference should imply a difference in meaning, This traditional
cluim is for example used as & argument for dee relevance of Dlecking in syntax in
Williams {1994b), There he argues that

“rather than raking ‘sameness of nreaning to be o condition delimiting the applicadon
of the blocking principle, we could turn things wownd, und make ‘sameness of
meaniag’ the heart of the blocking principle: If two forms are different, ten there
st be a difference in meontiag (xo fnd 1807 {Williams 1994: 4)

el Wiltschko {1993, 1994) tor & more detailed discussion
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a) that Functional Grammar tries te explain language by means of the main
function they ascribe to it (ie. language us an instrument of socia!
imeraction. Explanations start from looking at languuge wse.) and

b) because ot this point of view it is assumed that prugmatics has priority over
sermantics and syntax {the latter being supervient).

The second side of the coin concerns some properties inherent to Functional Grammar,
namely that the rules are formuplated in terms of functional (and categorical) properties
of constituents. Three levels of funcrions ure assumed:

i Senuntic Functions: AGENT. GOAL. RECIPIENT. .
{1 Svatactic Functions: Subjeet and Object
ail) Prgmane Functions: Theme and Tait. Topic and Focus

These functions are assigned to a given representation {which is derived via predicate
tormation). They are considered to be primitives. The following representaion is a
pessible output of predicate formation and subsequent semantic, syntactic and
pragmatic function assignment fin this ordering):

(I3 givey ix,: John (XM sy rap (X0 DOOK XD (200 Bl {X ) hevosine

After some expression rules, which {among other things) specify form and order of
constituents as well as accent and imonation, the representation in (13) derives a
sentence like (14} as an answer to a question like (157

(1) Fehn eeve the ook 1o Biff
U5y To whew didd John pive the baok?

Concerning the data under the present discussion ihis would mean that the proneminal
must somehow be assigned the pragmatic function there - this would then account for
the presuppositien discussed in the previous section. Lt is assumed that the instantiation
of a given phenomenon (i.e. pronominal insertion) swives 1o convey some sort of
information which the absence of this phenomenon would not have.?

o . . , )
otice thal the Junctions assumed in Funciional Grunar e (palraly ) not treated as

primilives within generalive teory, Most genentive linguists winld ageee thar the notion ol
siehjee 15 a derived nofion (lonnally delined as SpeelP), The semiantic [wnglion (i, theta-mles) are
reicd e controversially, 11 they are assigned st D-structare, then they would be considercdl us
primitives. However there are aitempts 1o derive the relevan inferpretgion feom cetain
hicrarchical configurations (similar o reducing subjeethood 10 34 cenain wontiguration rather than
assumng 1 as a primitive). Finally it would be 2 desirable reswll i) tapic-tocus woudd nor be a
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since the amalysis suggested so far has shown that discourse phenomena have to be
taiken into consideration. Doing so might seem contradictory 1o standard generativist
assumptions where 1t has been cxplicitly denied that {ucts related to discourse are
televant for syntactic analyses (the Auroaaony Hypothesis), Functional Grammar on the
other hand is an approach where discourse phenomena are taken to be the most crucial
factors for explaining language. Thus T will briefly introduce the main claims within
Functional Grammar. Then | will show why such an approach does not work and
finally T will briefly discuss an anaiysis within the generative approach in order to
account for the data under consideration (in a way which does not contradict the
Autonomy Hypothesis).

3.1.1. Functional Grammar

There are two sides of the coin, i.e. there are two 'functional’ properties of Functional
Grammar. One is to be viewed within a general theory of Functionalism. This opposes
Functional Grammur to the formad paradigm, The relevant properties concerning this
part of the coin are listed below:

- Lunguage is taken 1o be an insounient of social imieraction

- The primary function of i language 15 communicarion

- TFhe psychologteal correlate of a langeage is conununicutive comperence: the ability
1o carry on social interaction by means of language

- The study of the language system st from the very start ke place within the
[ramewerk of the system of language wse

- The description of linguistc cxpressions must provide points of contact for the
description of their functioning in given settings

- The child discovers the system underlying tanguage and language use, aided by an
extensive and highly structured inpur of linguistic data presented in natoral settings

- Language universals are to be explained in tcrms of the constraints inherent in (i) the
gouls of communication, (i) the biological und the psychological constitution of
language users, (in) the sewings in which language is used

- Pragmatics is the ali-encompassing framework within which semantics and syntax
must be studied: semanties is subservient (o pragenatics and symtax to semantics; the
priorities run froin PrENNGeS vid Semantics @ syntu. (cf. Dik 1978 $)

These propertics are related 1o Functionalism in generu) by means of trying to explain
a given object (language) through ascribing 1t a function (communication/social
interaction} wiich should suffice w explain the object itself. What interests us here are
mainly two paints (differentiating this approuch from the generative framework):
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in meaning it is expected that the oceurrence of (a syntactically obligatory) X does not
give rise (o any presupposition.

Let us look ar an exampte invelving the phenonenon we are interested in here.
Assume we find an insiance where the occurrence of a pronominal in the marix is not
an eption, but is syntactically forced. In this environment we expect that the occurrence
of the pronominal does not give rise 1 the presuppositions discussed in section 11,2,
Consider the following example:

(ie)y  (m TEweil miv gelungen ist den Fleck =u enfernen
since REFL succeed is the spot to remowve
".since T was successtil in removing the spor”
(b well ex i gelungen (st den Fleck su enfernen
since it REFL succeed ix the spot w remove

Here we have a case where the occurrence of the pronominal is not an option. The
sentence without es is considerably worth. 1 am now interested here in the exact reason
for the obligatory occurrence of es. In the cases above it has 10 be noticed that the
pronominal gccurs i subject position. lts obligatory presence can presumably be
reduced 1o the some version of the Extended Projection Principle. However, there are
also instances where o pronominal in object position seems 10 he syntactically forced.
This is for example wue in the folowing sentence:

(7)) ok hasse #esh wean miv dus Pussiers
1 hate #(it) when this happens to e’

The obligatory presence of the pronominal in this case might be reduced to the fact
that a temporal clause cannot directly G-identify an open position of the verb. However,
the exact syntactic reason is not of any relevance here. Whar is however relevant is
that the occumence of ¢35 is syntacticaily necessary - ¢, the sentence without the
pronominal s illformed independently of the {pragmatic) context,

According 1o what we have said in the above remarks we now expect that no
presupposition needs to arise in this case. Thus we expect that the sentence with es is
perfectly well-formed even in contexts where the occurrence of s results in jll-
formedness in sentences where we find a syntactic option [or the presence of ¢s. This
is a correct prediction:
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3.2. The Optionality Hypothesis

A formal (representational} theory claims that the relevant occurrence of a sentence is
associated with a particular representation. Thus the representation differs whether the
pronominal is there or not. Certain well-formedness conditions {on various levels of
representation) are assumned for the relevant levels of representations. In our cases we
find some well-formedness conditions on the level of domain D. Therefore we get the
result that a given sentence is just wellformed in a certain context. It seems that the
sentence under consideration serves to convey the relevant information. Bur this 15 just
a byproduct of the representation asswmed. As uwsual functional explanations are
nothing more than assigning a function to a given phenomenon'’ which exists
independently. In our cases the pronominal is associated with an index which has te
be reiiled to a previonsly established discourse referent. This is why the presupposition
arises. The presupposition anses because the pronoun is anuphoric in narare and not
hecause it is assigned a certain feature. It is therefore a bypreduct of the “intrinsic’
anaphoric character of pronouns. We need not posit a featnre (theme) o the proncun
and its correlated sentential element.

The next point 1o be considered is an implication the above line of TEasaning
leads us to. Assume that in a certain synuctic environment A the occurrence of a
phenomenon X seems optional (again speaking about purely syntactic well-formedness
conditions). As we have seen, this is just an apparent optionality once we take
discourse into account. Assume furthermere that there is & syntactic environment B in
which X is not optional bur obligatery. According 10 what we have said at the
beginning of this section, namely that any difference in form should imply a difference

primitive Teature bur sather follow (mom independem atiested principley. This could be implemented
by claiming that a particular position is defined as 3 fucos posicion {i.c, TPY {as il is the case for
subjects defined a5 SpeclP). Anolhcr pussibility 15 given in Williams ¢ 1994) by claiming that
presuppositions are the tesult of inherent anaphosicis v

Y Cummings {1984} gives the tollowing exmuple for the problen with functional

cxplanations in general, Suppose theee is i ancient building that 15 rumed. A large stone fragment
fell on a kind of zodiac mosaic and embedded isclf there. No roof remaing, Centuries 13icr the
ruin is visited by some 1ounists who think that this store 3 gment was y sundiak, Then ihe answer
of a yuestion like: "Why is x these ™ (pointing 1© the gnomon of a sondialy might be ‘Because i
Casts @ shadow oa the diaf benearh, theretry udicating rhe time of dav.'. However. Uits answer
‘explaing' the presence of {he gnomon by supplying a reason (of an agent) for puiting il there.
Therefore it might be assumed 1hat gis funclion s (he ason of the gnostion’s presence. Endecd the
enrity can be used (o tell the tine {which is atso dong by the peeple living ciose to 1he stone). Still
Ihe explanation for the existence of this entity should nar be funclivnal - the funcrion is sitmply a
byproduct. which can be assigned later.
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(22) Optionality Generalization:

- Af an elemenr X is symiactically optional then the presence of it
inditces some diffcrence in meaning {in e above cases g
rragmatic’ difference). If it iy presear we get g reading A if it is
ubsent we pet o readinge B,

< Af the presence of the clement X is yymacticatly forced then the
medning It has in ocuse of ity oprional presence, does not
Hecessarily arise: e tis case It TS confrigtions Detween the reading
A and 8.

The problem we are faced with for an implementation of this generalization is as
tollows. [t cannot be the case that the presence of the pronaminal is associated with
the same representation i every cuse. 1f it wouid be then the presupposition would
also urise in the latter examples. But there it is just the case the presupposition (the
necessary anaphoricity in the sense of Williams 1994y CAN arise but it need not,
Literestingly this is exactly what Saussure says about differences i general: there can
be a difference assoctated with a given item which daes not reflect in the shape of the
ttem itself but simply in the environment it occurs in:

“La valewr respective des pidces dépend de fewr position sur Pochigiiier, de méme que
duns {a fangue chaghe terme o sa valewr pur Son opposition avec lous 1es attres
termey,” tSaussure, 1915 1256

Let me show that the gencralization given in (22) is also found elsewhere, namely
w.rt. specificity. Several atempts 10 capure the notion of specificity result in the
following generalization. Specificity scems to be connected to agreement. For instance
it was observed that past participle ugreement corresponds o a specific interpretation
of the object. Again participle agreement in French is an instance of o phenomenon
that was previously thought (o be optional. It can however be shown that there is not
really an option. but that the difference in syntactic reulization corresponds to a
difference in meaning. However. in case of agreement between the verb and the
subject. where no such option is available ti.e. the verb his to agree with the subject)
agreement does not necessarily correspond (o i specitic interpretation of the subject.
This conclusion has also been drawn in Deprez (p.c.). Similar conclusions can be
drawn from case-imarking in Turkish as well as some agreement facts in Hindj,

I would like 10 briefly sketch a wav of analvzing this generalization. According

to the Principle of Full Interpretation every element needs some licensing. However if
an element is syntactically optional then it is not necessary syntactically. If something

A3
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(8 O Was st dir gestern redungen?

‘What did you succeed in yesterday?'

Al Es st mir gelungen, den Fleck = emfernen.
it is REFL succeeded. the spot o semove

AZr Gestern dst ey mir gelingen, dea Fleck S entfernen
Yesterduy is it REFL succeed, the spot e remove

Ad: P¥Gestern istmiv gelungen den Fleck cu entfernen,
Yesterday is REFL succeed the spot o remove

(o O Was hofit du?
What do you hate?
A foh hasse s, wenn mnv Jdus poassiers
't histe it if this happens o me’

The question answer pair above shows that the accwirence of ey in the answer is
possible (in fact it is again necessary since it is requited by a syntactic well-formedness
condition}. I have given two possible answers since in case of {18 A1) we might be
dealing with an instance of the so called Vorfeld-es. Thus their might be some
intervening factors, [ have controlled for this by using an answer like (18A2) where
another constituent occupics SpecCP,

The following puradigms show the same phenomenon: if es is necessary tor
symtactic weliformedness conditions then the occurrence of es is not prohibited even
in contexts where it is not aflowed for ‘optional’ ev.

20y wetl o5 mir geltimpen ist, den FIECK =u entfernen
since it REFL succeed is. the spol to remove
() weil ex mir sogar gelungen ist den Fleck ni engferaen,
since it REFL even succeed is. the spot 1o remove

(21 (@ weil ich es busse, wean e i FRUOHLING scinelt
since | it hate, when it in SPRING snows
)] well {ch e85 sogar Lusse, wenn ex im Eriihfing schneis

since [ it even hate, when it in spring snows

Focus can be associuted with the extraposed constituent, indicating that we do not find
the presupposition that the coment of the sentential element (and of ¢35} 15 already
established. The generalization we can now draw is us follows:



J.J3. Independent Evidence for the Optionality Hypothesis

Now we make a prediction concerning the duta V&Z use us evidence for the possibility
for a determiner to be expletive wra domain D. The prediction is as follows.
Remember their claim that a definite determiner in Freuch (and the same holds for
German) can be expletive wor.t. domain D. This is why the distributive inalienable
interpretation can arise. In the cuses they discuss the presence of the determiner was
not a syntactic option (this is why it is ambiguous - it can but need not be expletive
w.rd. domain D). Now we predict that if we lind an environment where the presence
of the determiner is syntactically optional it cannot be expletive w.r.L. domain D. We
can check this prediction with Getman rmass nouns where the presence of the
determiner is optional (s opposed o connt aowis) as exemplified below:

{24} Mass nouns
(a) Peter spender Geld
Peter donates money
{b) Frerer spendet das Geld
Peter donates the money
{23) Count nouns
(i} FPeter spendet Blume
*Peter donuies {lower
() Poerer spendet die Bitme
Peter donates the tlower

We predict that the ambiguity in case of inalienabie constroctions discussed in V&Z
arises only with count nouns bt not with mass nouns, [n the former case the
determiner is opuonal. Therefore we predict thar its presence must necessarily be
represented at domain D. The inaticnable (distributive) reading should disappear.
This prediction is borne out;

(26) Coumt (inalienable) noun:
tik) Die Kinder haben diec Hand gehoben
The children have raised the hand
tb) *Die Kinder haben Hand gohoben
The ¢hildren have land raised
(27 Mass (inalienable) noun:
(1) Lie Kindev haben das Bl gespender
The children have the blood donated
ib} Dig Kimter figben Biud gespendet
The children have blood donated
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is not necessary then according to minimalist asswmptions it shouldn’l take place (or
be present in case of insertion). Since the pronoun can occur although it is not
syntactically licensed it must be licensed otherwise. Thus assume that in this case itis
solely licensed at domain D. Thus 1 would like fo suggest the following:

(23) The Optionality-Hypothesis'
- I X i svndeticddiy opriondl ten dhe prosence of X is represented (and
hus ficensed) ar doman D
- IF X Iy symtacticatty obligarory then the presence of X can be expletive
wrld, damain £,

Concerning our examples this means thay in case of a4 symtactically obligatory
pronominal it can but need not have a representatuen at domain D. Thus the
presupposition arises optional. One can get the presupposition but this is not
necessarily so. On the other hand il the pronominal is symactically optional (which
means that it is syntactically expletive) it cannot be expletive w.r.t. domain D (since
it needs 1o be licensed at some levei of represemation). In that case the presupposition
necessarily arises.'

Notice that full lexical NPs acuing as identifyees behave different. It seems to
be the case that there is no syntactic option (i.e. the identifier is syntacucally dependent
on the nominal - either as 4 relative clause or an argament clause), However, although
there is no syntactic option full lexical NPs always have 10 be represenied at domain
D in any case. Therefore full lexical NPs can never be expletive w.r... domain D.

" 1 have lomudated the Optionality Hypotheses by expiicitly mentomng donain D because

this is the relevam pencralizeion for the present discassion. However, more generally we could say
that the presence of X must be licensed al beast s one level of represeniition {thus instead of
domain D it could aiso be LI, which 1hake w be o distingl tmom domain D)

" This conclusion predicts that languages show momhological differences belween the
differeni promominals. Le, we expect that there are languages showwig different ronominals
corresponding o the two dilferent uses in Gemian. This is indeed 1he case as observed in Yikner
{1993). He dislinguishes belween quasi-argunents and expictive subjects. Te mantion just a fow
inslances: French has two dificrent forms: ce and i, the former corresponds to 4 demonstrative and
the latter 10 a non-demunsizalive fomn. Similar Fucts are found in Jrwlian, a5 well as some Gemmanic
languages {like Norwegian, Swedish and Dutch), Many interesting issues would arise bore
especiaily concerning the diflerence between being cxplenive 1 domain D, or wl LF. However, a
detailed znalysis woudd go beyond the scope of Ihe present diseussion.
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ninner {3-strucivre ordering being relevanty we eXPeCt some simikar presuppositions

w.r.t. other instances of pronouns. There are two empiricai domains o look at: Right-
Drislocation and backward pronominalization.

4. Right Dislocation

I will only briefly discuss instances of Right Dislocation. Consider the following
example:

“ - P i .
(IR Marig hat ifny, schon cesehen, den FPeter, .
Mary hus him atready seen. the Peter

lere we find a pronominal element in the matnx which is coreferent with a right-
adjoined Full lexical NPs that specifies its content. The relation between the pronominal
and the lexical NP can again be interpreted as an instance of Identification. Again the
pronominal is associated with un index X denating the set of possible antecedents.
Therefore  the ussoviated discourse relerent must be already  established, i.e.
presupposed. The following guestion answer pair shows that this is 2 correct prediction:

29 Q Wen hut Muria gesebon?
who has Mary sean
Al EMaria hae ibm gesehen, desn Peter.
Mary has him scen, the Peter
A Maria har Petor gesehen.
Mary has Perer seen.

The unswer to a question like (29) cannot contain a pronominul. However if the
discourse referent Peser is already uvailable then (29A 1) is a possible answer:

2y O Hat Maria den Peter schon geselten?
Has Mary the Peter aiready scen
Al da qg Maria har tha sehon off vesciren, den Perer

Yes, yes. Muary has him alreudy ofien seen, the Perer

The difference to other cases of Identificution (involving sentential elements) is as
follows. [n order 10 pick the relevant discourse teferent out of the set of possible
antecedents the discourse referent iself (ie. the proper name} is provided. In previous
cases (or in case of relative clauses acting as identifiers) there the identifier provides
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in case of count nouns {261}, where the determiner is synwuctically obligatory there is
an ambiguity between the distributive inalienable reading (every child raized its handy
and the alienable reading (the chifdren have raised one paveicular handy. On the other
hand in case of mass nouns (Hfood)y which can have an inalienable interpretation there
i5 no ambiguity (274). The sentence can just mean that there was one particular amount
of blood the children own and they donated it. The NP can not have the distribulive
inalienable interpretation. According o Y&Z's analysis this means thar the determiner
cannat be explerive w.r.t. domain ID. This is exactly the pattern which corresponds o
the generalization in (22). An element X cuan be expletive at demain D ¢having no
representation there). If it is however not licensed syntactically When it cannot be
expletive at domain D.

I the Optionality-generalization tums out 1o be e then | think the Hypothesis
in (23} is a seemingly plausible way to capture it - it provides indirect evidence for the
analysis preseated here. Standard assumptions would face the following preblem
concerning the implemeatation of the Optionality seneratization: If o phenomenon X
has the representation Y and Y is intended to capuure the meaning etfects then why do
these meaning etfects (associated with X) do not arise in case X is syntactically forced.,
This would correspond 1o saying that the actual representation of X is sensitive w the
exlstence or non-existence to other constructions. Thus it would imply the possibility
to compare different derivations, i.e. it would have to receive an oprimality-like
interpretation. On the other hand if one assumes some version of V&Z's analysis (i.e.
the possibility for an element to count as expletive at domain D) plus the Principle of
Full Interpretation one does not need such sn optimality-lhike approach. This is so since
it something is syntactically obligatory (i.e. licensed) then there must be some inherent
property of a cerain element which forces the presence ol anether element. It must
then be pessible 1o read off syntactic obligatoriness from one particalar representation,
On the other hand if syntax allows for an option, then there cannot be an inherent
specitication to force the presence of a certain element. This would then contradict
some version of the Principle of Full Interpretation. Therefore the presence of this
clement necessarily needs to be licensed at some other level of representation {having
to do with the interpretuion). [ will leave things here tor turther research but [ think
that the facts discussed so far can be wken as independent support for the analysis
advecated here,

Now let us turn back to the heart of our analysis. [f the representation of
pronominals suggested here 1s correet it should aso hold for other pronominals (not
just the omes that are correlated with & sentential slement). Combined with the
assumption that discourse related phenomena are evaluated lincarly in a step by step
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Q3D Wed or zu viet Bier getrunken hat, wirde Heans -iemiich airsfitliy.
since he too much beer drunk has became John ruther uggressive
‘Since he has drunk oo muech beer, John 2ot ruther aggressive.’

[t can be shown that the denotation of the prenoun has te be presupposed by means
an already established test. Backward pronominalization is not legitimate if the
following coreferent NP is focussed (focus indicating new information).

(33)  *Weil or i vief Bier gesrunken but warde HANS siemfich wiesfiitlig. "
stnce he tao much beer drunk has became John rather aggressive

Notice that this phenomenon was first observed in Akmajian & Jackendoff (1970),
They give the following English examples:

(3 (1) After he waoke up, John went fo towen
b After HE woke up, John went to own
(<) After he woke up, JOHN went to tm
tAkmakjian & Jackendoff, 1970: 124)

They note that coreterence betwsen he and Joher is just atlowed in (34a) but not in
(34b) or (34c) where either the prongun or the name is stressed. This follows trom the
present analysis. On the ene hand focus indicates new information. On the other hand
I assume that backward pronominaiization is dust licensed in case the content of the
proroun is presupposed. Thercfore itcannet be the case that the content of the pronoun
is at the same time presupposed and conveys new infornwtion.

U it is true that backward pronominaiization is only legitimate if the denotation
of the pronoun is presupposcd we have independent support for two aspects of the
present analysis. First this phenomenon indicates that the promoun cannot pick np its
reference from the following coreferential NP. Thiy €act is recently discussed in
Williams (1994). He areues that it is really precedence racher than c-command which
is responsible for dependency {exending this phenomenon (o a runge of other
phenomena). The line of argumentation is as follows. If it wonld be the case that a
pronoun cannot pick up its refereat by a non-c-commanding NP then one would expect

" Notice that examples like (33) have been argued w indicate thar focussed constilvenrs
move, The Tocussed NP would 1hen be an operator., Binding two varubles {which can be ruled our
by the bijection principle). [Under such an approach these cases are assumed 1o be an inslance of 3
weak cross over violation. However. it has heen argued in various places that 1his cannnt be
Aol Among others o, Williams (1594
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only a property which suffices to pick out the relevant referent.” 1do not want to go
into a derailed discussion of Right-Disiocation, since [ do not have an analysis of right-
adjoined NPs in general. [ think that an adequate analysis for Right Dislocation would
have to address the puzzle induced by the following paradigm.

31y foh habe (es,) geglaudr, {qpdaf Hany gerne Bier trinke],
I'have it believed that John likes beer drinking.
(b) Ioky halve i (dda ) schon gesehen, fopin dicser Bar an der Eckel:
I have him (there} already seen, in tus pub at the corner
(c) Ik habe Sihn) gesohen, fydon Peter),
I have *{hin) seen. the Peter.

On the one hand Germun allows for tight-adjunction of NPs and CPs in case there is
an overt correlate in the matrix. On the other hand if there is no overt correlate present
in the matrix German only allows for right-adjunction of CPs and PPs but not of NPs.
I do not have an account for this puzzie. The present scction should Just suffice to
show that Identification is not only possible by means of a coreferent sentential
element but alse by a lexical NP.

3. Backward pronominalization

It is a well known fact that backward proneminalization induces some peculiar
consiraints on the iterpretation of the pronoun. There are different views on how 10
interpre this fact. Here | will adopt the view that the denotation of the pronoun has to
be presupposed (cf. Williams 1994)." Caonsider the following instance of backward
pronominalization:

" The paratlelism between these examples and the ones where 3 nominw is related to a
sentential element suggests (hat the laller ase also o instanee of 'ri ghi-dhislocation’, Cf. Wiltschko
1993} for & more detailed discussion conceming (his conclusion,

" There are other suggestions found in the literature. For cxample V&Z elsom that the
relevant gencralization is (hat the pronoun has 1o be relerential, Notice it this is o strange claim
especially given their assumption (discussed in section 021,15 that there is no level of
representation where ‘reference’ pliys o role. T will not go inle a detuied discussion of (he varnious
approaches. The anaiysis presented here nowever suppuns the pPresuppsilion approach’. Moreover,
I think that the notion of referemialiry (a5 also noied in V&Z) is tighly problematic. Thus cven in
Uieir approach it should be ranslited 48 10 saying thin the pronoun has 10 denote, This however
can be analyzed as saying that there must be an already estabdished (ic. presupposcd) discourse
referent. Remember that | assume (with Williams 1994) that ‘presupposiion’ can be equaed with
anaphoricity.
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presupposition. S-structure backward pronominalization should not play a role, i.e. we
would expect that the denotation of the pronoun does not have to be presupposed. This
is however not 1 comect prediction as the ill-formedoess of corelerence in case of
stress on the R-gxpression indicates.

(38)  *Welches Bitd vou then hat HANS, gegluabe dufi Peter gesehen hat?™
Which picture of him has JOHN beiieved that Peter seen has

| conclude that we have independent support for the claim that there is a lingar step
by step evaluation of DRSs - a claim that is crucial for iny analysis.

5.1. Backward Pronominalizacon in DRT

Given the above generalization that in case of backward pronominalization the content
of the pronoun hus to be presupposed it becomes again relevant to compare ocur
approach 1o standard DRT assumptions. The following imstance of backward
pronominalization is discussed in Kanp & Reyle (1993) {hencetorth K&R):

(39 (ay A xtackbroker whe fnows e Hikes Bill
th A stockbroker whe fupwy Bt tiles B tK&R, 1093 88)

The following DRS corresponds to the sentences in {a) und {b) rexpectively:

——

40y (w | X )

stockbroker {x)
|

| 1x knows him|

s [x likes Bill] ¥
X Res bl

e —

{b} K .
" stockbroker {(x) ;
[x knows Biltj
[x likes him| (K&R,1993: 89)

— T ——

el R . . . . . L
Notice that thene is 2 reading availabie which allows tor the vorcierent reading cven i

the R-gxpressien hears stress. Under ihis reading 1he denotation ol e pronoan iy presupposed but
Uw R-eapression is contrastively focussed. I Uns case in appropriate sor of aliematives has 10 be
PECSEN:

Welches BHd von fun, fuat HANS, #fund nicke Mariay pey oy daly Perer geseln hat
Which picture of im has JOHN belicved 1hat Peter secn s
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the same presupposition 1o obtain in case 4 name precedes the coreferential pronoun
but still does not c-command it. This expectation is however not tulfilled as the
tollowing examples exemplify:

(35 {w) Weil Hans it viel Bier getrunken hot warde ev -iemlich ausfailig.
sinee John wo much beer drunk has became he rather aggressive

(b} Weil HANS - viel Bier getrunken hat, wirde or siemlich ausfafliy.

since JOHN o much beer drunk has became he rather aggressive

If the corelerent name appenrs in a position preceding but still not c-commanding the
pronominal element no presupposition arises, i.e. the content of the pronoun does not
have to be presupposed. Tiiis is itself not a surprising tact since a pronoun can also be
anaphorically related to an NP which does not occur in the same sentence. Inter-
sentential anaphoric linking is possible:

(36y  Hons hae w viel Bier verrunfen. Deswegen wirde ey siemfich ausfafiis.
‘Tohn has drunk oo much beer. That's why he became racher aggressive.

However, if one assuimes that the imerpreration of & pronoun is eviduated alter
cileulation of the entire sentence, then this facy cannet be explained. It shouid not
make any diflerence whether the pronoun precedes or follows the name. Thus the facts
concerning backward pronominalization are independent suppornt for the claim that
there is a step-by-siep evaluation ot {partial) DRSs. The lincar ordering IS relevant for
the interpretation, ic. both, the Novelty-Famillarity Condition as well as the
interpretation of pronouns is evaluated #s soon as the relevant constituent is uitered.

Moreover, facts concerning backwurd pronominalization provide further
cvidence for the claim that no reconstruction effects show up for evaluating DRSs. The
S-structure position (and not the D-structure position or the position we can reconstruct
to at LF) is the relevant input for evaluating DRSS, Consider the foHowing example:

(37 Q) Wetches Bitd vou ihm, far Hans, geelindy dafl Perer seschn har?
Which picture of him has John believed tut Peter seen has
{h) Welches Bitd von Huns; gt o, gegtunbn dufl Peier gesehen hat?
Which picture of Tohn has he believed that Peter seen has

Here we are dealing with a wh-moved phrase contwining either 4 proneun (37a) or an
R-expression (37b). As we have alrcady seen wh-movement is subject to
reconstruction. If the interpretation of {pronominals would be evaluated in the D-
structere position we  would expect these two seniences (¢ have the same
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4 A stockbroker who knows htm | dikes Bill 2

{42)  Pron: X = st of possible {male & human) discourse referents
x ="
o X
Name: x = Bill

Al the point of calculation where the discourse referent for Aim is evalvated all we
know is that it must be contained in a set of possible discourse referents. (The
descriptive content of the pronoun adds further reseriction by means of the pronoun's
(phi-} features: the relevant discourse referemt must be male and human,) The
presupposition arises that the discourse referent has aiready been established. However,
it this point it might s1il] be not clear which one of the available discourse referents
is the intended one. Thea, ot & latter step, the index of Bill can be eguated with the
index of the pronoun (since Bill has enough descriptive content to pick out the actual
referent).

This means that backward pronominadization and our cases of [dentification (as
well as Right-Dislocation) have a1 peculiar property in cammon: the {cataphoric)
pronoun (re-Jintroduces an already established discourse referent. The representation
of pronominals assumed here provides an account for the apparent contradiction: on
the one hand pronouns cannot introduce a new discourse referent but on the other hand
they seem to do so in cortain environments. ™

* Notice that | huve not addressed the question conceming 1he approprate indesing of

proper names in chapter VIL [ assume thar they are abso projecting an NP arkl a DP. the fomer

hei

ng associated with X ihe loter with ¥, Agsume Junhemwre that & nume is busegenersied in N

and moves 10 D (simsilar to pronouns). 1o ihis case X = 5 herelore o subsel relation is induced.
The discourse referent is dircetly picked out by the name. Sioce there ix ne sel established names

dir
ihe

not allow lor restrictive muditication. 11 a dewemniner cceupics D (which is possible in German)
name cannot move there. D this case the mune receives a propery- dicset) interpretation and

restictive madification {ie. ldentifivalions (s rendercd possible again as exemplilicd below:

1i)

{iis

Mavig dat o Peter [ ify ] wetrojfen

Mary has Peler mel

Mavia hat e den fo Pererdy] | den sie Tiehe gerrotfen
Mary has the Peler whi she loves et

* Novtice that Willians 11994) solves this problem alony the following lines:

"A definite pronoun fn RESTHrictive Clause] can start ot miwe card: iis card must Br
vatidaied by the NUC{olear scapel: the viichry of cards is cliecked after each File wpdate,
hea does nor hold of inrermediare cateulations.” iHamdowt Irm GLOW
|4y

Since REST corresponds 10 (old) presupposed matenal be can explain the same clleets. However,
Bl 35 not clear what exactly REST and NUC comespond fe und how 1his shouid be foanally

73

|
i
i

Consider the description of the two DRSs given in K&R:

"Af this point both DRSs (1 .54)=40a} and (1.55)}=40b} comain two rediicible
conditions. Bra now. to complere the o construeiions so that the resulting DRSs
represent the nararal readings of (1520 =39} and (£ 53V =390 in which him i3
unaphoric to Bill, it is necessory to procesd differenly fn the two coses. In the cuse
af (1320 we must fivst reduce the conditfon represwining the coitend of the main
clause, so that we have o discowrse referent for Bill when we reduce the (condition
represending tie content of thel refadve clawse, which requiires thae we deal witle the
prosoun Bim. 1 the cuse of (§ 33) the order of rediciion that produces the right DRS
is the opposite: first reduce the relative clause and then the main clause.”

{K&R., 1993; 893

First the relative constructs its corresponding DRT in order 1o have u discourse referent
when the main clause is translated o a DRS. Asswming this it would be a
consequence that the pronoun can pick up its reterent from a following NP. This is
however contrary to what we bave seen above - it misses the fact that the pronoun
occuring 1n & posiion preceding the R-expression must be anaphoric to an already
established discourse referent.”’ Standard DRT treatments for anaphoric resolution
{which in case of backward pronominalization would be ‘cataphoric' reselution} fail to
capture a crucial property of backward pronominalization. However a theory that is
intended (o capture main properties of discourse should be able to capture these
peculiar presuppositions.

5.2, Backward Pronominalization and Pronsuns inireducing discourse referents

Consider backward pronominatization under the fight ot the representation of nominals
assumed here:

' Ax observed m Williams {1994) there is one peculiar exception o this gereralizalion,

The tollowing paitemn for anaphoricity within a senfence is assutied there:

*loporg PP ] [ ppg--000EE ]
[marmee PP [ AHEEL ]
{marpe--anec, b [ pro.. |
I‘dﬂl“’ll'"an[ec"'F [<||:||,r|1"'pr0"']
(Williams 1994: 7)

Dependence can be [orward o ‘backward' and down. bat it must be subardinate, | have no
axplanation Tor thig facts.
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43 (a) CEr, hat versprochen Maria day Buch s gehen, das Peter. gelesen kat 5.3. Backward Pronominalization and Condition C effects
He, has promised Mary a book 1o give which Peter, read has

(B)  FEr, hat Maria dus Buch zte geben versprochen, das Perer, gelesen ft,

_ , Ags discussed above thers is a peculiar licensing requirement for backward-
He, has Mary a book to give promised which Peter, read has

prenominalization. The {cataphoric) pronominal is oniy licensed if it re-introduces an
already established discourse referent. This is however not allowed in any arbitrary
position. it seems to be the case that on the one hand the nature of the clause the
pronominal occurs in plays a role™ and on the other hund it makes a difference
whether the pronominal itself is a subject or an object. For the latter distinction
consider the following example from Akmajian & Jackendoff (1970; 125):

At least for German these data suggest that we are dealing with a subject-object
asymmetry depending on the prosoun that induces the condition C effect.

Notice that similar examples have traditionally been used to determine the
adjunction site of extraposed constituents. It has been argued that the following

paradigm is indicative for the relevant adjunction site: 43y ) Whar hit him, was the dog Mary had warned John, ot 10 buy.

. ) (b} What he, kicked was the dog John told Mary not 1o go near.
{46) () £ sent fer, many Qifts lust Year thot Mury did nor fke

(b sent her, mey gifis _h_’ﬂd! My, did new like fi-‘\l*f Yeut Without going into any dewil | would just like to mention what this could mean for
{c) “She, was senr many gifes last year that Mary, did naCSIR, 1990; 29) . i

o : ) some other well-known phenomena relevant for extraposition. It has been observed in
[d} =ft bothered her, thar Resa, fad foited tReinhart 1983; 49

Wiltschko (1994 that there is a peculiar subject-object asymmetry concerning apparent
condition C effects. As exemplified below an pronominal object does not inguce
condition C effects no matter whether the coreferent R-cxpeession is in the ¢-command
domuain of the pronoun or not:

Condition C effects are argued to be induced just in case of extraposed argument CPs
bot not in case of extraposed relatives. On basis of these examples it is argued that
extraposed relatives are adjoined ligher than argument CPs. If true then my analysis
is faced with a problem. Notice that my analysis (i.e. the locality consmaint 1 am

: : . ; , (4dy  (ap Feter har sie, gebeien ein Buch tu lexen, dus Maria, noch nichr kannte
assuming} predicts exactly the opposite: the subject CP should occur higher than the

Peter has her; asked a book to read which Mary, yet not knew

refative clause since its antecedent occurs higher in the mawix than the head of the (0} Peier hut sie, ein Bitch 2 lesen gebeten. das Maria, noch nichi kannte
relative ciause. As pointed oul (0 me by Edwin Williams the Judgements in (46) are Peter has her, a book w read asked which Mary, yet not knew
probiematic in itself. Consider the contrast in (46a-b). My anal ysis suggests that there 1<l Perer drat sie; gebeten eo Buch. dus Muria, noch nicht hkannre zu tesen
15 no such contrase (and it seermns that this contrust is indeed guestionable). Traditional Peter has her; asked a book which My, yer not knew to read
analyses are however confronted with an smpirical problem (first noticed in Haider (d} Peter hut sie, ein Buch das Mavia, nech sicht kame zu lesen geberen
(1993, having to da with the restriction on mudtiple extraposed elements. Notice that Peter has her; a hook which Mury, yet not kaew to read asked

[ assume that the adjunction site of the extraposed constituent is detcrmined by the

position of the correlate in the matrix: the identifier has ro be adjoined to the first The most relevant exampie is the one in (44d), where the argument CP and the non-
maximal projection dominating the identitvee, i.e. hierarchicallv the identifier has to extraposed relative are clearly in the c-command domuin of the pronoun and stilk
be higher than the identifyee. If two constituents are extraposed we find exactly the corcference is possible. ™ However. subject pronouns do induce ungrammaticality in
ordering restriction predicted by my analysis, examples similir to the ones above:

implemented.

T . ) - . ) ) * This is for exampic ohserve in Williams (1994) as mentioned in Fn, 21,
ifaider claimes thal Ihere is o sestriction on nwliiple extraposed constiuents o the elfect

thut the relaive clause has to precede the argument cluse. However. in his examples this 1§ trug
only because Whe comelates in the Watrix ovcur in positions thal necossardly result i this particular (i
kind of ordering.

= A similar pheaomenon is found in English;
PPerer asked her, to vead a Book theat Mary, didhy't knews
(i *He, promiised Mdary o give her the book thie Peter, wiore tGrimshaw. p.c.)
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6. Accessibility for anaphoric resolution

Any theory dealing with anaphoric dependencies needs to be restrictive enough to
explain whal can count as a possible antecedent. Obvieusiy such a theory is also
crucial for the analysis suggested here. [ uve argued that 3 pronominai element (both,
in case of Mentification as well as tor backwards pronominalization, which the former
is a particular instance of) can {re-jintroduce o discourse referent which has already
been introduced. However. for some reason this discourse teferent seems to be not
immediately accessible for the pronoun, Thus we need a theory of when and why a
discourse referent is or is not uccessible for anaphoric linking in general - we need a
general theory of accessibility. In this thesis [ cannor present a fulifledged theory of
accessibility - especially concerning the accessibility within discourse such a theory
would need a very line-gruined analysis concerning the (hierarchical) structuring ot
discourse representation. Lots of work 6]l needs to be done, Such a theory is partially
developed is Asher (1993). I will therefore rely on his assumplions. Morcover, § will
only look into some selected phenomena, olhers have o be neglected. although I think
that many interesting issues would arise.

6.1. Accessibility within the Theory of Grammar

Let me start with some remarks on the theory af accessibility in general, [n deing so
I will make a side-step to a different domain. where the notion of accessibility is
relevant. This i the domain of motphology. Consider the following examples:

150y () CKlurd har einen griten [Kvautf satur cemache. Sie har cs, frisch vom
Gurien pedolr,
‘Claire has preparcd a good cabbage sulad. She has just picked it up
froen the garden.'

b} Klaru hut aus {Krauel einen susen Solur semacht, Sie ha es; frisch

vennt Gerten geholr,
‘Claire has prepured a good satud from cabbage. She has just picked it
{rom the garden.’

hchave differenlly das il they were more deeply eotbedcled. arguing tor a righe-branching anaiysis),
This phenomenon has been analyzed in various ways (1or example Pesersky (1990) arpues tor two
different structures ussigned ® the relevant data. Brxly (1994) argues thar there s a senuing
difference between dependency and non-dependency relaions in addition 1@ position rceonstruction
cllecis).
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@7 (W 15, 5truck o grammarian, last month fwio, analvoed irdfthat this clovse
iy grammuatical],
(b} I, ek @ gravvanarian, fast monch {that this clouse (s grammarical],
{whe, anadvzed i}
(48) (a) Es, ist einem Grammaotiker; aufuefalion  {der, dax antersuchtel, {daf?
dieser Susz wngrammatiseh ist],.
{b) BEs, ixt cinem  Grammatiber;  difyetutlon fdap dieser  Saez
snyrammatisch isi],. {der; das wntersiciue]. (Haider 1993)

The examples above are intended to show that the argument clavse has to be higher
then the relative clause, so the condition C effect cannot really be raken as a test for
the height of the adjunction site. Notice that we do find Condition C effects even with
multiple extraposed elements:

49y  (a) Es; hat ihm, Jemaned, prophezest [von dem, sich Max, wabrsagen liefl],
[dal Max., ein Schiaft erben wiirde],

(b} Sownenne hay prophesied her, {wihio Moy, mer at o paree] {that Mary.,

witl {nheris ¢ castie} {Haider 1493)

So we seem o be faced with a problem which apparently cannat he reduced 10 a
structural account. If the generalization given above is on the right track we might
druw the following conclusion which couid be a way 1o solve the problem mentionad
in Haider {1993). Let ws adopt the view that there is no Condition C of binding
theory.” Notice that condition C is not fomaulated in the way ficensing conditions in
general are defined. [t is rather defined in the opposite way, namely that an element
must not be bound. i.e. licensed. This is however not in the spitit of the general theory
of licensing as discussed in chapter 1. Notice moreover that all the examples above
involve a pronoun linearly preceding a name, thus in & way we are dealing with
mstances of backward pronominalization. We might assume that the examples
traditionally argued to be instances of condition C vielutions arc rcally instances of
illegitimage buckwurd proneminalization. | will not purswe any further implication of
such a view but eather leave this line of reasoning us u manter of future research, What
is however crucial for the present analysis is the conclusion thar condition C effects
cannot be used as a reliable 1est for the adjunction sitc of exmraposed constituents.™

¥ Sce for example Reinban (1Y83) armuing Lhae apparent Condilion C-eifects arg 1o be

analyzed as viokations of independently motivated pragmatic consirims.,

* Netice that dwa involving extrapostoon {or Heavy NP Shifty i general show o patrern

that eads to the following vonclusion: as for constituency they behave as if they were rigist-
adjoined whereas or some other phenomena ike condition C-glects ur pularily tinding} they
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[n generat there are severa) ways 1o explain te tfact il an element 1or a fearyre)
appears to be higher as it realiy is. The most common assumptions are peteolation or
inheritance for marphology (cf. among others di Sciubiu and Williams 1987} Licber
{1983)) and {LF-Ymovement for syntax (cl. among others May [985). Notice however
that Riemsdijk & Williun's (19813 accoont for LF-phenomena is in terms of feature
percelation rather than mavement. On the other hand Pesetsky (1985) claims that there
is LF-movement within morphology. What these approaches have in commoen is that
both a percolation approach and a movement approach rely on hierarchical
constituency., i.e. certain hierarchical configurations allow for movement or percolation
and others do not. If we wrn things around we can say that the impossibility for
anaphoric linking is indicative of some notion of inaccessibility. Within the syntactic
and the morphological demain inaccessibility s reduced to veswicilons that are
governed by hierarchical structure. Thus we might assume that inaccessibility for
anaphoric linking wilhin discourse is an indicuzion of hierarchical structuring of
discourse. [t true we can conclude thar hierarchicyl structure  (resulting in
constituenthood) is needed not only in syntax and morphology but alse in the domain
of discourse. Ay we will see there are constrainis on the accessibility for anaphoric
reselytion within discourse. First ler me brietly discuss anaphoricity within syntax, and
by that we wilt compare binding and ldentfication ar domain D,

6.2. Anaphoricity in syntactic conligurations: Binding Theory

Let us look at an ares where anaphoricity’ plays o role within syntax: binding theory
which is assumed to consist of thice principles:

assumed thal X associated with N is mn avaitable any longer. What is pariicularly weresting is the
following obsencation. On tie one hand it is assumed that Ihore are vinous ditfferenn retations
pussible between the head il 1he non-head of 4 contpound. However, one pamicular eelaiion is
not an option, vamely the concessive, Thus compound like:
ity Feneran-uyg

firesuit
can nor denote @ suil, that is a suit despite Gre. On the other ol Idemilication (in our sense) is in
principle possible w.rl. varous claions (a5 we will soe in dluiprer VIILY with one panicular
exceplion namely the concessive.
(v Maria bat (Ftrorzdem) Bier getrmben. obwold Hans ex i verbenean frar.

Mary has {despite) beer drunk. although Joha it her rorhidden has
Concessive clauses do not wliow {or an overt conclae in the mairix. This could sugecst that
voncessive [deniification is neither possible marphilogicaly nos at domain D
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The two pieces of discourse differ in the following way. In (50a) we find the
compound Kraursafar (cabbage salad'). In this case it is not possibte to anapharicaily
reter to the noun Krowr (‘cabbage). On the other hand this noun occurs as an
independent lexical item (embedded in a PP) in (50b). Here it is accessible for
anaphoric linking, The pronoun es (i) can refer to Kraue in (50b) but not in (502). An
element below the X°-level is not uccessible for anaphoric resolution. This is a well
known fact. The subparis of 4 complex word are not visible within syntax. However
certain phenomena of word-formation seem to violate this generalization, Qne example
concerns information about argument-sonctive, which can siill be available even if it
is a feature of a subpart of the complex word {which is not even the head of the noun);

(31 o baker of bread

In the example above the thematic structure of the verb is stil} available for the derived
rominal. Another instance of this phenomenon involves syntactic modification which
seems to apply only to a subpart of the complex word:

(52} ) eft siarker Raucher
1 strong smoker”
th) &y herdelt sich wahrscheimlich um vine Mdnneriviche
‘We are presumably dealing with a male-body’

In the above exampies we find an adjective (522) and an adverbial {52b) respectively,
Madification here is ambiguous as to whether they modify the whole complex word
(Ratcher, Mdnnerfeiche) or just a subpart of it (ranchen. Ménner). This phenomenon
induces the need for finding well defined restrictions for when and how far various
features can percolate. [1is necessary to determine which features of the compound are
visible in syntax

¥ Notiee that some prapentics of compounds arc skso relevan for tie present discussion
woneeming ldeniificaiion. My analysis crucially derives the ohligatory righiness of cxleipositon
from o precedence consiraini {derived by tie Novelly Condition). However consider the ollpwing
cxampie:
(i) Peter hae das [dufl Mavia kein Bier frinke {-Argiinens preiseniers,

Peter has the {that Mary no beer drinksi- argument presenicd
If the polential identificr precedes the noun it 13 inerpreled like @ ‘phrasal-compound’, similar to
the following cxample:
(il die viftr-mtich-nichi-an-Einstelfuny’ Muarias

the “leave-me-alone-attilude’ Mary's
The non-head of the compound can be nerpreted as an identitier but in a special way. I has o e
noticed thar the pelential identificr still does not precede x (associated with D, the index Tor the
aciual discourse referent. Since compounds in gencral induge some son of opacily it can he

T3



6.3. Syntactic antecedence vs. discourse antecedence

Binding theory and anaphoric relations in general are two different rclations, As
binding theory indicates the accessibility of a given element X for ‘binding’ another
clement Y is heavily determined by hierarchical structure. Binding is defined as
follows:

{34y A binds B iff A and B are coindexed and A c-commands B

Moreover there is a given domain (also defined lierarchicaully) which counts as the
binding demain. Anaphors must be bound within this domain, pronouns must not be
bound within this domain but may be bound by an antecedent outside their binding
domain. R-expressions may not be bound at all. This son of anaphoric relation
{referred 1o as binding) differs from anaphoric relation within discourse (i.e.
intersentential anaphoricity) - ie. c-command cannot be al play for discourse
antecedence.

A similar point is made in Williams (1994). He claims that the pattern of
anaphora is a pattern ot sllowed dependence (which is govermed by precedence). The
pattern of permitied corcference on the other hand is 1o be equarted with binding theory
{governed by ¢-command). Ax evidence for the claim that the two notions are distinct
he gives the following examples. On the one hand it can be shown that dependencee can
be barred where coreference would be permitied:

(35)  FAmvose can 0y, o hund 100 fo ) wihio has written HIS TERM PAPER,
We are already familiar with these examples from the discussion of backward
pronominalization: dlthough the pronoun does not c-command the R-expression
coreference is silk blocked. On the other hand there are exampies where coreference
is barred where dependence is permiited foriginully discussed m Williams (1993):
(560 Every funpited scministraior uwies she hospirat

Here kaspital is analyzed us being dependent an every hospital administrator,

"in the sense that s referents vary according fo the voltes ussigned to the variable
hovnd Fre the universal guantifior.” (Williams, 1994. §)

RL

(33) Binding Theory
A: An anaphoric element has to be bound within a focul domain X
B: A pronominal element has 10 be free within o local domain X
C: An R-expression has w be free

It seems that we we dealing with some sort of Afcrarchy concerning the descriptive
content of a nominal clement.™® Anaphors are ar the lowest rank. It is their lexical
property that they cannot denote, i.e. they need a syniactic antecedent which helps 1o
identify their content. Similar effects can be observed w.r.t. Identification at domain
D. Tn section IL.2.4. we have seen clements which are lexically specilied lor the need
of Identitication (the complex determiner derjenige). Pronouns are ranked higher on
this hierarchy. They differ from anaphors in that they can denote, however their
inherent denotational content docs not sutfice in order for them to pick up their referent
without sorne sort of antecedent. The only restriction on their denotation they impose
is some phi features (like gender and number). This lack of ability 10 inherendy denote
is encoded by claiming that they need some sort of discourse antecedent. They cannet
introduce a mew discourse referent.’’ llowever, they can also be identified but
Identification is not necessary for syntactic wellformedness. The need for Identification
18 dependent on the availability of 1he discourse referent.

Lexical NP (and proper names) are on the highest rank of the hierarchy
concerning the abiiity 1o denote. Here we find restrictions within NP {by means of the
descriptive content of N as well as modifying elements contuined within NP).
However, as we have seen lexical NPs can also lack enough descriptive content to
vetually pick out the relevant discourse referent. This is the most cruciul point of the
anulysis presented here. ie. lexical NPs as well as pronominals can be identified ut
domain D.

™ Emply clemems are obviousty on the Jowest end ol this hierarchy, i they do oot have

descripive contert st il and in fuct all of them need some sor of tdennication. Remember fhat
many analyses tor keensing ol emply clements tistinguish hetween il licensimg und licensing
w.rl (heir content, ic. ideniticanon.

MNatice moreover that Lasnik {1991) defines binding theory in terms of such a licrarehy:

A less referontial expression s sor bind a more veforentit one. {Lasnik, 1995 19

' The ondy cxceprion are deiclic pronouns. They can infroduce o discourse relereni by

virtue OF the Fact that the discourse seferent is (physically) present,
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{This wilk become important when we look. at instnces of [dentification of quantified
and predicative NPs).

The second case (being syntactically unavailable but discourse available) is
instantiated in case an antecedent A does not e-command (i.e. does net bind) another
cicment B. Thus we find:

(3% Wil Prrer 24 viet getrunken fut, wivde er Ziemlich austatlie. (Er hat Marig
angenaefi, )
Becuuse Peter has drunk 100 much, e became rather aggressive, {He abused
Mary. )

The pronoun in the martrix clause is not bound by the R-expression in the topicalized
adverbial clause but it can still be coreferential. Syntuctic unavailibility but discourse
availability is also instantiated by certain kinds of binding violations. Binding theory
can rule out a given representation whereas discourse antecedence could sill be
possible. Consider an example of a condition B viokation:

(60)  *Hany fiehr v, (80 i5r ein nerzistiveh veranfugior Mensch. |
*John loves him. {He is 4 narcissistic disposed muan),

Binding theory rules out this sentence although discourse antecedence should be
possible. This is evident for various reasons. First, an appropriate :naphor is possible
(i.c. the reflexive). Secondly, the sentence is comprehensible even under the
coreferential reading. Thirdly the pronominal in the subsequent sentence is pertecty
wellformed under the coreferential reuding. The third case {syntactic and discourse
availability) is instantizted in most cases of binding a pronoua (an exception being the
bound variable reading of pronominals us discussed above):

(01 Mariy et gesags, daff sfe Hans verlussen wird. (Sie hat auach schon alles in
die Wene veleites).
Mary said that she will leave Fohn. (She already prepared evervthing}

The antecedent NP Maria is in a position where it can c-caommand the prongLmn,
Therefore it can be argued that the pronominal is syntactically bound by the R-
expression. Consider now the fourth case. i.c. being veither syntactically nor discourse
accessible. -lere we come inte an wrea which especially interests us bere. We have to
distinguisih between 1he aature of the possible amecedent on the one hand and the
natwre of the anapheric element on the other hand. Abstacting away from bound
viriables we can say that any antecedent which is not discourse accessible is also not
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Corcierence between the subject and the object is blocked whercas dependence is
allowed.

For the present discussion | would like to combine things in a slightly different
way. Discourse anaphoricity in our terms is relazed 10 linear ordering (precedence) (in
addition to the hicrarchical structuring of discourse representation) and binding is
related to hierarchical (sentence) structure. One effect of this difference was already
mentioned namely thot binding is subject to reconstruction effects whereas discourse
reference is not. This has to do with the fact thut (syntactic) binding is dependent on
syntactic structure and moreover it is calenlated at LF (i.e. nol dependent on the linear
ordering or S-structure position). Discourse dependency however is dependent on 8-
structure linear ordering. Within this domain reconstruction is not relevant.

Let us refer wo binding {Williams' coreference) as svavacic antecedence and to
discourse anaphoricity (Williams' dependency) as disconrse antecedence. As we have
already seen from the discussion of Williams (1994) both phenomena are related
though they do not map v a one o one relation nor ix the former a subclass of the
facter. Thus we tind the tollowing situation with ull 4 possible combinations:

{573 A given constituent can be
13 syntactically available and discourse unavailsble
2) syniactically unavailable and discourse availuble
) syntactically availuble and discourse avaiiuble
4} syntactically unavailable and discourse onavailabie

The first case is exemplitied by William's example (53) (coreference possible and
dependency blocked). Another instance of this {in vur terms being syntactically
available but not discowse available) would be a hound variable reading. Thus
consider:

(3B} £s gibt keinen Frosch, der sein Revier micht kenns, #Er sebt dort Jeden Tag.
"Therg is no frog, who does not know his disirict. #He walks there every day.’

Although the pronoun embeidded in the relative clause is anaphorically related to the
negative quantified NP Lein Frosch (mo frog’y the pronoun in the second sentence
cannot take Lefn Frosch as its antecedent. Since intersemential anaphoricity must be
discourse anaphoricity we can conclude that Aein Frosch in the first sentence is not
accessible for discourse anuphericity. Notice however, that being ot accessible for
discourse anaphericity does not necessarily imply that no discourse refercat is induced.



Definition:

Let K be a DRS, x a discourse referent and ¥ A DRS-conditions. We say that x is
aecessible from y in Kiff there ure K, s K and K, <K, such that x belongs to Uy, and
¢ belongs w Con,,. " {(K&R, 1993; 1200

This definition for discourse accessibility is reminiscent of the consiraings that hold for
binding in syntax: the antecedent must be within o superardinate DRS (which can be
comparced with c-command) and within a local domain.

There is also a constraint concerning the nature of the possible antecedent.™ It
seems as if proper names are always accessible {given that they are salient enough).
They atways introduce discourse referemis which ‘climb up’ as high as accessibility
needs ehermn to. This is not a surprising result: As is well known it is also wue for
purely syntactic phenomena like scope assignment (proper numes always behave as if
they have widest scope). Certain kinds of other clements behave exactly in the same
way. This is the case for some predicative DRSs. They characterize abstract entities
which gives rise 10 2 term interpretation. Thus those DRSs function like names®.
However. this is true just in case the discourse referents within the predicative NPs are
lully accessible themselves. Asher (1993) gives the following examples to exemplify
this fact:

{62y 1a) Everyone believes that Fred showld nor aftow Funsafe flving in his
airplaind, It led o un gecident betore wd it will lead 10 o accicent
ArCin,
(b) Jabn dide’t see [Mary leavef, and Sum didn't soe it either.

Y Here < rofers t0 weak subordination (the retation which hiids between K, and K. if
either K, iy idemical 10 K, or K, is subordinaie 10 K., Subordination is delined as [ollows:
Detinmtion:

i K. 18 immciictele sihredingte 10 Ko I8 Cony, contains the condilion —K.,
Lii) K, is subordinate 10 K, it cilher
[FS] Ky 18 immediiely sobordinate o K. ur

1b) there 15 3 DRS K, such that K, is ~ubordinoe e K, amd K, 15 immedialely
subordanate o K3 LK&R. 1993 119)

et chapter VI Tor a discussion of another constraint lor the muture of the antecedent.
which is referred to as Novesry Cemdivion in Wasow {19723 (not 0 he miixed up with Hein's
Novelty Condition). I basically says 1hat an amecedent wust nol have Lless deseniplive content as
Ihe anaphenc clement,

* This praperty af predicalive NPs will be supported by some facts conceming Left
Dislocation. Thus we will see in chapler Vi, that names and prediciaive NPs behave similar w.rL
the possibiliy 10 be lel distocmed, This distinguishes themn Lo indctiniie NPs.
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syntactically accessible. Thus we can simply look at intersentential anaphoricity. In
principle there are two different ways (which both seem neecessary) to look at
accessibility. Both depend on a hierarchical orgunizaton of discourse.

Cn the one hand it seems 1o be necessary 10 delermine a salfence vanking of
discourse referents relative 0 some other discourse referent z that receives its
interpretation by means of anapheric resolution. In most cases this comesponds to a
ranking of possible discourse antecedents. However, this is not always the case.
Salience is a matter of degree: the greater the degree of salience of a discourse referent
% relative to an anaphorically reluted discourse referent z. the more likely is the process
of anaphora resolution to idemtify x with z. Moreover (as we will see in subsequent
sections) this degree mteracts with the hierarchy concerning the ability to denote. The
more salicnt a given discourse referent is the less (inhizrent) denoting properties need
the anaphorically reluted element have and vice versa: the less satient a discourse
referent is the more dencting properties the anaphorically retated element must have.

The other necessity for hierarchical organization of discourse is implicd by the
fact that not all discourse referents ARE accessible to anaphoric resolution. Here
principles have to bu found which restrict anaphora resolution in generai. This second
sort of hierarchical organization is akin to the natere of accessibility within syntax, it
is configurational. Censider the fotlowing quote from K&R and their definition of
Accessibility which is defined hierarchically™:

Towhether the rietation holds berween, say, o pronown - and o discourse referent x
depends on the one hand on the DRS which cowtaing the swatactic rree in which m is
G comsiitienr as ome of s conditions, and on the other hand on the DRS whose
tniverse containy X Whether 3 i accessible to w iv fully determined by the
configurational vefaronsiip benveen these o DRSS, (K&R, 1993 118)

" For completeness el me give Asher's (1993) definition of discourse decexsibility:
Dchnition {Accessibilityy: Lol K = K, or K he subordmale K Then:

(i} If x. vy & Uy then y is accessible 1o x in K,

(i) Jf K 35 subordinate to K and x & Uy and ¥ € L. then y is accessible © x in K

iy ifye Ue o x e Deoand K' = K" is o complex condirion of K, then y is accessible

0 oxin K,

{iv) olherwise. ¥ is not aceessible 10 x in K,
“Accessislin iy @ refatinn o discruerse veferonss it e unfverse of DRSS, Rowghiv, the constraint
SUvs g fiiel (il the accessible diseourse referents accessible 1o some discourse referens X, one putst
{ook i those universes of RS 10 ihe lefr or supevordinare 1o the universe in which x s declared.”

{Asher (1933: 761
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The content of the variable z is not estabiished. It is however assumed that there has

to he a discourse reterent (in Uy) to which this pronoun corresponds, Within DRT a
condition like z = 7 is an incompfete condition. Anaphoric resolution comes into play
now. It completes the incomplete condition. The DRS in (64) has 1o be updated with
the DRS of the first sentence. This is done by means of taking the union of the
universes and the condition sets of the two DRSs (where U stands for the operation of
DR-theoretic union) resulting in the DRS given in (66):

{65)  DEFINITION: DRS-update (K. K,) = <(U,, U U,.), (Con,, U Cong, )= = K,
UK,

(6h) © xy.z
" boy ()
Fred (y)
- kigk (x.y)
cry {z)
z=" {Asher 1993: 73)
e
Anaphora resolution will then find an appropriate discourse reterent (other than z)
which replaces ? in z = 7. [n the cxample above it will identify v with z. Accordingly
the following completed DRS s created:

167y . xyaz \
’

o¥ IXT ]
|

i Fred (vy }
kick {x.3)*

cry (z)
: Z=v
Notice i this sort of phenomenon is similar to ldentification. There is an antended
discourse referent, the content of which is not clear ar one step of the derivation
(symbalized as x = 7). Afier updating (by means of taking the union of the two DRS)
the content of x is identified with a tpreviously established) discourse referent. This
means that anaphora resolution and [dentificution work in a similar way,

However, not every discourse referent can be identified with an incomplete
conditien. The intended discourse referent must be salient enough. However, the notion
of salience does not suffice us we will see. 1 will pick out one particular instance
where a given (possible) antecedent is not accessible but siill salient, (i.e. in the field
ot attention). This involves the operation of stmmarion. as for example in case of
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() “Meury sowe fi one leave the building!, and Sam saw i1, too.
(A3} “Mary sew [Fred hit we Dovi,. fean s i o,
(3] IPMary saw [Fred give no preseat o o child in the orphanasel . Sam

saw [ Too.

Asher's (1993) explanation is as follows: Although the event type occurs within the
scope of a negation operator, a yuantitier and an attitude operator in (62a) and inside
a negation operator in (62b) the anaphoric connections intended in (62a-b) are perfactly
felicitous. The event types with their definite argwments are accessible to any
subsequent discourse referent. On the other hand the oddness of the examples in (62c-
¢) is explained by the assumption that the accessibility of SUbDRSs (1.2, the predicative
DRS which count as entities in the model) is limited by the accessibility of the
discourse referents that occur in them.

As can be seen on basis of this few remarks, w analysis of discourse structure
and subsequently the definition of discourse accessibility is rather complex. In the next
section 1 will show thin our cases of ldentification {which are related to anaphoric
relations relate © some generul notion of (discourse} wecessibility.

6.4, Anaphoric Resolution within DRT

For completeness let me discuss the DRT-implementation of intecsentential anaphora
since we find a parallelism to the present anulysis of ldentification. Consider the
following discourse:

(63) A hov kicked Fred. He orivd.

The translation of the second sentence, which involves a pronoun that is anapherically
related 10 2 nominal NP in the first sentence introduces the following partial DRS with
subsequent construction of the DRS of the second sentence:;

(6dy WP T

____[




What decs “prominems” mign? Lot ws ussime that o A is ot st an AMOTPRONE
Dunch of cards, e (s oreantized in stich Wy har u small nimber of cards enjoy a
priviteged place, “on top of the file”. s 10 speak. These are ahways the cards that the
File clerk had (o handle most recentiy, Le., that were mosr recentdy introduced ar
updeied.” (Heim. 1982: 186}

On basis of the following examples it is furthennere argued that prominence cannot
be saved by accommodation:

am

(b Johu (s marsivd. Ris wifoifishe (s nice

Sl has a cur and o day. The car'si#ies name is Feliv,
(Heim, 1982; 384}

Another instance of definite DPs being familiar without explicitly introducing the
discourse referent {by means of an indefinite DP} is referred 1o as {contextuaq! or
percepinal) salfence, In that case relevant referent is in the background knowledge of
the participants in the discourse. Those {potential) discourse referents are however not
immediately accessible us antecedents - in order for them 1o be avaitable they must be
rendered salient. The notions of salience. accessibility and prominence seem to interact
both for anaphoric as well ag catsphoric reluions. The felicity of pronominals or
Aefimite descriptions in the examples in (70) seems 0 be a mater of descriptive
content. According to the representation of (projnominais I am assuming the above
pattern follows: in any case X (the index of NP} refers o the set of possible referents,
These are however defined relutive (o the context of discourse. They should include
contextual saltent potential discourse referents as well as explicitly introduced discourse
referents (which might be not prominent at the time ot utterance}. The nominal is
felicitous only in case it provides encugh restrictions for the retevant discourse referent
to be picked out. Lexical DPs always come with some restncuion {pravided by N)
whereas pronominals only have phi-features as a restriction. We therefore expect the
following simation: it a definite DP is used 1l Jdaminales un N denoting a property
that is satisfied by bath individuals contained m the ser of previeusly established
referents. then unaphoric resolution should again be blocked. This is a correct
prediction as can he observed below:

(10 Jodn has ffa caif, and fo dogf v BfEhe animaf’s} - Hee 5 Fefic,
The definite DP in the second senlence contiing an N (eninrad) that denotes a property
which both of the passible antecedents sutisfy. Therefore it cannot be successfully

linked to either of the two discourse referents. This means that there is no elearcut two-
way dislinction between pranouns and definite DPs. Such g distinction is however
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coordination, The reason that the pronoun is not uble o pick up an (already
established) amecedent has to do with the fact that once summation has taken place
(i.e. once & set is cremtcd) the individuals within this set are not available anymore.
{Notice that [ do net imply that this is the only phenomenon of inaccessibility for
anaphoric linking.) We will furthermore see that propertics of the anaphoric element
(for example whether it is a pronominal or a definite description} heavily influences
accessibility for anaphoric resolution. We find an interaction between the descriptive
content of the anaphoric element, sulience and accessibility respectively,

6.5. Accessibility, Prominence and Salience

Accessibility (as defined above) is not the only condition which is important for
anapheric relations. Recall that according to what we have discussed so far both
{definite} pronominals as well as definite DPs are inherently anaphoric. i.e. both need
a {previously eswblished) discourse antecedent {given the Familiarity Condition).
However there is an inhcrent difference between definite DPs and pronominals - as
noted in Heim (1982). Definite DPs CAN introduce a new discourse referent by means
of gecommodation (o mechanism originally proposed in Hawkins 1978). As an example
consider the following case of associarive anaphoric wxe of a definite DP:

(68Y  Johu read ta book abour Schubert]; anet it o the rithoF;
(Heim, 1982: 371)

The possibility to use o definite DP in this case tapparently violating the Familiaricy
Condition) is argued 10 be due 10 the possibility 10 accommodate the new discowrse
referent: it has w be linked by cross-reference o some already present discourse
referent (in (68) the anthor is linked to ¢ Pook about § vihers). Furthcrmore Heim
(1982} argues that pronominals cannot be saved by accommaodation ¢with some
exceptions™®) becansc they are subject to 1he following condition:

(69)  Proininence Condition: For a prenominal definie NP, to be felicitons w.r.t a
file. i inust be a prominent element of Dom(F).  (Heim, 1982 38518)

* An exception Hein discusses involves s¢ called prveheek seotences (cf, Karltunen 1969)

and so called pronauns of faztuess:

)

Every wise man gives his pavcheck wo his wite, Jabur gives i to his mistress.

(for discussion ¢f. Heim, 1982; 3871}
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6.5.1. {ImAccessibility and courdination

Assume for the moment that a discourse referent x is most prominent if it is the topic
of conversation. Consider under this light the following discourse:

{73} Peter ginyg gestern ins Wireshaus, Dort fuir or Hans getroffen. Ev bliek jedoch
nicht fienue.
‘Peter went to the pub yesterday. There he et John. Lle didn't sty long
though.”

The unmarked interpresation tor the last sentence is that Peter did not stay very long,
The other possibifity tor anaphorically relaling the pronoun ¢r 10 o previously
established discourse referent woatd be linking to Huny. Since Huay is not the topic
ot this discourse this is & more marked option. Notice however, (hat language has a
device to pick out a less prominent discourse referent. This invoives demonstrative
pronominals like dieser ('this”) or jeaer (that')y, If the pronoun in the last sentence is
changed the vnmarked optes for anaphone resolution changes. too:

78y Peter ging vestern ot seinem Hunel tns Wireslans . Dore Ies vr Haos gerraffen.
Dieserifencr Wieh jedoch vichs lange.
'Peter went to a pubr with his dog yesterday. There be mer John. This onefthat
one didn't stay long though.

There is also another option available which makes (somehow metalinguistically) use
of the linear ordering;

175y Peter ging gestorn ing Wirtshuus. Dart har ov Hunx genrotfen, Evsterertleizierer
Iliehy pedocht picihe lairoe.
‘Peter went o u pub vesterday, There he met John. The tormerfthe later
however dida't stay lung, ’

Here pronouns are wsed. thar minke use of the linewr ordering of the intended referent:
fe. the ersterer or fetzrerer. These pronominafs reter o the linear ordering of the
relevant antecedents with respect to each other and not e an inherent property of the
discourse referent,

A similar distinction between  personal pronowns and demonstrative-like
pronouns {as the one in {74} can be observed wort. pronominals refeering to abstract
discourse referents (like propositions. events, facts, etc.). Asher (1993} gives the
following example:

g1

implied by Heim's Prominence condition as well ax by the following quotation of
Vallduvi:

“Actuaily w0 be eanct, there §s o further difference hetween definites in general and
PROROUNS [0 paviicniar. Both denote preexisient gddresses bue differ in that prononns
denore safient preexistenr addvesses aud other definites romsationt ones. In ather
words, definites trivger an acrivation of a4 dorment peeexistent wddress. Pronoins
sienply fndlicare thar thedr referent [s in getivation of the time of witerance.”

{Validuvi, 1994} 68, Fn.49)

Successful anaphoric resolution iy o matter ol descriptive content. DPs can lack enough
descriptive content to pick out the intended referent. We also expect that the
generadization found in Heim 1982 and Vallduvi 1990 can uiso be vielated into the
uther direction. As we have argued. pronominals DO have some descriptive content,
L. a restriction on their possible antecedents, namely their phi-featsres. I this
restriction suffices ta pick out the imended discourse referent we expect that a proneun
can have aceess into a set. For testing this prediction we only have to manslate Heim's
example into German, Here the two NPs under consideration differ in gender:

{72} Houns hut fleine Kurzef, wnd feinen Hind] ], (SIEL2?sieidie Kerze], helfit
Felix,
John has u cut und a dog. SIEfshefthe cat is called Felix,

There t5 an interesting isswe concerning this example. It looks as if we can maintain
a strict version of the restriction thit pronouns do not have access into the sci. Notice
that the second scntence 1s much better if the prenoun is focussed. It is generally
assumed that focussed pronouns can introduce discourse referents (and remember that
focus can be taken as a test for being new information). If this conclusion is reaily
valid then we have independent support for our claim conceming Identification. The
pronoun can re-introduce a discourse referent. It docs so0 by means of picking it out of
a given set. (Therefore the presupposition detected in our instances ol ldentification
arises ). Notice that in the examples in (72), where the intended amecedent is contained
i a coordinated constituent, we cannot simply say that this discourse referent is not
salient or prominent: it has just been activated. In this case we seem to be taced with
{structural) inaccessibtlity. These few remarks should now suffice to show that
accessibility interacts with other notions. Furtherimore, they are intended 1o show, how
descriptive content on the one hand and salience. prominence and accessibility on the
other hand interact. In the next section [ will further discuss one particular instance of
the above memioned phenomena. ie. potential anwecedents which occur in g
coordinated phrase.
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{179Y ,uvy YU
i T T —
} Mary (v)
* Acapuico (v}
:,‘ U100k v [0 Y ';
. Z=u+v |
U=2 i
. had a lousy time J

!
[

where wv,y are individuals i.e. the individual (atomic} discourse referents and Y,U
correspond to sets of individuals i.e. non-individual (non-womic) discourse referents.
The discourse refereat U is induced by the plural pronoun (they) whereas Z is created
by Summation. Then U and 7 are idestified. Summation is defined as follows:

{80y  (PSUM) Given any tinite pumber of discourse referents [,....[3, where each J5;
may be a plural or singular discourse referent. we may form the sum
B, + By + ... +0, und use it to replace u ! in an incomplete condition of
a DRS K, if the §, are all accessible from K, {Asher, 1993 93)

Consider now an informal representation of the discourse referents in (78) (where
irrelevant representition is omited):

131} 1 X
Perer (%)
a3 ¥
Huns {y)
H X = tx.y})
sie (X)
4y X o= ixyy’
er =7

Now we can see how ldentification comes into piay aeain. Even it we use a definite
description, i.e. der Mann anaphoric resolution cannot apply successfully, since there

" 11 might be Lhe case that the set crealed by summation is in fact an ordered ser. Thus it

might be the case thi it looks as Toblows: X = {x.y}. The oxlering relaion might aggin be reiated
1o topchond. he epic of conversaton (ie. Perer) being the {irst element. This could explain the
fact that it anaphonic resolution dakes place the must plausible candidite woukd he Perer {since it is
the wpic of conversation). Thus we might say (hat 11 access o a0 sel is [elcious il can just aceess
the opmoest elemen) within Lhe sel. However. | sLill think thae ihis mderpreiaiion is o very marked
oprion. Thus [ will absiract wway (rom the possibility 10 assume an tdered set created by
sutnmation.
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(76 The “fiberatton” of the viitage hud bees o disaster. [First an o sweep through
the fown some of the Movines had gone ceazy and Eiffed some fmocent
viflapers. To cover wy che "mistake’, the rext of the sgnad had torched the
village. [To cap It off, the lewenar called in un alr sivike fJ; At first the
bapahon commander hodi'e believed i1 thar,. {Asher, 1993: 226)

According to Asher (1993) stressed ir may refer deictically but its referent must be the

topic of conversation. As indicated if that is used it picks up the proposition expressed

by the previous clause - the proposition about the fietitenant’s calling in an air sirike

{while t#ifs would pick up the enuire topic). There is a ditference between the topic-

oriented use of thls (and stressed i) and the non-ropic orfented use of that, In general

demonstrative pronouns ate more often used 1o refer anaphorically to discourse
referents that are “further awuy”. Personal prenouns seem to be more "local” pronauns,

Consider now the following discourse:

(77)  Peter isr gestorn mit seinem Hund ing Wirtshows gegangen. Dove hat er Hans
getroffen. Siv hoben Karden gespiele. 2 2Ev har verlorea,
"Peter went to a pub with his dog yesterday. There he met John. They played
cards. 77He has fost)

Here the pronominal ¢r sounds quite odd. This is due to the fact that anaphoric
resolution cannot unambiguonsly determmine the relevant antecedent, In the above
example two previously established discourse referents have been "grouped together”
by means of summation before the pronominal cccurs. A set containing lwo single
individunals has been established. In this case the single constituents are not accessible
to anaphoric resolution {by the pronoun} anymore, For a more detailed discussion of
this fact let me briefly introduce the notion of summation as it 1s formulated within
DRT. Consider the following discourse ttaken {rom K&R 1993):

(78)  Last month folm took Mary 10 Acapileo. Fred and Suzie were already there,
Thre next vrovniny thev set off on their sailing tip.

Here the plural pronoun they does not have as single NP as its antecedent. Rather the
antecedent has to be constructed ont of various parts of the preceding text. Thus we
get the following DRS:



detinite NP provides cnough descriptive content to pick out the intended disconrse
referent. If the cat is used we have enough descripuive content to refer to the actual
referent.

(German) prenominals that are linked te sementipd constituents are always
neutcr, We can inierpret nenter as lack of gender festures™. If true then they do not
encode any descriptive content. 1.2. no restriction on the possible amecedent is provided
{except maybe for a feature {-human|). There are many abstruct objects (ke facts,
propositions and eventualities) salient in a given discourse (maybe more than
individuals). It is therefore expected (hat these elements induce the need for
Identification more often than other pronomminals, wihich at least have phi feamres as
a resiriction. Now let us draw our atiention to the behavior of Identification w.r.l.
coordinated identifiers. Consider the following sentences:

183 (1 Perer frat fesf, geeloudr, ffdaf Maria weene Bier minke] und fdofi Hans
yerne ruticht] ]
Peter has it believed that Mary likes to deink beer and that Fohn likes
o simoke,
(b Perer hat fes] bedunert, { [daf Maviu serne Bior oeinkef and {dufl Hans
perne rauchiff o
Peter has it regretted that Mary likes to drink beer und that John likes
1 snoke.

There 15 a strking ditfference between the cuxes discussed above (where coordinaed
individuats were involve) and the sentences in (%5). In cuse we have coordinated
individuals the pronominal which is coreferent to the coordinated NP is plural. In the
seniences above, where two CPs {denoting two propositions (852a) or twa facts (85b))
are coordinated we find a singulur coreferent (cataphoric) pronorminal. In face, it is
impaossible fo have a plural pronominal instead as exemplilied below:

(86 () EPweter ar ste geglaadn, dafy Maria pere Biev plfukt ind daft Hang
HUERE FURCI.
Peter has them helieved vhat Mary likes to drink beer and thar John
likes to smoke.
(b} *Poter har siv beduwers, dufl Maric gerne Bier trinkt and dafd Huns
LerRE rancihy,
Peter has them regretted that Mary likes to drink beer and that Jahn
likes to simoke.

" See also chapter VIL for this ARSI,
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are two possible antecedents satisfying the property of being a man. Remember that
T have argue that an Identifier can provide further restriction on the set of possible
antecedents. The property provided by the identifier should suffice 1o pick out the
relevant discourse referent. So we expect that if an identitier is added then anaphoric
resolution can successfully upply. We simply have to provide enough descriptive
content to pick the relevant discourse antecedent out of the set of possible referents™

(82)  Pater isit pesrern mit seinem Hund ins Wirtshans gegangen. Dort hat er Hans
getroffen. Sie haben Karten gespielt, Der Mann #fder den Hund dabei hutie)
hat verloren™
Peter went 10 4 pub with his dog yesterday. There he met John. They played
card. The man #(who had the dog with him) has lost.”

Notice that by means of summation we end up in a siwation where a discourse referent
is salient (i.e. it hay just been mentioned) but it is still not accessible to anaphoric
resolution. Consider now again Heim's example discussed above.

{83y Jehw has u cor and o dog. The col'si&ies nonwe (s Feliv,

In this example the coardinated NP introduces a set of two single individuals. It is
impossible te anaphoricually refer to either of the NPs within the coordinated phrase by
means of a pronoun. The representation for the nominal elements is as follows
(ireclevant represcntation omitted):

(R4} Y
John (x}
[cat {y} and dog (z}] (Y}

As indicated above both. cor and ooy introduce discourse referents but they are not
immediately uccessible. The only discourse referent available is Y (but not the single
individuals within this set). As opposed to the example discussed abeve here the

™ One has to ook up the information previously given for the two individuals. Thus we
will find onec DRS where the condition (with the dog) is associated with x (Le. Peter).
[dentilication can thus license re-infroduction oF an alrexdy infroduced thut nod aceessible)
discourse rckerent (ine addition te license 'hrand-new' introduction into the discoursel,

* [ ihink that for the momem we can abstract away feom the fuer ahat refersing with a
definite description to an individual whose e is fumniliac is nol than felicitous. But this is due to
other reasons which 1 am not inlerested in. However, T think that the point 1 want 16 thake is Clear
even in tus example. where an inlervening (aclor should be excluded.

u4



b} Peter hat die Tatsdoheidic Tatsuchen heduaery, dufy Maria gerne Bier
frinks und dafs Hans gerne rahcht,
"Peter regreued the factfthe facts thar Mary likes to drink beer and that
John likes to smoke.

Since events are argued 10 be less abstiract (1.¢. they are arzued 10 denote semi-concrete
entitics in Asher 1993} they should more behave like individuals, Intitively it seems
plausible again that w1 event E; und another event E, do not create a third event E,.
Events scem to be unable for closing them under summation. This is true for
summation which is not the result of coordination. Thus consider the following
example of Asher (1993):

(83)  Fred went shopping for o new pair of sneakers. Mary wend fo her affice fo
prépare senmi reports. It took o fong tme,

Although matters are not quite simple it scems that the pronominal can only refer to
the second event but not 10 the two events. Events do not sum up that easily. However,
if the two events under consideration are somehow connected, then it is again possible
to denote a group of cvents (ie. to clese them under summation). Consider the
following minimal pair (again taken from Asher [993);

(& {a) Jolm's hitiing of Frod and Marv's geuing marvied were the main events
af the week
(b} Jeb's Bitiing of Fred and Fred's subsecunent retning of the punches
wds the mmain eved of the weel,

There is an important issue for the present discussion: once twa discourse referents are
summed up (by meuans of coordination} these discourse referents are nol available
inymore. (cf. Asher (1993) a similar conclusion),

This is an important clue for our analysis. Tt provides us with independent
evidence of the apparentty contradiclory claim we argued for in case of backwards
pronominalization and {dentitication of pronominals. An clement which is already
cstablished can be (re)-introduced agmin. There are various possibilities to make an
already introduced discourse referent inaccessible for anaphaeric resolution. [n this case
it has w be reintroduced. One of these possibility was the topic of this section, i.e,
coordination. Notice that the impossibility for anaphoric resolution to have access into
o coordinated phrase is not really surprising. Coardinarion behaves like an island wor.t.
many phenomena, nat just discourse antecedence. For syntactic relations coordinated
constituents behave rather opiague (ie. one cannot extract out of them captured by the
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However, this property of coordination of absiract entities is mot only found with
‘cutapheric’ relations. [t can alze be ohserved w.r.t. anaphoric relations. (It is therefore
not a particular problem for my analysis). Consider the following discourse:

(B7Y  Peter har geglanii, dafl Maria serne Bier minke und dufs Hans gerne rouchi.
Klura hor exidasi*sie aticlt gesiaidr,
"Peter believed thar Mary likes 10 drnk beer und thar John likes o smoke.
Klara believed itfthay* thern too.

Why should this be so? There is an independently motivated explanation for this
apparent preblem. It has been argued in Asher (1993) that different abstract entitics
behave differcntly wort, various operations {like c.g. aegation, disjunction, within
conditionals, coordination, etc). The question arises whether the oblained entity s sull
of the same sort betore and atter onc of these operations respectively.’! We have w0
ask whether coordination of two abstract objects results in denoting another abstract
object of the same sort. Inwitively it seems plavsible to assume the following; given
da fact F) and another fact F. then coordination of F, and F, resulis in another fact F,.
However. one caniol assume that F, is 4 sct that consists of F, and F,. The same is
true for propositions. However once F, has been introduced than F, and F, are not
accessible anymore,

On the olher hand if we ry 10 do the same with individuals it becomes clear
that coordinating two individuals 1, and [, does not creute another individual 1,. It
creates a set consisting of two individuals. This set is not 1o be analyzed as an
individuoal. It is a different sort of entity, Natural language is sensitive to whether a set
is itself treated as a single object or whether this set is <ull transparent s to whether
it contains a number of individuals.

Again pronominals differ from definite descriplions in this respect. As soon as
we replace the pronominal with a detinite description both options become available:
the DP can occur in singular or in plaral, no matter whether we are dealing with an
anaphoric or a cataphoric relation:

(88  (a) Peter hat bedavert, daff Maria gerne Bier rinkt und dafl Hans perne
reneht. Klara hat die Torsacheldie Tarsachen auch bedatiert.
‘Peter regretted that Mary likes to drink beer and that John likes to
smioke. Claize has regretted this faci/these facts as well.

“ Another queslion tha anses is For cxample: 15 a regated ever siil an eveni?
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Coordinate Structure Constraint, Ross 19673

In principle the sume remarks hold for other means of creating sets of discourse
referents rendering (even salient or prominent) discourse referents inaccessible. We will
come back to some of these in the next section. Some of the examples above already
showed that definite DPs can (re-Jintroduce discourse referents in a similar fashion as
prenominals. The difference w.ra. pronominals here depends on the degree of
descriptive content. In the next chapter | will explicitly arewe for the claim that defiaite
DPs CAN introduce discourse referents.

o8

IV. IDENTIFICATION OF DEFINITE DPs

In this section [ will be concerned with definite DPs. Cn the one hand we will see that
the claim that they can introduce {or reintroduce) a discourse referent is independently
motivated. To be precise | will argue for the following asswmprion concerning the
interpretation of definite DPs:

() the identityee (the definite nominal} introduces uniqueness
the identifier (the sentential constituent) provides availability in discourse

MNotice that this assumption somehow combines two different approaches towards the
interpretation of definite determiners, On the one hand it has been claimed thar o definite
description is & predicate and the proposition arises that this predicate is true of one
and only onc element. This means that the definite determiner is analyzed as carrying
along a uniqueness presupposition (cf. Russell 1905). On the other hand it has been
claimed that the definite determiner implics Familiarity in discourse tof. Heim 1982).
In most cases the two properties go wogether. This is not surprising if one assumes a
notion of meaning which is sensitive to discourse. I{ the definite determiner introduces
4 unique interpretation of DF, then, in order for this DPP to be felicitous, there rmust be
one umigue individual available in discourse. This is true lor some particular instances
of DPs in any case, namely in case the DP refers to an individval which is unique in
the world (for cxample definite descriptions like the moraing star). Since the model
for evaluating the inerpretation of a given DP is related to the actual discourse
(including some notion of knowledge aboul the world, or sulience by being present in
or relaed 1o the discourse) the presence of the definite determiner introduces
unigueness w.r.t. this model. Assume that there are several possible discourse referents
available (i.e. already established). All of thesc referents could be denoted by the
definite DP the person. It is clear that this definite DP does not have emough
descriptive content to pick out the actual individual, Since the definite dererminer
introduces unigueness it must however be the case that the intended referent refers 1o
& unique discourse referent (out of all the available ones). The identificr then provides
enough descriptive content to pick out this referent, ie. it provides discourse
availability (which is reminiscent of Familiarity). Idemiticution is a phenomenon where
uniqueness and availability are provided by separate constituents whereas in most
instunces the two properties occur within one single DP. We will also look at some
instances where uniqueness is inherently associnted with the meaning of a given
element (e.g. #fuzig (only) or superlatives). The interpretation of the identifyee is
reminiscent of demonstrative elements: the difference being that availability is made
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possible by means of an additional elewent (the identifier) i syntax whereas in case
of demonstratives (or deictic elements) Identification wwkes place by means of an act
of demonstration, which dogs not need 1o be accompanied by an overt constituent
which makes this discourse referent available.’

The claim that a definite deteominer can introduce a discourse referent has some
implications, which I will address in this chapter. First we will see that in the cases
under consideration definite DPs (introducing discourse referents) behave more like
‘weak NPs'. This predicts that a syntactic environmern: which is assumed 1o just allow
(what is referred 10 as) “weuk NPs' also allows for these kinds of definite DPs.? The
second crucial implication is that (resirictive) retative cliuses as well a5 CPs which are
traditionally referved to us complement clauses pattern alike w.r.t. various phenomena,
This is not to say that they are te be analyzed equally. 1t is juse the case that although
the relation between a DP construed with a relative clause and a DP construed with a
complement clause is syntactically (and semantically) different in various ways they
still behave similar w.r.t. Identification. Both. relative clanses and complement clauses
are licensed as identifiers (at domain D). This is why 1 will treat them in a similar
fashion. Notice that it is not surprising that a given {primitive) relation cun be
instantiated syntactically in vorious differene ways resulung in different ‘constructions',
As we have sakd in the beginning: constructions are not prisitives b simply an output
of the interaction of various different principles.

Tt is also aot surprising that onc and the same phenomenon is instantiated by
means of different constructions - this is true cross linguistically as well as language
internally. Let nie briefly say what I think this phenoienon implies for linguistic
research (within the gencrative enterprise) in general. If particular constructions are
NOT considered to bz primitives then (hey cannot be universals, For typological
research (and by extension also for analyzing a given lunguage) one cannot really
investigale a given construction and its variows differences in different languages (or
in ditferent environments). The line of research should ruther Iy to single out the real
primitives of natural lunguages and then start to fook how they are instantiated in
various languages. Since ull of these primitives interact we gxpect various different

' Notice also that in many cases e idemtitvee invotves & demonsiraive ke pronominak
{or determiiner).

* The present analysiy is also supponed gy the Persian G mentioned in section 112 4.
There we have seen that Perstan allows Tor 4 definile {demenstralived delesiner foilowed bya
npun which is marked with in indefinbicness—suffix. Persian urks uaigueness and Eamilianily {or
rather Novelly). whereas in Gennan no special Novelty marker is pruvidid.
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constructions with different properties as their owpus. I think it is perfectly legitimate
to sum up two ‘constructions’ (like relative clauses and complement clauses) and to
look at them from the point of view which claims that they are two {different)
instantiacions of the same sort of primitive relation. In the course of this section 1 will
therefore abstract away from varicus different properties the two 'constructions’ have,
assuming that the diffcrences are the result of other imteracting constraints.

1. The representation of Relative Clanses

Let me start with the (simplified and generatized) representation 1 will assurmae for the
purpose of discussing ldentification. Consider first the representation of relative clauses
from the point of view of Identification (irrelevant representations omited):

5] FPeter hat fdie [Fraunf ], sesehen, [dic, fgerne Bier trinki] ,J_v
Peter has the woman seen who tikes beer drinking

NP: X = ser of individuals sutisfving the property of being a woman
DP: x=?
e X
CP: Y = set of individuals sutisfying the property of €njoving beer drinking

y = temale, singular
XY =1y

X =y

This representation cuptures the following properties of ldensification. The definite DP
comes with 2 indices. One is associated with N (=X) and il denotes the set of
individvals satisfying the property of being o woman. Recall that I assume an
extensional definition of this set. Notice mereover that there are still two possible
denotations involved. N can either denote a se1 of arbitrary women {though retativized
1o the domain of discoursc). In this case the interpretation of the definite DP
crrresponds to "brand-new-introduction’ of « discourse referent. The second possibility
15 that the set denoted by N contains previcusly established discourse referents (which
all have the property of being a woman), In this case the definitc DP is assumed to
reintreduce an ulrcady established discourse referent (similar to what we found in case
of Ideatification of pronominals). The difference to the latter (i.e. Identificatien of
pronominals) is that in case of (definite) lexical nominals X activated by N does not
only denote the set of possible discourse referentsfantecedents. Rather, we have a
further restriction given by N, namely thar X must be part of the set of individuals
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satisfying the property of being 4 women.

In a next step the denotation of the entire DP is evaluated. Part of 1he meaning
the definite determiner is nniqueness. Therefore a single individual has to be denoted.
However, the set denoted by N can contain more individuals. So at the point of
uitering the definite DP the actual discourse referent to be denoted cannot be picked
out. That is why we find an incomplete condition (x = ?}. The only information one
can rely on is that x has 1o be a subset of X, Here Identification comes into play. The
relative clause denotes a property (Y) and (as we will discuss later) by means of
containing a relative pronoun it alse denotes a discourse referent (v). The denoted
preperty should provide enough descriptive content to pick out the actual discourse
referent. In the next siep an intersection of the two available sets (X and Y) is created.
The result of this intersection is the set (X, v}, containing the discourse referent dencred
by D and the one denoted by the relative pronoun. If Identification is feticitous there
should be no other discourse referent contained in this set, and moreover the two
discourse referents should correspond to nominaf elements that match in phi-featores.
If this is so, then subseguently x and y can be cquated. Therefore the incomplete
condition can be completed. i.e. the identifyee ix dentified.

It is obvicus that | have abbreviaed the representation above and for ease of
exposition T will continue to do so throughout this chapter. The ubove representation
is simply chosen to capture the facts 1 am interested in here. I am abstracting away
from several facts which are not relevant for the purpose of our discussion. For
completeness | wilf briefly discuss some points which are obviously relevant in
ceneral. For doing so let me briefly show how DRT represents relative clauses and
liow the tepresencation in (2) differs. Congider the following sentence and its
{simplified) DRS {drawn from K&R):

Ry} i) Jerlin enens @ Dook whicl Smith adores (K&ER: 78, (=1.37)

by ‘xye
II Jones (0
'! Lok (y)
’ Smith (z)
z adores v ;
xownsy . tK&R: 83, (=141

T

There is one crucial difference to the DR [ representation of relative chanses and the
one I am assuming here. In the DRS above the relative clause itself 1s not assoctated
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with a discourse referent of its own. Tlis is a Tesult of the assumpiion that relative
clauses denote a property not an individual, Standard DR T-ueatments of properties do
not assurae that properiies imtroduce discourse reterents, Again I will rely on Asher
(1993} in assuming that properties are also associated witl a discourse referent. This
however concerns the first abbreviation found in (2}, Asher (1993} assumes that
properties (as well 15 some abstract objects like propositions) do not intreduce real
discourse referents. Buw the DRSs associated with them are assumed o be ohjects
within the model. [t is the DRS itselt that can act as a discourse referent. However.,
think that the representation in (2) is justified because of the following reason.
Consider again the representution of the relative clanse [ am assuming:

(4) {dic {Frenf, ], [die, [gerae Bier trinkify],
the woman who likes beer drinking

Notice that the representation of the relative invelves two indices, Y and y. Y
{presumably the index induced by IP) corresponds W a property (again defined
extensionally, i.e. the set of indjviduals who like 1o drink beer).” Notice that this is not
the only information the relative clause conveys. [ assume that the relutive pronoun is
also ussociated with an index. In o way the representation of the relative clause
cormesponds to the representation of nominals (where NP is associated with a property
intcrpretation and the DP is asseciated with the actual discourse referent). T furthermore
assume that the index of the relative pronoun (y) in Spec CP percolates to CP itself
(either by means of direct percolation from SpecCP or by means of Spec-Head-
Agreement with C" and subsequent percolation from the head position to CP). The
relative pronoun impoases some restrictions on the interpretation of the relative clause
by virwe of its phi-features. Since x is identified with v (after intersection of X and Y
I will continue to represent relatives as follows:

[} {die [Fruvfy], fdie, Jeerne Bier vkl

Due to Identification the DP and the relative clause behave as if they were coindexed
{which is mainly a result of the presence of the relative pronewn). Thetetore the
Novelty Condition can apply resultng in the desired precedence constraint: the
identifyee (i.e. the noninal) must precede the identifier (the relative clause).

f Most likely a relative clunse is inferprered as a property beeouse by means of wh-

movement of the relative pronoun it conaing an open place, 1.¢. & variable.
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L L A crosslinguistic consequence

This representation has an interesting crosskinguistic prediction. It is the result of two
claims I'make. The First assuniption is teat the obligatory rightness of a relative clause
is derived by the Novelly Condition, The Novelty Condition simply says that a
discourse referent introducing P cannot be preceded by another clement bearing the
same index. This assumption seems dubious once we consider the fact that there are
languages which have head-final relative clauses. However, constructions are just the
output of various constraints. And here the second claim 1 am making becomes
relevant. This second assumption my analysis relies on is that coindexing between die
relative clause and the head-NP is due to the presence of a relative pronoun. Therefore
the fellowing crosslinguistic prediction arises: We expect thut languages which exhibit
so cabled head-final (or even head-internal) relative clauses do not have relative
pronouns. In this case the relative clause is not associated with a discourse referemt y
(but only with the discourse referent associated with the Y, i a propemy, which is
subject to different restrictions). Interestingly the same prediction (though on basis of
different assumptions} is made in Kuyne (§993). He refers to Dowaing {1978} for
arguing that this prediction is apparently correct. Consider the tollowing quotation of
Downing (1978):

“Most sivfkingfy there are ne velutive pronois in prevemingl claises {..4°
IDowning, 1978: 392)

Notice that 1 will arguc cmpirically against Kayne's (19933 approach for relative
clauses in Appendix [1. Thus if it is true that his analysis is not on the right track then
wy way to derive this umversal is supertor. For the moment let us assume that the
prediction is correct

* Moreowver | predict tae languages which allow Tor preposing o relative clause cannot do
50 anymore il the head NP introduces o new discourse referent. This is 4 comredt prediciion judging
Irory Lehmann {1979):

“AN nvpes of relative clavses except for the preposed ong oo in this way be @ constituent of @
Réeme [ ..} Alihough a refarive clanse i Hindi 5 it principle movabie’ ic cannor be preposed.
its-ne ek jhil dokhi, jo badr Bt thi

J-ANST a fake saw [, NOM SC verv big was}

He saw a luke wlich was wery big, tLehmann: 4200 anstation and ewphasis MW
According to Lehmann the impossibility lor the retative clause in this exanple follows from the
fuct that the syntactic environment forees 0 Rheme intepretation of the NP In our 1eans fhis can
be imerprered as © saying that e relative cliuse can be prepuscd but only it the NP does not
introduce a new discourse referent, This however implics that in Gemun relative classes are jost
licensed o the head NP {re-Yiuroduces o new discourse roicrent.
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2. The representation of 'complement clauses'

Let me now turn to complement clauses and the representation | will use. Consider the
following senience:

{6) Peter hae [div [Tatsachelyf erwihne, fdad Maria gerne Bier irinki]
Peter hus the urgunent presented that Mary likes beer drinking

Matters are more complicated here and we cannot make use of the same representation
as assumed for relative clauses. Consider how a similar representation would look like:

(7y  Peter har fdie [Tatsachef ) erwihnt. [daf [Maria gerne Bier trinkt) o

NP: o X = set of entities satisfying the propenty of being a fact
DPF: x=7?
xc X
iP: Y =« of entities satistying the property of "Mary likes drinking

beer’
CP:  y = the abstact entity that Mary likes drinking beer
XY ={xy

XE Yy
{thus ¥ = a fact]

The problem arising here is nwofold. First notice that it is unclear what the relation
berween Y and v is, i.e. how the instamiation relation between y and Y is established.
This has 1o do with the fact that [P here does nor contain a variable (as it does in case
of refative clauses). It {s a satwrated argwmem and should not have a property
interpretation. 1 wilt however not go mto this problem. which is beyond the scope of
the present discussion” The following remarky showdd suffice 10 justfy the
representation as it stands. i.e. the internal represeatation of the clause is not of any
interest here since the only thing which is relevant for the present unalysis is the
possibility 1o coindex NP and CP.

* However notice ihat the assumptions | have made o far would lead o an interesting line
of research conceming the interpretation ol sentemtial elemens, 1§ ic (e that sortential clements
are alse associzicd with a discourse referens (and | luve argued tha this is a necessary assumptiond
then we might expect & cosespondence law as it i assumed for nominals (following V&Z),
Scntential clements might be associmed with a1iype and a oken imemreldtion in the sense of
V&Z.
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There is still another problem induced by whe representation above indicated by the
information {thus ¥ = o facr!. Simply creating an intersection between X and Y would
not give us the set of (x.y) since there is nothing inherent to the CP ¢hat would tell us
that the CP denotes a fact. 1t might as well be a proposition or a possibility or an
eveniwality. [t is the content of the DP itselt which specifies that the CP denotes a faet.
Notice however, that this is a general property of rthat-clauses. Their exact
interpretation is dependent on various interacting properties, e.g. the N or V they are
dependent on, the position they occur in® etc. They have some sort of chameleon-like
property (similar to bare plurals or indefinites whose inlerpretation depends on various
factors). Moreover, it ix not a standard assumption that CPs are associated with a
discoutse referent. Again [ will assume {with Asher 1993) that they behave like they
would by virtue of being associated with a DRS which counts as an object in the
model. Again this can be seen by means of the possibility o anaphorically refer to
such abstrace entitics as cxemplified below.

M Murica hat bedunert, fdafi Hans fein Bier trinkt), Klara hat dusidiose Tutsache
Jedoch puiucheifien. ]
Mary has regretted |that John no heer drinks]. Claire hax thatthis fact though
approved.

Technically this can be implemented by saying that a DP takes an individual (or &
discourse representation} as its argument whereas a CP takes a DRS us its argument.
This amounts o saying that the DRS associated with the CP acis as the discourse
referent. The second evidence [or the constant-like behavior of CPs (taken from Asher
1993} is their behavior w.rt. the following gquantificational pastern of {valid) reasoning:

{9 {a) Jotm believes everything that Marv believes,
() Mary believes thar Susan I8 swart
) Ko Sohn believes that Susar s smere,

* Consider the well-known ditference in iMerprettion between 1the foliowing seatences:
That the presidenr was dogd was reporied by the UP}
That the presicent was dead was wot veperted v the UPf

(iii) The UPt reported thar the prestdean wis doad
(V) The UPF didi’t repon that the president was dead

L[]
fac

fe CP s in subject position then the proposition it denotes s presupposed @0 be e Gl is 4
1. I i% nol influencedd by nagation oI the nwnx predicate. On the ciher Band it the CP accurs

in eshiecl posilion 1o such presupposition darises and nesation of the manx predicale has an
inffuence.

N5

In the first sentence we quantify over the strucrures induced by the that clause, In the
second premise the structure introduced by the that clause serves as an instance of the
antecedent of the first premise. If one interprets such gquantitication referentially then
it can be assumed that DRSs are objects in the domain of a DRT model {and
yuantifiers like everyriing may range over them).

The probiem that there is nothing inherent to the CP specifying that it denotes
a fact (and therefore we cannot arrive at the correct interpretation simply by means of
creating the intersection of X and Y) needs some more atiention. in accounting for this
problem [ will again rely on Asher (1993}, who provides an analysis for (hese complex
NPs. T will present his representation in order to justify the abbreviated version where
we simply coindex DP and CP. For the sentence in (10) Asher gives the following
representation:

(10 The facr that Mary is wise reflects well an her reachers.

ADAL |

{Asher 1993: F74fi)

where k is an abstract cntity discourse referent, while © ranges over DR-theoretic
structures of abstract discourse referents. He assumes that the head noun of this
complex NP determines the »nierpretation of the discourse referent. Thus the noun fact
dictates that the discourse referent argument must be of Fact-type. This is encoded in
the follewing representation: f is a fact discourse referant variable that is shorthand for
type information encoded as condition on the predicative DRS:

(1Y Af

fact (1)
=  [i.5,
Mary (u}

[5 - wise (u) (Asher. 1993: 176)

The predicative DRS then combines with the transiation of the determiner the.’ The

! Notice that in case of an (abstract) noun like Jact there i a difference between

Identification by means of a complemen clause or a relative clause: the fommer instance is Just
legttimale with the definite determiner whereas in the later case we cun have either a definite or

wn

0]

indefinite determiner:
Dief*eine Tarsache dafl Peter gevn Bier trinkt kann nicht peleupnet werden,
the/*a fact thal Peter likes beer-drinking can not denied be.
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result is the foillowing partial DRS. The discourse referent introduced by the determiner
inherits the type restrictions in the predicative DRS:

12y AQ f

claim ()
= lus,
Mary {u)
Sp - WESC

QN {Asher, 1993; 176)

What interests us here is the fuct, that this sort of representation reflects the claim that
the denotation of the CP IS cquated with the denotation of the DP. It is assumed that
the DP introduces a chavacterization condition on the content of the whole CP.
Therefore [ take it thar we can legitimately stick o the simplified analysis where the
CP and the DP are coindexed - abstracting away from all the problems induced by
reference to abstract objects in general,

Additional support for coindexation of DP and CP stems from the fact that the
relevant DPs and CPs can be identified ‘overtly’ by means of the copula {which 1 take
to be a construction instantiating Identification). The following sentence is an exampie:

(13)  {Die Tarsachel,, von der wir reden, ist {daf} Marig gevne Bier trinktf,.
1The fact], we are taiking about is {that Mary likes to drink beer]

=y

¥

The anaiysis for complex NPs denoting abstract objects siven in Asher (1993) alse
Justifies the claim that relative clauses and ‘complement’ clauses are treated in a similar
fashion. Consider the following quotation of Asher (1993):

"The very same thar-clause may characterize o wide variery of abstracr entities -
thoughts, proposiions, facts, possibilivies {..] these difforent NPs give rise to different
and fncompatibie disconrse referenty. thar-clauses pit conditions on these discotirse
referents.” (Asher, 1993: 172)

‘Thef*a fact that Peler likes to drink beer cannat be denied.'

(iiy Dap Poter Bier trinks. vt dieteine Tatsuche, die nicht n feagnen ist,
1hat Peter beer drinks, is thefa fact, which not o deny ix
*That Peter drinks beer, is the/a frcl. which camot bz denicd.'

I have nothing of interest to say about this minimal pair.
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What 15 important is the claim that clauses put conditions on discourse seferents.
Conditions on discourse referents can be of various sorts. In most of the cuases
conditions are simply predicates denoling properties. Relative clauses also denote
properties, i.e. conditions on the discourse referent. This is what complement clauses
and relative clavses bave in cormmen: they put conditions on the discourse referent -
in our terms they convey information to identify the actual discourse teferent. We can
now turn to the predictions and implications the present anulysis suggests.

3. Definite DPs introducing discourse referents

The present section has two main goals. In the first part I will argue that definite NPs
are not abways subject 10 the Familiarity Condition. There are phenomena (independent
of Identification} which show that definite NPs can introduce o discourse referent.® This
provides independent cvidence for the necessary claim of our anatysis that those
instances of defimire DPs we are interested in (ie. if they act as identifyees) really
CAN introduce or re-introduce a discourse referent, The second part provides evidence
ehar in case of Identification of a definite DP it really introduces a new discourse
ceferent. For doing so we will use sty that involve enviroaments that are
independently argucd to be environments where just elements conveying new
information are legitimatz, An important consequence of this section is that the definite
determiner cannot be equated with ‘strong NPs' {or old information). Rather it comes
with a unigueness presupposition. The availability in discourse is provided by the
tdentifier. In cuse of re-introducing the discourse referent availability s related to
Familiarity whereas in cases of ‘brand-new' introduction of a discourse referent bya
deftnite DP the identifier fntroduces availability. 1 will provide evidence that the
tdentifier licenses a definite PP to introduce (or re-introduce) a new discourse referent,

3.1. The obligatoriness of a definite determiner
The first piece of evidence that definites can introduce o discourse referent stems (ram

the fact that certain NPs are {syntactically}) only wellformed with the definite
determiner no matter whether the referent has already been introduced or mot. The

" As ilready mentioned [n ihe chapler HI. Heim (1982 also mantions variouws instances of
definile DPs which scem 1o violue the Famitiarity Condition, i.c. they scew o be novel, The
refevant mechanism for doing <o is “accnmmodation’. which siites thid cross-referential linking to
some already present ftle card can license definile DPs fo iniroduce o new file-card. (0 refer the
reader 10 Heim (1982 wy well as Lowis (1979 for & discussion of ucconumadalion).
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obligatoriness of the definite determiner can be seen cven with scntences that are
uttered out of the blue:

{14y Perer hat dentSeinen besten Biertrinker getroften
Peter has the/Fu best beerdrinker met
‘Peter has met thef*a best beerdrinker.

(15Y  Peter har denicinen einzigen Bieririnker getroffent’
Peter has the/*an only beerdrinker met
‘Peter has met the/*an only beerdrinker’

(16)  Peter hut dewr*einen third Mann gesehen.
Peter has 1he/*a third man seen
‘Peter hag seen the/*a third nian,

These sentences show that the definite determiner must be able to introduce a discourse

referent. Otherwise it would nol be possible to talk about the best N or ‘the only N*

etc. The relevam DP could never be introduced in the discourse. Notice that this
phenomenon is again an instantiation of the optionality hypothesis. [F syntactically
there is ne oplion, Le. the definite determiner s syntactically necessary, then it is not
necessarily related with its usval discourse function: ir does not have o be familiar in
the discourse. Tt ts also interesting to notice that ol the examples above invelve a
medifying element which is related to uniqueness. Tn the light of what we have said
so far it is not unexpected that the definite determiner is necessary: in all the examples
above wniqueness of the discourse referent commesponds 10 availability, since there is
just one particular individual (relevant for the present discourse) that fulfills the
property denoted by the modifying element. In these cases the medifiers (superlative,
only, ordinal number) provide a sufficicnt property o single out the relevant discourse
referent. There need not be an indefinite DP preceding the definite DP w make the
discourse referent available, A similar conclusien can be drawn from the fotlowing
example, where it is also the casc that the deftnite determiner is the only option
{similar exampies are discussed in Vergnaud 1974

L7y Peter fur dasi®ein Pariy seiner fuvend wicdercidechs
Peter has the/a  Panis hisgey youth  rediscovered

As Ebricily sketched in chapter 11-11L [ assume that proper names are also associated
with two indices: X and x. Assume that o Nume bosegenerated in N obligatorily has

* The semtence in (15) has an intemrciation where e indelinile detcrminer is weliformed

{11 correspands 1o sfugie). S1ll the definite deiemmingr does pot imply Familiarity,

to move to D resulting in the interpretation that x = X Since X is associated with
unigueness it follows that it there is just one member of this set it can move there,
However if a definite determiner is added the set-interpretation is still available. The
above example is interpreted as if there were more possible entities satisfying the
property of the predicate (i.c. different ‘kinds' of Paris).

In these cases the detinite determiner does not play the same role as in other
contexts, In the cases above it can introduce a discourse referent because the NPs
under consideration arc associated with uniqueness. This means that the a unigue
property is attributed o the intended discourse referent. (Notice this is remimscent of
Danellan's notion of arvitative reading. Informaily, it doesn't matter whether there is
an actual discourse referent present in the discourse or not. the properLy ascribed to the
potential individual would sufficc in any case to single it our. There is empirical
evidence that this is indeed the case.

Consider copula-sentences, which are ambiguows between a predicative and an
identificational reading. The former involving an NP which is not referential the NP
being predicated of the subject, Here the copula is present for purely synticuc reasons.
On the other hand for the identificational reading it is assumed that the copula acts like
a transitive verb, The NP involved is supposed to be referendial. The difference can
easiiy be seen if the predication-relution is negated.

(18 () Grstav ist ein Mamn
Gustav is a man
(b Gustav Ist der Mann mis dem Hir
Gustay 15 the man with the hat
(19 () Ex izt wicht dev Fall daf Gusteny ein Mann st
[t 15 not the case that Gustav a man is
It s not the cu-e that Gustav is 1 man'
{by  Exist wicht der Fall. dufd Gustan der Mann st dem Flue ist
It 15 not the case, that Gustav the man with the hat
‘It 15 not the case that Gustay i85 the man with the hav'

In case of negation of the predicative sentence (1%4) we do not talk about a man who
Gustav is not, we just deny the fact that Gustay is an dividual with the property of
being a man. If however the identificationad conmext is negated (19b) a different
interpretation arises. It is still presupposed that the e with the hat exists, Here
Identification isell is negated. (19b) asserts that it is not Gustay who the man with the
har {5 {(but somebady else). Definite NPs are in general assumed to force the
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identificational interpretation. However if any of the definite DPs (which are just
wellformed with the definite determiner) is used the sitation changes. In that case the
copula sentence shows the same kind of ambiguity as discussed above:

(2N (a) Ex ist nicht der Fall, duly Gusray der cinzige Mann ist.
15 not the case, that Gustav is the only man’
{) Es ix¢ nichr dev Foll, dafy Gustav dov schinste Maan isr.
‘It is not the case that Gusiav 1% the most beautiful man”

In both of these examples we do not necessarily imply that the onfy man exists or tha
the maost beantiful mun exists and Gusiav is not this particular man. The senlences are
ambiguous between the presuppositional and the non-presuppositional reading,””

The second context where (he same conclusion can be drawn involves another
predicational context which does net invelve a copoia:

{21y (@) tody fgdte Poter frir clven dionen
't consider Perer an idiat’
by 1ok halte Peter fiv den Lidiomen
T consider Peter the idiot’

In case of an indefinite NP the senience means that the speaker thinks of Peter as
bavimg the property of being an idiot. Agam, if we look at the same construction
involving a definite determiner it is implied that there is o purticilar idior and the
speaker thinks that Perer s this idior. Thus the existence of a particular idiot is
presupposed and Peler is identified with 1his idiot. Again the definite DPs under
discussion here differ w.r.L. to this predicational relation. Both readings are available:

22y fch hatie Peter fiir den einzigen Idioen
T consider Peter the oaly idior’
(b Il hatie Perer fiie den grafiten feionen
T eonsuder Peler the worst idiot

What one could conclude from the (weil-known} generalization. that the presence of
the definite deterininer does not imply referentiality is that those particular DPs are not
assocrited with 1 discourse referent, similar to what standard DR T-treatment claims to

be true for (indefinite) predicative NPs. However, 1 will argue in chapter V. that even
predicative NPs are assoctated with a discourse referent (of a special kind). What is
impertant here is that tor predicative {indefinite) NPs on the one hand and attributively
used {detinite) NPs on the other the presence of the (in)definite determiner does not
imply anything as to whether the discourse referent is iniroduced or already
established. As we suid it is ussociated with the meaning of the relevant modifying
element that there is just one wnique discourse referent. Since it is unique it is at the
same time available. Thus the determinrer is not enough for evaluating the Novelty-vs.
Familiarity Condition - since i solely depends on the nominal element which
determiner is licensed. However, it is argued here that both ‘predicative’ as well as
‘atributive’ NPs CAN introduce a discourse referent. And [ will therefore assume that
if they introduce a new discourse reterent they alsa obey the Novelly Condition {and
therefore the Precedence Constraint for identification can still be maintained).

3.2, The identifier licenses a definite DP to iniroduce a discourse referent.

Let me now turn 10 the second prediction. There is important evidence showing that
definite. DPs can introduce discourse referents.  blentifiers conwibute 1o the
interpretation i.e. as we have said they provide enough content to 1make the relevant
discourse referent available, What the definite determiner does here ts not indicating
Familiarity, but solely unigueness. N {associated with X) either denotes a set of already
established discourse referents or it introduces a set of possible referents (all having
the same property). The identifier then either ascribes an wready familiar property, i.e.
i provides availability in order to re-introduce a discourse referent, Allermatively it can
also introduce availability by means of providing a property which the speaker tzkes
to be a propecty of only one of the possible discourse referents.'t First ler us look at

" Notice thal uniireness as ihe relevant interprotation associated with the deliniie

determincr has also been argued for in Kadmon (1990F within a DRT {tanework, There 1he
following delinition is given:
B, = {X:3K' accessible Ironk K 5.1 K'# K and Xe U}

The Uniguencss Crndition

Let o be a definite NP associaled with @ vanable Y. 1l K,,, be whe locad DRS ol @ and let
K he the highest DRS s K iy accessible from K, and Ye L,

o is used felivitously only il for every madel M, for ail ervbedding functions 17 g verilying
K reliive to M. it WX e B, (X = X)) then 1Y) = oY), (Kedmon 1990; 243)

According o this defmilion uniqueness iy relativieed w.rt, o un aceessible domain. He
furtherimore states thal 1here s 1o particular consinunl impased on e uniquely identitying

" Nulice apuin that Dis smbigoity is in accorlance with the Optionality Hypaolhesis preperty. I eun be any propenty P present in the DRS. What | am arguing here is simply tha his
intrpduced in section 1113, once no synlactic option is possible then there is an option in unigucly idenulying propeny can be provided in the sentence. just in Gise the definite NP itself
inferprelation. does not provide such a propeny.
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i test already established in section 1.2, i.e. question answer pairs. The paradigm
below shows that it is exactly in contexts where the DP is identified that a definite
determiner is licensed to introduce a discourse referent. This generalization holds both,
for relative clauscs {23) as wcll as complement clauses (24):

(23 Q: Weifdr dr, ob Maria ein Buch velesen hat?
‘Do you know whether Mary has read a book?’
Alr Ju Maria har eintFdas Buch velesen.
Yes Mary has read a/#the book.
Ay Murie hat eintdus Buch velesen, dus Hans il yeschenkt hat'
Yes. Mary has read a/the book John gave o her.
24y Q- Weifit dt ob Huns ein Argiment prasentiort hut?
Do vou know whether John presented an argument?
Al Ja, Hons kui eintfidas Argument prasentien
“Yes, John presented anf#the argument’
A2l Ja, Huns hat das Arstiment praseatiert, daff Maria gerne Bier irinke
Yes, John has presenied the argument, that Mary likes 10 drink beer'

If o question involves an indelinite DP it 15 not the case thay this indefinite DP already
introduces a discourse referent’, The answer for a question like (23) or (24} can only
involve an indefinite NP, However, if a relative clouse or a ‘complement clause’ is
added (i.e. if the DP is identified) a definite DP can be uttered and still the result is
a felicitous answer, Here it cannot be denied that the discourse referent was not
introduced before the occurrence of this definite DP. | take these examples as crucial
evidence tor the claim that definite DPs can introduce a discourse referent if they are
identified. This phenomenon (however, only coacerning relative clauses) is also
mentioned in Jackendoff (1977):

“A relutive clewse may be definiizing Lo render ou otiierwise indefiniee NP definite,
Juse i edse 1t provides grovnds for weigiee Hdemification whtch were aot present in
the NP withont the relative ™ {Tackendott, 1977; 196)

= According 10 Fri.11 we expect that it is also possible 16 have 4 definile DP without an

Tdenritier in case the NP ilsell provides enoupiy descriptive contenl. Coustder the following
cxampic (poimed our b e by Edwin Willines, p.o.k

Q: Werde clu, ofr Meria ein Buch gelesen huat?
‘Do you know. whether Mary has read & book'?
Al Jor, Marie har den newen Roman pelesen

Yes, Muary I rcad dhe new novel”

" ¢f. the discassion in section 1712, where 1he sume pheromenon wits observed,
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The examples m (23-24) show an important assumption of my analvsis (concerning the
relevance of domain D). The relevant contrast appears only in case the sentences are
considered w .r.t. question-answer pairs. For pure svntactic welformedness the contrast
does not show up. (Remember that 1he sume effect wux true for ldentification of
pronominals discussed in chapter ITL). The semence given as the first answers
respectively do not show 4 contrast w.r.t. the determiner if we simply look ar them
when uttered out of the blue.

Natice that there are syntactic environments that are assomed to only allow for
special kinds of DPs. This observation is known as the definiteness (or more recenily
the specificity) effect. There are two competing approaches two captore (his effect. One
15 to ascribe the relevant property 1o a purely syntactic teature (i.e. 1w a synractic
property of the relevim) determiner. The other approuch is more pragmatic in nature,
claiming that the reievant distinction is to be drawn in terms of new or old information,
respectively. The present discussion provides evidence that at least for some instances
of the definitencss effecr the latter approach is on ke right mack. The line of
argumentation is as follows. [n this chapter [ have argued that identifiers can license
a definite DPs Lo introduce a new discourse referent (by providing enough descriptive
content). For these instances of definites the two competing analyses for the
definireness effect moke ditfercnt predictions. The synwctic approach predicts that
definite DPs are always excluded from envirenments which do not allow for definite
DPs, no matter whether it introduces a new discourse referent or not. On the other
hand the pragmatic approach predicts that these definite DPs are weli-formed in these
environments (which are imerpreted as environments that only allow for new
information). Notice that in these cases we do not have 1 provide a special context,
rather well-formedness can be judged on basis of isolaed sentences. The following
sections provide evidence that at least some instances of the definiteness effect should
be reinterpreted s an instance of a Familiariny effect. Moreover it provides evidence
that syntactically identified definite DPs behuve differently than simple definite DPs.

J.2.1. Presentational Contexts
First let us look at examples referred to as presentational seniences (this term already
suggests the line of argumentalion we pursuc here - presentational cun be equated with

‘introducing a new discourse referent’t, Tn German this is the case in sentences where
we find the so called Vorfeld-es (Le. an expletve in SpecCP):
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(25 () £ kam win Mo oue Tir fevein.
It came @ man to-the door in.
[113] HE5 kgm eler Moo e T fiereda,
It ¢amne the man e-the door in
(20 (a) Es wirde efn Argumeni prasemiert
fr was an argument presemnted
(b} BEx wurde das Argnment préseatiert
It wus the argument presented

It can be observed that the subject of a ¥2 sentence cannot be definite if the Vorfeid-
es occupies SpecCP. However, if the definite DP is identified (and thus licensed to
introduce a discourse referent) the situation changes. In this case a definite DP is
perfectly wellformed within a presentational environment:

(27 Es kam der Mann zue Tiir herein, den Mavia selion lanee keanenlernen wollte.
1t came the man to doar in, who Mary already long getting-to-know wanted.
“The man, that Mary always wanted o get to know. entered the room.”

(28 Es weprde gesiern das Areument prdsentient. dafl die Erde rund fse"
Tt was yesterday the argument presented that the earth round is.

A similar conclusion bas been drawn for English there-iasertion sentences (TIS}, There
have becn many attempts to explain the conswuints imposed on the nature of the
postverbal nominal (¢, Ward & Bimer 1994 for 1 recent discussion of the varous
approaches, which involve syntactic, semantic as well w3 pragmatic explanations).
Although it is the most commeon approach to claim that there is a deffnitenesy or a
specificity effect involved, there is a variety of examples (mostly involving definites
DPs) that contradict this generalization. For the present discussion it is noteworthy that
it has been argeed i Prince (1992) that the relevant generalization is as follows. The

" The same eflect his been observed in Guerdan { 1980%, Uwwgh anatyzed slighily diffczend.

I will discuss her account in Appendix £ Suttice it 1o say that she concludes that certain detinite
DPs can be inerpreted s yquantdicational (e, alibutive), Guerdn gives (he tollowing exampics:

8] Ex stud schun 3 Giste betrumwken
There are already 5 guesis dank
(ii) *Ey vind schon div Gdsre bemrniken
There are already 1he pucsts drunk
(i#i) Eg5 sind svhen die Giste betrnnken, die inmer betranken sind.

There are already the guesis drunk, who adways deunk cre

It s also interesting that Guerdn observes that 1he possibility 1o extrapose s alse mlluenced by the

pre

dicate involved, T1 is hasically ‘presentational’ vorbs wineh allow for eximpesition tn English).

This supgesls that in case of piler verbs, the DP cannel really be nuvel, Then the relovant relative
clause does not act as an identitier, rather i might be reinlerpreted as o nonrestrictive relative
clisea.
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postverbal nominal in TIS represents information that the speaker assumes to be not
shered knowledge. Those nominals are argued to be Aearer-nen information. Ward &
Birner (1994) discover 5 different types ot hearer-new referents:

I Hearver-ofd entities marked as hiedrer new

HEA Hearev-new fokens of hearer old iy

HS Hearev-ofd cugitiey aowly Snsiondating o variciife

iV, Hearev-new entisies with uniguety idencifving descriptions

V. False definires {Ward&Birner, 1994: 171}
The relevant generalization is again that the postverbal-nominal has to convey {(some
sort of) new information. The classification in 1.-V. above is retevant foc the present
discussion. Some of them instandate the phenomenon we ure considering: 1.e. a definite
DP can{re-Jintroduce an already established discourse referent. Similar to [dentification
of pronominals we find that the definite NP can at the same time contain old AND
new information. Let me just pick out ong particular set of examples, namely class [V.
These examples are especially relevant for the present discussion since they are related
to the uniqueness presupposition. 1 have argued that o detimite DP denoting a discourse
referent that is unambigoously dentifiable can introduce a new discourse referent,
Ward & Birner {1994) give the tollowing examples

(29)  Theve vwas the ruffest bay in sy fistory clusy at the paree Jase night
(30)  There are the following reasons for s bizarve effect...
(31Y o then there (s this line which comex oul te the outer olide stope aim point

Notice that the examples above involve a superlative (29} caaphorie reference (30) and
deictics {31} All of these properties have been argued to be crucial for Identification
at domain D. If wiiqueness is an inherent property of the DP. then Identification is not
necessary in order to pick out the relevant referent. Thixs is true for superlatives. (30}
shows that cataphoric relations are not only pessible sentence ntermally (instantiated
as Identification} but also intersentenially. The adjective - Hlowing indicates that the
relevant propenty of the discourse referent introduced still needs 10 be provided. (31}
involves a DP containing a demonstrative determiner, again indicating that the relevant
property of the intended discourse reterent will be provided, In all the examples above
definite DPs can introduce a new discourse referent but solely because availability in
discourse is introduced as well. This means that syntuctic environments are reaily
sensitive 10 discourse properties and nol only 1o syntax inherent features (like
definiteness), 1 take this 10 be indirect support that S-structure has 10 be telate 1o an
interface level which encodes discourse properties, i« domam Do Identification
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relevant for domain D (ie. providing enough descriptive coment for a discourse
teferent to being picked out) cian render a definite DT possible in cnvironmenls where
its oceurrence is usually not legitimate.

3.2.2, Other contexts

In order te look at some other contexts relevani for the present discussion let me
hriefly introduce o generalization given in de Jong (1987). Here 1 am not concerned
with the sdequacy of her analysis. It simply provides environments where we can test
the prediction that identified DPs behave differently (i.e. they behave on par with "weak
DPs’ because they are licensed to introduce a new discourse referent). De Jong (1987)
sugaests that the feature definiteness vs. indefiniteness should ot be considered as a
dichotomy, rather she suggests two feawres (F| and F,) that can be specified [+] and
(-] respectively. The two features induce a four-way-distinction among pessible
determiners.”” [+F,] determiners correspond to those that are blocked in TIS whereas
[+F,] detcrminers are the ones which are allowed in partitives. Examples are given
below:

{32y {(w There are Sthertalitfmosiithree bovs in e garden
{b) Some of thetsmosifttwensy boxs are red-haived " (de Joag 1987: 2713

de Jong gives a classification of Engiish {and Dutch) determiners worl o the two
features suggested. The definite detenminer the is classified as [+F,] and [+F;]. In
additien she assumes the following filters on the occustence of various determiners
where again the features she suggests seem to be relevant:

" For completencss el me give the Jehinition ol the relevanl features:
A determiner D is
[+F ) i the defininan of DAB presiipposes At De i poseimgiy set
- {-F,} vtherwise
A dereratiner D s
- {+F.0 gF D ix antisemmervic
- f-F2} otherwise
A dererniner B is antisvmmervic iff for every madel in which D AB & DBA @5 e A = B is trire
s wetl, 1de Jong. 1987, 27

'v yhar is crucial for her argument is thar determiners ke mose cannol occur in both
contexis, whereas others behave complementary. She therefore concludes that a sitmple binary
distinclion does not sullice.
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(33y ) *[+F ] years ago, *[+F T mestings later, *|+F | summers ago,
*1+F,]streets ahcad
b The path is *[+F,] meeters long, *the box weighs *[+F ] ton
(c) it took *{+F,] seconds
{d) I have *|+F,] brathers
fe)  u house with *[+F,} windows, a girl with *[+F,} brothers

() *+F,] guestions came inte his mind
(g) She draws *|+F,] conciusions
(hy  *|-F,] following books are sold our {de Jong 1987: 274)

The filters suggesied by de Jong (1987) seem w0 be at play in German also, as
exemplified by the following examples:

(34y  {a) Die Demonstration ist *dieialfeFbeideloweitvielefweniye Jahve her,
‘The demonstration is *theallf*bothftwo/many/few vears ago’
“elzwel Treffen sparer swtirde der Antrag doch genelinmige.
*Thefiwo meetings later was the upplication vet granted
Muaria hat Peter vor Fdensvielen Sommern Restiengelerni.

Mary has Peter before *thefmany sumimers et
Das Fisehpeschigt befinder xich nr Fdiviwenige Strafien enfernt von
hier,
The tishshop hinds itself enty #theffew streets away of herc,
(h) Der Wey ist ®dicizweiltindert Meter fang.
The wauy is *theftwo-hundred meter long
Die Kiste wivyt Sdietdreifife Kilagramm
The box ways *hedhiny kilograms
(c) Wir hendtigten *diei30 Sekunden.
We need {(Fthe) 30 seconds
(dh Peter hen Bdipiviele Briider
Pater has #thefmany beoks

(e} ein Haus muit Tdentvieten Fousiern
a bouse with *the/many windows
1§)] A eizwer Fraren Keswnen miv imodein Siiel

=Theftwe guestions caime myself in he mind
(g Marig sieht Fdeniketnen Schiu aus diesem Fakrom
Mary draws *the/no conclusion from this fact

In all these examples the definite determiner is odd. whereas u |-F,} determiner is
possible. Wellformedness is syntactically determined. We do natneed a special context
10 get the contrast. The sitation {in many of the examples) changes if we add an
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identifter. It can be observed that the identifier licenses a definite determiner in a
context whete it is not legitimate otherwise:

(35 @ Gengi die swel Treffen spiter wiarde der Anirag dach genehmigt, die
Peter vevsdumt hat.
Exactly the two meetings later was 1he application yet granted, which
Peter missed has.
Muarig hut Peter var DEN Sommern kennengelerns, dic dfus Land in die
Trockenheir sitirzie.
Mary has Peter before THE suruners met. which pushed the country
nto the aridity
Daas Fischgeschdft befindet sich genaw die (zwei} Srrafen entferal von
irier, die gesters Gbersclivemms witkden.
The fishshop finds itself exoctly the rwo streels away of here, which
yesterday tlooded were
(b LDer Weg fst DTE oweihundert Meter lang, die Peter destern vermessen
has,
The way is THE wwo-hundred meters long., which Peter yesterday
measured had
D Kiste wiegt (genan] DIE dreiffiy Kilogramm die noch evlaubt sind.
The box weighs (exactly} THE thirty kilograms, which still allowed are
{c) Wir henitigren peagu DEE 30 Sekunden. die voch ertoube waren.
We needed exactly THE 30 seconds, which still allowed were
{d} Seder hat DVE Briider, die er verdiens,
Everybody bas THE brothers, who he deserves
ic} Ioh saft ein Haus it den Feaxtern, dfe Hurs erfanden hat,
[ saw a house with the windows, which John invenied has
it) Hier kommi prir die Frage in den Sinn, diec Maria schon gestedlt haiiob
Marig wirkfich eine Spivin 1y,
llere comes rnyself the question in the mind, which Mary already asked
has/whether Mary renlly u spy is.
(o) Muria Zieht ous divsest Faktime dea Sehlafi, den jeder civhen
wiirderdeyd sie pehen yolfre,
Mary draws from this fact the conclusion, which everybody draw
wood/thag she leave should

If my analysis is on the right track this suggests that the relevant feature is again
Movelty rather than something else, However, it is not the purpose of (he present thesis

to give an account tor the definiteness effect. I leave the question of the exact nawre
of definiteness or specificity as a matter of future research,
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d. Differences between ldentification of pronominals and Tdentification of lexical
NPy

We have already seen in chapter 111 that pronouns and definite descriptions differ in
various ways. There is one obvious difference between full lexical DPs and
pronominals. This property concerns the possibility for the head N of lexical DPs to
introduce a set itself {i.e. the set of individuals satisfying the property denoted by N),
There need not be u previously established set - as it 15 mecessarily the case for
pronominals {since their X denotes the set of possible i.e. already established discourse
reterents). Therefore we expect different effects concerning the presupposition we
arrive at. We have scen in scetion [[1.2. that the identifier cannot be associated with
new information, hus no focus is possibie within the sentence nor is it possible to
associate a fecus particle with the identitier. For the case of definite DPs (acting as
identifyees) we predict a different sitwation. Since itis not necessarily presupposed that
the relevant discourse referent has afready been introduced we expect thar the identifier
can conkain new information and therefore 4 [ocussed constituent. This prediction is
borne out. Lexical DPs allow focus within the identificr as well as a focus particle
associated with the idemifyee whereas pronorminals do not;

(36)  fa) Peter il fdie [Fraufel  geschen, fdie, perne BIER minkt],
Peter has the woman  seen,  who likes BEER drinking
tb) Peter hat [dos fArgument]y ) vorgelrache. [dapp MARIA gerne Bier
teinke],
Peter has the areument  presented.  thar MARY fikes beer drinking
(c) “Poter hat o5 geiduh, dafi MARIA Bier trinke
Peter has (it) believed, that MARY beer drinks
{d) Perer hat gelaubr, dafl MARIA Bier rvinkt
Peter has believed that Mary beer drinks
37 Peter at fsogar div {Fratfyf , desehen fdie, yerne Bier irinki|,
Peter has even the woman  seen. who fikes beer drinking
)] Peter Tt fsogar das fArgament)d vorsehegein. {dafi Maria gerne
Bier trinke],

Peter has even the  argument presented.  that Mary likes beer
donking
{e) “Peter har os sogar geglaubt. dafi Maria Bier trinks

Perwer has it even believed that Mary beer drinks
(dy Peter hat sogar regloubr, dufi Maria Biev rink
Peter has even believed that Mary beer drinks
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4.1, Definites re-introducing a discourse referent

Notice however that | have argued that N provided by the lexical DP can also dencte
the set of already established discourse referent (all sanstying the property denoted in
N). Thus a definite DP can also remtroduce an already established discourse referent
{similar to what we have found in case of ldentification of propominals). In section
LIL.6. we have already seen another (though related) difference between lexical NPs and
proneminals which has w0 do with the degree of descripiive content. There T discussed
the phenomenon of picking out an already established discourse referent which is not
aceessible anymore. There we have already seen that reintroducing a discourse referent
is possible with definite DPs. The examples we discussed involved cases where already
established discourse referents are not immediately accessible anymore. [t was argued
that by means of Identification 1he relevant discourse referent is reinroduces. We were
solely concerned with coordination.

In this section | will show that there are other means of making discourse
referents inaccessible by means of creating sets. il the same phenomenon can be
observed: A definite DP can pick out one particuiar member of this set. Within DRT
there is an another operation that yield groups (besides summation). This is the
operation of abstraction. Absiraction within DRT is meeded in order to explain the
possibility to anaphorically refer to quantified NPs. Consider the following example
{taken from Asher 1993}

(38Y  Many stdents in my class went on the camping trip. They enjoved it

The operation of abstraction allows to form a group of all the objects satisfying ¢ U
B. e corresponds to the first argument of the guantifier and 1o the sccond. The group
is denoted by the term Zxo U §, where X takes the DRS o U B and a discourse referent
declared x in o U3 and returns the group of all those objects y thal satisl'y the property
Axo U B. Such a group is the intended antecedent of the pronown in (38).

For the purpose of the present amalysis 1 assume an cxtensional view of the
denatation of the quantified DP. Thus assume that the quantified NP introduces a set
of individuals X = (x,y,z). The individuals within this sct arc not accessible to
anaphosic resolution, neither by a pronoun nor by an definite description as exemplified
below:

(39)  Viele Suwdenten setner Klasse fubwven aut Comping Urlauh. #hmigDem
Sruclerion hat ex gefelien.
‘Many students of my class went on a camping wip. #Heffthe student enjoyed
it.'

However, if an identifier is added (which should suffice 1o unambiguosly determine the
relevant individual 1o be denoted) then the discourse above renders wellformed even
with a singular definite DP:

40y Viele Snidenten meiner Klasse fulven avf Camping Urlaub. Dem Studenten von
dem dch ex om wenigsten erwartete, har es am hesten gefallen,
"Many studenes of my class went on a camping trip. The student of whom [
expected i the least. has enjoyed it mose

The examples above show again that a definite DP can re-introduce an discourse
referent. In these cases a set iy introduced by the quantified NP, all members of this
set have the property in common which is denoted by N, Therelore a simple definile
DP that involves the same N is not felicitous for picking out one particular member
of this set. If however and identifier is added, then anaphoric linking to the previously
mentioned DF is possible. Tt refers 1o a singleton subset of the set denoted by the
quantified N.

5. Split Antecedents

Since T ussume that the idemtifier is axsociated with an index we expect that 1t is
possible that identifiers can create a set via summation. Therefore it should be possibie
that the relative pronoun can have more than one accessible discourse referent as its
antecedent. This i1x a prediction bome out by the well-known phenomenen of split
antecedence (first discussed in Perlmutter & Raoss 19701, Consider their example and
the representation | am assuming:

(AN A mant entered the room and fo wosanf wentr our {{whol. were gquite
simifur]..
DP1 x =a man
DPZ: v = a woman
DP3: z = (xy)

Summation by a refative pronoun seems to be more reswricted than it is for other
instances of anaphoric reselution that creates a set. The following sentence {also
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involving split amecedents} is not wellformed:
(42)  *A man mct o wopg whe were ghite similar

Notice that the difference hetween (427 and (43) is that the fermer involves
coordination whereas in the latter the two intended antecedents occur within one gingle
clause. For the mement let us leave this observation. [ wili carme back to this issue in
section VL2, where | will be concerned with the locality constraint imposed on
Identification.

6. Deriving another presupposition

There is another property ol identified DPy our analysis can derive. Consider the
tollowing ebservation found in Bach (1974) (wha cites Kasher for ariginally observing
this phenomenon):

“thar @ resteictive relunive olause presapposes the exisience of enities of which the
description giver In the refarive clawse x not drie. Thas the man that | osaw’

presupposes af least one mor thae § didi'e see”. (Bach. 1974: 272)

Thus a sentence like (43) gives rise to a presupposition'” in addition 1o its assertion:

(43)  Peter traf {pden Manng, der gerne Bier trinkt,
Peter met the man, who likes beer drinking

Assertion: Peter met NP, P
Presupposition: There is some NP, (NP, is not NP ) such that —P is true
of NP, i.e. [NP,-P]

In addition to the assertion {that there is @ man the DP denotes) the presupposition
arises that there are oiher men whe do not have the property denoted in the relative
clause. This fact can be derived by our analysis. Consider again the representation we
assume:

7 . . L .
" lere we are jalking aboul pragmatic preseppesilion in the broud sensc, It concems the

appropriateness of a given senlence in a cerlain situaion/discourse

' Here NP, relers (0 the NP the man and P orefers 1o the (idenlilying) peopery denaoled by

the relative clause.
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(4d)  |der fManafyf,, {{den, fich gevelhen hubel],
[the [man]], [{who] [likes beer deinking|

DP:

NP. X = the set of individuais satistying the propenty of being a man
=1
X

X
CP: Y = set of individuals satisfving the property they like beer drinking

I

v = male. singular
XY =iyl
NoEy

The crucial part of the representation of the relative clause is that x has to be a subset
of X (i.e. the sct of men). [ have claimed that the property provided by the identifier
must suffice in order to pick out the intended individual. This results in the
interpretation that there are other individuals {within the set denoted by X) that satisfy
the property of being a man. However if Identification should be felicitous the
identfier must pick out the relevant individual unambiguosly. Thus the property
denated in the relative clause must be a property the other individuals contained in this
set do not have. Therefore Lhe presupposition anses that there are other men (sets of
individuals denoted by N) that do not have the propenty denoted by the identifier.

Suppose that the relevant (presumably previcusly established set) contains just
one single man. Then this presupposition dees not arise. However, then the relative
clause is not to be considered a8 an instance of ldentification. [n this case the property
denoted by the refative clause does not provide 3 condition that convevs information
to pick owt the refevant discourse referent. In this case the relative clause adds further
information about 2 discourse referent which is unambigucusly deterinined. This is
what we find in case of non-resirictive relative clauses. Non-restrictive relutives cluvses
are not licensed as an instance of Identificution. { will not address the issue of non-
restrictive modification. Suffice it 10 say that it is not unexpected that noa-restrictive
relative clanses impose different licensing requirements. For example they seem to be
subject to a different locality constraint: it is a well-known fact that a4 non-restrictive
relative clause (as opposed to a restrictive relative clause) cannot occur in extraposed
position.

As we expect Bach's observation is not ondy rue for relati~¢ clauses but also

for other instances of Identitication. The following semence e xemplifies this prediction.
Ty case of a complement clause idenntying 2 DP we aerive at a simifar presuppeosition:
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(43} Ferer hat gestern duy Argument prisentiert, duly Mariu gevne Bier (rinkt.
Peter has yesterday the argument presented, thur Mary likes beer drinking

Assertion: . Peter presented NP, C"
Presupposition: There is same NP, (NP, is not NP} such that —C is true
of NP, i.e. [NP=C|

One has to be carcful with judgements here. As wsual with DPs denoting abstract
entities things are more delicate. The presupposition that arises is not necessarily that
there are other existing arguments (that do not have the content C = that Mary likes
beer drinking”). Rather the relevant presupposition is that there are other possibie
arguments that do not have the content C denated by the identsfier. However [ do not
think that this is a problem for the unalysis sugeested here. Remember that [ have
argeed that the X associated with pronominals denotes the set of posyihie antecedents.
Moreover, we will sce other examples where DPs denoting abstract entities behave
differently than BPs denoting concrete entities. There the swne phenomenon will arise.
namely that abstract entities give rise to the presupposition that there are other possible
enlities (that satisfy the property denoted in N

7. Contrastive Focus

The phenomenon we are dealing with involves new information in two ways, On the
onc hand we said that the identifyce (re-Jintroduces a new discourse referent. On the
other hand the identifier must provide a sutficient conditions in order for the intended
referent 1o be picked out {of a given set. which can either be previously established or
irself being introduced by N). The notion of new information is reiaed o tocus. In this
section [ will be considered with the behavior of Identification in interaction with
(contrastive} focus, In doing so0 we will also address the observation discussed in
section 11.2.4., namely that stress on the definite determiner oblizatorily triggers
identification.

" Here NP, refers Lo the NP the argument whereas C refers to an identifying property

denoied by the complement clause. [n this case (he idenlifying propeety cquals the cortens of the
tenoled argumens.
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7.1. Stress on the determiner

Rooth (1985 anulyzes contrastive stress alomg the following lines. Consider the
following sentences and the representation Rooth (£992) associates with them:

{40y () Ay IMary]: dikes Suef =|like ix,5) | x & E}, where E is the domain
of individuals.
by ils Mary likes |Suel: ] ={lke tmy) | v € E}

The sentences differ as to which NP is focussed (i.e. Mary or Swe). o) is the focus
semantic value for the phrase o in contrast to the erdinary semantc valve fu]®. The
focus semantic value corresponds tw some set of alernaives from which the semantic
value is drawn, or a sel of propesitions which potentially contrasts with the ordinary
semantic value. The ordinary semantic value must however always be an element of
the focus semantic value. It is not such an casy task o derive this set of alternatives.
Intuitively we can again assume that it has to be sulient in the discourse or provided
by the sentence itself. Thus consider:

A7y Toh habe MARIA gesehen iid uiche Huns),
T have seen MARY (and not John)y

ITit is not clear from the context, i.c. if there is no previously established set 1o which
the element under consideration is conirasted to, then the set of altcrnatives must be
provided by the sentence itself. Again we observe apparent optionality, nnd nicht Hans
has to be present if the set of alternatives is not provided by the context. This
phenomenon is reminiscent to what we have said about Edentification in general. The
parallelism between Identification and contrastive stress is that beth show an option as
to whether the releviul information occurs in the sentence or whether it is already clear
form the context. In case of contrastive stress it is the set of alernatives which might
either be ‘salient n he discowsc or introduced in (he sentence. In case of
Identification the denotation of a given NP might either be unambiguously determined
or the exact conditions for identifying the discourse referent are provided sentence
internally, Now consider again an example where a DP contains a contrastively
stressed definite determiner:

148y Perer b DAS Auce pekant *idas bei Exon in der Werksratt srand)
Peter has THE var booght *(which at Egon in the gange stood)
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As indicated the sentence is just welltormed if the identifier is provided within the
sentence. Why shouid this be so? Ideally this phenomenon should fallow fram the
analysis of contrastive stress in interaction with the analysis for Tdentification
established here. Consider once more the (abbreviated) representation for the relevant
nominals:

{49)  NP: X = Ser of entities sausfying the property of heing a car (= set of
alternatives}
DP: w="?
x X

CP: x = the car that was in Egon's garage

The representation 1 assume provides a set of alternatives (indicated by x < X, which
corrcsponds to Rooth’s claim that the sernantic value must be an element of the focus
semantic value), Here the set of alternatives is established by the DP (by means of the
NP it contains). What is contrastively stressed is not the property but the determiner,
The definite determiner has 1 uniqueness presupposition, Assume therefore that
contrastive stress on the determiner focusses on this very property, namely
wnigeness.”™ Informally the interpretation is as follows: the denoted individual {or
entity) 15 unique among the other individuals {or enuties) denoted by N (i.e. it is
unique within this set). Since the set X is established by N and x ts itself 2 member
of X, it is not necessury 1o provide the set of alternatives additionally, Rather it is
necessary to provide the property which makes x uniyue among the set of alternatives
{X). This distinguishing property is provided by the identifier.”!

Notice that what we have said so far is nothing else than what we have said for
Identification in general: the identifier provides enough descriptive content to pick out
the intended discourse reterent of a given set. The difference here is that by means of
stressing the definite determiner the unigueness of the referent is focussed. Thus
syntactically there has w be an idennfier. in other cases the obligatoriness of

= Natice thar English docs not allew for siress on the definite determiner in the cases we

are congider ng here {cf. Brugger & Prinzhom {in preparation)). However a similar phenpmenan
cam still be observed, Consider the following example:

(i} Perer has seen THE prd

Stress on e defipite determiner indwecs 4 particular interpretation, namely that the gid (seen by
Prier) was the most outstanding wird one can imugine. Thus there 15 1 particular bniguencss
inerprelation induced (similar 160 e nlerprecdion of o superiives,

11 @ not have anyihing Lo say as 10 why i1 is pol the case thal by medns ul stressing the
definile deferminer uniguencss is conlrasred te nog-uuigiicnesy a8 one might expect.

S Y N A PP S S
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Identificalion cannot be observed syntactically, We will return two the difference
between conlrastive stress on the determiner as opposed 10 other instances of
contrastive stress in the next section. Let me just show that the same presuppositions
arise as the ones we already have detected for definite DPs« in general. First we expect
that the identifier can contain new information (i.e. that it can contain a focussed
constituant):

(50 Perer hat DAS Awto gekouft, dus bei FGON (i der Werkstan stand.
Peter has THE car bought which at EGON's in the garage stood

Secondly we predict thar the contrastively focussed DP can be associated with a focus
particle (sogar. nery;

31y Peter hgr narisogar DAY Aute gekaidt, dos Dei EGON in der Werksrarr stand.
Peter has onlyfeven THE car bought, which ot EGON in the garage stood

Thirdly Bach's observation is also relevant here. The presupposition arises that there
Is at least one other car which does not have the property of standing in Egon's garage.
This is again a correct prediction. The prediction can be tested by means of exhausting
the context. Le. if we have a context with only one car availuble then focus on the
definite determiner is not felicitous™

(32)  Bed Egan stehr derzeir sir ein Atto. Peter fur BDASiday Auiotes pekauft.
At Egon's stunds momentarily only one car. Peter has THE/the carfin bought

Finally we expect the sime facts to be found with other instances ot Mdentification. The
cxample below shows the effect with a complement clauses, which suffices to provide
the distinguishing properny by means of denoting the content of the argument:

153y Peter har tsogartniet DAS Argument prasesticrn, duf MariaitMARIA gerne Bier

trinkt.
Peter has tevenfonly} THE argument presemied. that Mary/MARY ke, beer
drinking.

Finally, lct me address the question of how strexsed definite determiners differ from
unsiressed ones. As has been observed in Wiltschko (1994) there is a particular

2 Notice the same should be true for Identilication of definite DPs wilhoul siress o the

dererminer. Hawever, in this case (be relative clause can be fnterpreted as a nonresicictive relative
clause. Therelore adding a relative clause can still be folictiows.
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inonation pattern associated with these sentences, which is not necessarily so in case
of unstressed determiners: the intonation rises with the focessed element. Then it stays
high untif the extraposed constituent and it falls again once another focussed ¢lement
occurs within the identitier. It seems to be the case that the presence of another
focussed element in the ideatifier is oblipatory (a fact 1 have been abstructing away in
the previous discussion), Moreover, in many cases the examples under consideration
are only felicitous under the following circumstance. It seems to be necessary that there
is a set of entities which have the property denoted by N in addition to some other
common property. This property is expressed by the identifier, however there must be
one particular difference distinguishing it from the other elemenits within this set. This
difference is the one denoted by the focussed elemenl within the identifier. In the
cxample above this would correspond 10 4 context where we talk about argumenis that
somehodv likes to drink beer, and Peter presented the very argument, that MARY likes
0 drink beer”” Assume that stress on the determiner indicates that the relevant set has
already been established in the discourse, i.e. il seeins to be the topic of conversation.
However, in case of unstressed determiners the set can cither be already established or
it is only introduced by the noun {contained in the DP). This amounts to saying that
focussing unigueness (and this is what swess on the definite determiner indicates} is
only felicitous if there is a given set and one particular member of this st differs from
the others in a very particular way. 1 do not have much more to say about this
phenomenon. The exuct reason for this peculiar behavior is an open problem for the
present analysis.™

7.2. Stress on N

There is a difference berween stress on the determiner and other instances of
conlrastive stress (i.¢. the cases mainly discussed in Rooth}. The relevant difference is
as follows, As we have seen in the last section. contrastive stress on the detecminer
(i.e. stressing unigueness) results in obligatory Jdentitication. The identifier provides
a property that suffices to unambigoousiy determine the relevant discourse referent, As
we have already seen other instunces of contrastive stress differ. Consider the following
examples:

3 ) . . -
= This observation is duc 1o Gerburd Brugger (p.c.}

* Moreover. notice that udding @ restrictive adective (which can in principle aiso provide

a distinguishing property) docs nok license stress oo the determiner:

Perer hai DAS trofie Aure pokaupt *das bei EGON i der CGavage steurd),
Peter has THE big car hought *(that at EGON's in the garare stood).

(54) (2 Peter hat MARIA gexehen tiind michr den Hans).
Perer has MARY seen tand not John)
(b} Peter hat vine ZIGARETTE gevancht (und keine Pfeifer.
Peter has o cigarette smoked and not a pipe

No matter whether the discourse referent is unambiguously determined (in (54a) a
proper name is conlrustively stressed) or not (in (54b) the N within an indefinite NP
is stressed) Identification is not obligatory. In both cases however we find the necessity
for a set of alternalives to be established. The interpretation that arises is that the
denoted individual is contrasted to this set of alternatives, i.e. i1 is the only individual
of the superset that has a particular property denoted within the clause (i.e. being seen
{by Peter), or being smoked (by Peter}). In ather words tie property denoted by N is
the distinguishing property of the individuals under constderation (the set of
afternatives) that contrasts it 1o the other members of the relevant set. Let us assume
that the set of aliernatives corresponds to the set of possible individuals (relativized 1o
the present discourse™) similar to what we find in case of pronouns. This means that
the denatation of X (associated with N) does not correspond 10 the set of individuals
satisfying the property denoted by N (ic. the set of cigarettes). This assumption
captures the relevant interpretation. Stress on N indicates that it is the stressed property
itself (1., being a cigarette) that corresponds to the distinguishing property. In addition
another member of this set can be explicitty added (asef nor.. ). (This individual is also
interpreted as a member of the set of possible discourse referents), According to this
ussumption the difference berween sress on N and stress on D respectively is clear.
If T is siressed. N denotes the set of alternutives. The distinguishing property has to
be provided by un identifier. If N 13 stressed. the denotation of N is the distinguishing
property of the denoted individual, Therefore N cannot denote the set of alternatives.
The set of alternatives has to be already established. If however. N denotes the
distinguishing property, then a differem behavior w.rt. Identification is expected, In
this case the identificr cannot be interpreted as the distinguishing property of the
individual to be denoted as in the examples discussed in earlier sections. Consider now
an example where a potential identifier (i.e. a relarive clause) is added:

(35)  Perer har das AUTO gekauft, dus ber Eyon i der Worksture staned,
Peter has the CAR bought, which at Egon in the parage siood

e - o . '
I can giter be explicitly established or comexiually silien.
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Here the potential identifier is not interpreted as a distinguishing property of a
particular car rather it 1s interpreted as a comimon property of the set of individuals the
relevant discourse referent is contrasted 10. According o this assumption we expect
that in this case adding a further member of the set of altematives is necessarily
interpreted as having the property denoted by the relative clause as weli. Indeed this
is what we find in the example below:

(56 Pewer har dos AUTO gekanft, das bed Eyon in ider Werkstan Jay, wad nichr das
Moiorraed.
Peter has the CAR bough., which at Egon in the garage stood. and not the
moter bike.

Here the motor bike is necessarily interpreted as having the property of standing in
Egon’s parage. | think the explunation for the dilference between contrastive stress on
N and on D respectively shows that the identifier can not just idendfy x (i.e. DP} but
it can also identify X, i.e. it con provide a further condition on the se1 of individuals
the actual referent is a subset of. Consider the (abbrevisted) representation of a

scatence like (35):

(3 NP; X = the set of entities satslying the property of being a car.
DP: & =the car
CP: Y = set of entities sansfying the property of standing in Epon's garage

This representation does not give us the relevimt interpretation. 1t does nol contain any
incomplete condition for the identifier o complete. Inwitively the relevant
representation most include some X = ? ndicating that N does net provide enough
content. The identifier provides a property of the superset out of which the actual
referent is picked. Rermember that the property denoted by X serves as the
distinguishing property, i.e. the property that contrasts the denoted individual to some
other individuals. Although the set of alternatives can already be established it can siill
be the case that the relevant supersel needs o further condition. Notice that (according
to the present line of rcasoning) it is alse refevane to represent the presupposition that
the denoted individual is a subset of the individuals satislying the propeny denoted in
the relative clause. We have to include a subser relation that captares this insight.
Ciiven these necessities 1 would hike 10 propose the following representation for the
example above:

(58)  NP: X = the set of possible discourse referents

X=7
CP: Y = the ser of entities satisfying the property of standing in Egon's
garage.
¥ = neuter, singular
XnyY
DP: x=1
(XY
lFocus:

NP: X = ihe sec of entities suusfying the propenty of being a car
x

=y

This representation captures the rejevant propenties of contrastive stress on N we ore
interested i here. Let me brietly explain it First ot afl it retlects & general assumption
concerning the representation of focus, Focus can be analyzed in terms of (A%)
movement: the focussed constituent 1 moved and Jeaves a variable (among others, this
view is taken in Chomsky (9761981, Huang 1982, Horvath 1986 and Rochemont
1986). Within the represcatation T assume this assumption is reanalyzed by claimuing
that the first instance of NP contains an incomplete condition (X = 3, wihich amounts
te saying that N is somehow 'emptied ™ It is not betore "Focus” is represented (i.c. the
second instance of NP above) that this condition is completed (similar to binding the
variable within the movement-approach). The focussed property is interpreted as the
distinguishing property of the relevant discourse referent. If the denotation of X equates
the distinguishing property, then it is clear there is no property lett that can be taken
us the common property of the superset. Secondly the representation in (38) is also
reminiscent of the representation of prenominals as introduced in chapter 11 In case
of pronominals, X corresponds 10 the set of possible anwecedents, X (since itis empty)
can correspond to an arbitrary (salient} set of possible antecedents (like in case of
pronominals) but it can be further identificd. The identifier provides a further
restriction on X. The denotation of the relative clanse should suffice 10 pick out the
reievant subszt.”’ This means that we nave 1o create the intersection of X and Y. The
new sel then is interpreted as the superset for the individual to be contrasied to (i.e. the
set of alternatives). Given this interpretution we can conclude that a potential identificr
can either identify DP (x) or NP (X). Notice that NP is under normal circumstances

“ 1t might be that at LE N moves out of its position. i.c. here might be a Focus-position’

wilbin the DP. However | witl not discuss such o possibility ol Focus as an instanee o LF (o
LFy-movemeni,

*? Notice thai if X and ¥ would correspond 10 the spme sei, e if X = Y then the
identifier would be interpreted as a nonrestrictive relative clase,
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not available stress on N seems to be a possibility 0 make X accessible for
identification.™ However, if both possibilities are in general ullowesd the following
question arises: Why is an identifier necessarily associated with N (X4 if N is stressed?
One might expect that in case of stress on N identification of DP is still a possibility.
I do not have a real explanation for his property. However, I do not think that this
causes a pariicular problem for the present analysis, That focus on N indicates that the
identifier is necessarily associated with X is not really surprising. Notice that stress has
this property not only in case of Idemification. [t is a well known fact that focus
particles like for example sogar (‘even’) necessarily associate with focus. If no
particular stress is added then it associates with its sister constituent. However, stress
can tender this {default) domain of association, If a sentence contains both, segar and
a stressed constituent, then sogar is necessarily associated with the stressed constituent,
no maiter in which position it oceurs.

(59)  PETER hai div Maria sogar gekiift.
Peter has the Mary even kissed.
"Even Peler has kissed Mary.'

I the example above sogar necessarily associates with Perer tuther than with gekipt.

Another crucial property of Tdentitication of X is captured by the representation
above: The denotation of the relative clause ix identificd with the denotation of N (X
= ¥). The new intormation (focus) here is that 1t is the denoted individual {as opposed
1o somebedy else) whe Peter has seen. The supersct is already established - it
corresponds 1o X (the set of possible individuals). The identifier only restricts this
supersel, Since (e superset is already established, then it must be the case that the
various properties of its subsets are also in the background knowledge (ic. they ure
already estublished/salient). Therefore we expect that the property denoted by the
idn:ntiﬁer 15 presupposed. As a consequence, it cannot contain new information, ie. it
cannot contain a focussed phrase:

(b} “Poter har dus ARGUMENT prdseitiers, dufs MARIA perne Bier trinky
{ind nichs den Bewers).
Peter has the ARGUMENT presented, that MARY tikes beer drinking
(and not the proof,

Notice that we have already found two different “presupposition patterms’. The
presupposition atising in case of stress on N patterns with the presupposition found in
case of ldemification ot pronominals: the demotation of the identifier has o be
presupposed. Stress on D behaves ditferentdy {as discussed in the previous section): the
identifier must contain new information. As we have seen this difference can be
captured by the presend analysis. For the moment let me leave this analysis as we
postulated it. We will return Lo this issue in chapter VI and in the excursion on efnzig-
NPs. Let me briefly summarize the msain findings. The most importart point is that
Identification 15 in principle available for x and X {i.e. for NP and DP). There are two
important consequences. This suggests that there are in principle two possible
adjunction sites [or the identifier uvailuble: NP or DP* We will see that this
assumption makes predictions that are empirically supported, The second consequence
is that an NP (i.e. a propertly} is ussociated with a discourse referent. 1 have to assume
this because of the following reason. The main claim of the present analysis is that the
sentential conslituents under considerations are licensed as identifiers, Identification is
a relation that holds ar domain D. Since we found that X {i.e. NP} can be identified we
can conclude from the previous discussion that X can serve as an entity for domain D.
X cormesponds 10 the denotation of NP, ie. it denates a set of individuals (if
extensionally defined). The conclusion that X isx an entity at domain D amounts to
saying that properiies {like N) are ussocued with a discourse referent. [n the next
sectuon [ will discuss some data that lead to the same conclusion. They will provide
us with independent evidence for the validity of the claim that properties can be
ussociated with discourse referents.

** Notice thar this conclusion differs fiom standand analyses o relative and complement

clauses. It has been a longstanding elaim b o resinicrive relative clause is within the scope ol the
determiner whereas nonresirictives are not {cf. Jackendolf {277) amony others). Various different
considerations lead 10 the presem conclusion: there s a distinction between ldeatiticaion of D and
Muin ! N respectively: 1) identilicrs are necessarily io g position higher than ihe idemifyee in order ¥or the
“Perer has the WOMAN scen who likes BEER drinking {and not the : former 1o license the Lnter (el chaprer 1), 23 Facls concerning the lacality consiraint on

Ny exiraposiiion will support this conelusion (cl. chapier Y.1L 3) Also within an anaiysis thal takes the
relative clause (0 he generatsl within the TP it has (0 be assumed (hat i1 ¢can adjoin 10 DP. This 1s
necessary in orer 10 account for the faci that DP does nof igluce an island for ‘extrapasition’ and
Lo analyze 'DP-internal extrapogition’. 1f however, DP-udjunction i an option for the DP-intcmal
analysis af relative clavses. i1 hard 1o see empirical differcnces between the twa approaches in
general. T will conlinue Lo assume that a relative clauses is hasegencraicd in a position adgoined o
DP.

(60%  {a) #Poter fert die FRALU gosehen, die gerne BIER winki fund micht den

* In chapler VL we will sce that there is another possibility w doing so: 1 will argue that
the (topicaiized) d-pronoun in Gemmian Lefi Disiocilion has (he same eifect: it makes N (X3
available,
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V. PREDICATIVE AND QUANTIFIED NPs

The conclusion we arrived at in the last section seems to contradict standard treatments
of predicative NPs, wiiich can be interpreted as properties. Under standard assumptions
within DRT it is assumed that predicative NPs do not introduce discourse referents. On
the other hand our analysis forces us to assume that this cannot be a valid treatment
of propertics in general. lo the last scction we have seen cvidence that identifiers CAN
be associated with properties (Le, they can identify N). The sume conclusion will
equally apply w0 quantified NPs,’ which will reccive a similar analysis, Let me briefly
outline the argwmentation feading to the conclusion that propersies are associated with
discourse referents.

1. Properties as discourse referents

If the obligatoriness of righr-adjunction is reduced to a precedence constraint, which
itself is reduced to the Novelty Condition, it ctucially depends on the assumption that
the identifyee is associated with a discourse referent, Under standard assumptions this
analysis creates a problem given the fact that it is possible to have a predicative as welt
as a guantified NP construed with a relative clause or a complement clause (i.e. with
an identifier):

N (a} Huans hilt Maria fir vine Fra, die gur kochen karn
John considers Mary a woman who well cook can
{b) Hans Kennt Reine Fraw, die gut hochen Kann.
ol Knews no woman. who well cook can
{c} Hans kesnt viele Frawea, die gt koclen Linnen.

Tohn knows muny women who well cook can

{(2) () Hans hitlt die Nudelsuppe filr einen Beweds, daft Maria kochen kann
John considers the noodle-soup for o prool. thar Mary cook can.
(i Huny fand keinen Bewels, diff Mario kochen kaan
Jobin found no proot that Mary cook can
(c) Hans fund viele Beweise, daft Maria kochen kann
Iehn feund 1many proots that Mary cook can

! Remember that we have already argued that quamiticd NPs arc associaied with a

discourse relerent in section [V.4.1, There | discussed the operation of abstraction. [n this section
we will bt concemed wilh soric relaued phenomena.
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The problems 1 have w address conceming those semtences wort. the analysis |
sugeested are as follows

1) it is usuatly assumed that predicative NPs as well as quantified NPs do not
introduce discourse referents

2) especially in (1b) there is no particular woman (in domain D) that the
relative could identify. To the contrary it is asserted thar thera is no such
discourse referent.

I will show in this section that these two appareni problems are related. The necessary
conclusion we have lo draw if the analysis suggested here is on the right rack predicts
some interesting results w.r.t. both predicative and quantified NPs construed with
identifiers. Here is the conclusion | have to draw on basis of the examples in (1)

In predicative as well as quantified NPs (ie. non-denoting/non-referential nominal
etements) the identifier necessarily identifies X (N). i.2. the property of the set denoted
by N,

Let me first discuss the standard asswnption within DRT. ie. the reason for claiming
that predicative NPs are not associated with discourse referents.

1.1. Predicative NPs in DRT

It is assumed for example in K&R that predicative NPs are not associated with a
discourse reterent. They cite Doron (1983} for the following evidence supporting this
assurmption. In Hebrew it is impessible to refer anuphorically to a noun phrase
following the verb he. Consider the following guotations trom K&R:

“oo T ermtence pairs of the forne

The N is fa) N'. He. . /*She_.
where N is mascaline and N’ feminine. only the masculine pronoun can be used to
pick up the individuet smentioned [n the firse sentence. If the part gfter 75" were 1o
tntroduce its owi discosrse referent v It wordd no longer e explicable why the
Jeminine prosoun, wiich Firs the geader constraimy on V. condd not be used in this

cemtext {K&ER. 1993: 2680

U however, the part following i functions gy o predicate. no such discourse
referest will pet introdiiced.” (K&R. [993; 269)
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The same argumentation could be extended to quantified NPs. Consider the following
examples:

(&)} (@) #lader Mann will Marfa kdssen. Ev Kemnt gie moch nichi einmal.
‘HEvery man wants 1o kiss Mary, He docsnt even know her.
(b} #Kein Mann will Maria Kiissen. Er kennt sie noch nicht einmal.
‘#No man wanss o kiss Mary. He decsnt even know her.’

The sentences in (3) indicate that it is not possible to anaphorically relate a prenoun
to a quantified NP. If the possibility for angphoric reference is interpreted as indicating
that no discourse referent is available then we could draw the conclusion that
quantified NPs do not introduce discourse referents as well. Notice however, that in
this case DRT assumes that there IS a discourse referent associated with the quantified
NP, However, since it is in a subordinate position it is not immediately accessible for
anaphoric linking by a pronoun. This line of reasoning is also taken in Asher (1993}
for quantified NPs. Consider the following sentence:

{4) Every girf kicked Fred

The partial DRS for the guaniified NP every girt is given in (5), In combination with
the translation of the VP this yields the DRS in (6);

(53 AQ
X —
girl(x) = (x)
& X Y
girl{x) = Fred (v}
kick (x.y) (Asher 1993: 75}

Asher assumes that:

"A discourse referemi s duiso introduced in this case, but since it occurs inoan
embedded DRS {...] it cannot be referved to i subsequent discourse.”
(Asher 1693: 75)

This mecans that we are back 10 the problem of accessibility, which 1 will not discuss
any further arguing for a hierarchical erganization of discourse representation (cf.
section 1IL6.).
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Notice that apparently the two cases of the impossibility to anaphorically link
proneninal 1o a given NP are treated differenily within DRT. For predicative NPs the
impossibility to anaphorically relate 10 a given NP is interpreted as to indicaling the
ubsence of a discourse referent. In case of quantified NPs the impossibility for
anaphoric linking is interpreted as non-accessibility of the discourse referent. Both hine
of reasonings are relevant for the analysis of predicative NPs. First we can simply
assume that the impossibility of anaphoric reference in the example discussed in K&R
indicames that the discourse referent is NOT accessible. Second it seems to me that the
test for the presence of 4 discourse referent on basis of anuphoric reference is valid
{but only in one direction). If we find an instances of a pronoun that is anaphoricaily
related o 2 predicative NP then we have evidence that predicative NPs are cquully
associated with discourse referents, The following sentence shows that anaphoric
linking to predicative NPs 15 indeed possible:

7 Peter ist fein Angsthase],. Hans ist {dasies], cquch.
Peter 13 4 coward. fohn is thatfir too.

The proncun in {4} is anaphoricaily related to the predicative NP ‘ein Angsthase’. |
therefore conclude that a discourse reterent is indeed awvailute. What could this
discourse referent ba? 1t is obvious that it is notr an “existing individual in the world'.
It is however a property which is aseribed (0 Peter in the first sentence, Thus what we
can conclude is that:

[£:9] Properiies are associated with discanrse roferenis.

This means that considerations abour unaphoric relations lead to the same conclusion
we arrived at in the lase section, a conclusion the analysis suggesied here forces us to
assume. Notice moreover that e line of reasoning K&R take for predicative NFPs is
not vabid. If a pronoun X in a given context cannot be anaphorically related to an NP
Y then two possibilities for interpreting this impossibility arise: 1) Y is not assoctated
with a discourse referent or 23 Y iy associated with a discourse referent y, but y is not
accessible for anaphoric resolution. This amounts to saying that the possibility for
anaphoric reference implics that there is a discourse referent available. However, the
opposite implication is not true, i.e. the impossibility for anaphone reference does not
imply that there is no discourse referent. Notice thut for predicative NPs (buot
apparently not tor quantified NPs) K&R assume the implication to be true i both
directions, Le. they take the first line of reasoning above without taking the second ane
into consideration. Here we will be considered with this second possibility,
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Let us draw attention to the nature of the discourse referent introduced by predicative
und quantificd) NPs. Remember that we made use ol an extensional definition for
properties. Therefore [ will assume for predicative NPs that the discourse referent they
establish correspends to the set of individuals satislying the property denoted by N.
This is stmilar to V&Z's 1ype-interpretation as discussed in section 1L.2.1.1. They give
the following evidence tor the fact that the type interpretution is available {i.c. that it
is associated with a discourse referent). As expected it can induce a plural
imerpretatton (remember the differcnce between sets of individuals and sets of
fucts/events, the former being in general referred (o by plural pronominals, cf, section
HL6.5.1). Consider 1he foliowing cxamples taken from V&Z;

{9 Parce quee tewrs griffes pewvens devenir acérdes avee Fage, Marie a décidd
dacheter des chawssettes & ce e haton
Because their nuils can become very sharp with age. Murie decided 10 buy
socks for this kitten
(1 (a) Bevanve they arve vsnally welf illustrated, overy chitd bowghr a book on
animis,
(b) Because they are wsiallv well itlusirated, dodm decided 1o by the book
o animats on the shelf.

Notice that these daw provide an important piece of evidence for the present claim. As
we have seen in section 11LS. backwards pronominalization is onty licensed if the
content of the pronoun is presupposed. I is an indication for an aiready established
discourse referent. The above examples theretore indicate that properties are available
as discourse referents. Thus it is not an ‘individual-deneting’ DP the hook rather it is
the property {type) denoting NP fmak which is denoted by the pronominal. Since it
refers 10 a whole set {the set of individuals smisfying the propenty of befng a book (on
animais)} the pronoun referring 10 it oceurs in plural.

Although I do net want 1o go into a fullfledged analysis. since this would g0
beyond the scope of this dissertation some interesting issues arise. Thus the following
remarks are to be seen us positing some yuestious to be addressed in future research,
2. "Hidden partitivity' in quantified NI's
These rematks imply that quantified NPs can be accessible for anaphoric resolution in

a similar way, ie. the NP of the quantiied NP is expected to be available for
anaphortc reselution. Since we claim thac i1 is the property (extensionally defined as
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a set of individuals) which inroduces 1he discourse teferent we predict that the
adequate proneminal can occur in plurai. Consider the following sentence:

(11} Keine Frau bat Rans gekiifis, Sie fanden the tolle) cu absioflend.
No woman has kissed John. Thev {ali) considered him oo disgusting.

Anaphoric relation is possible with a plural pronoun. The intended interpretation is
parlitive. W.r.t. domain D the sentence is interpreted such that none of the women
relevant for the presem disconrse kissed John. Thus there is a set of women and it is
asserted thal rone of them kissed Mary. The pronoun in the subsequent clause refers
10 this sef of women. Notice that this line of reasoning is reminiscent of Eng's (1991)
claim that quantifiers are inherently specific in the foliowing sense. It is never the case
that they quantify over all possible individuals in the world but just over contextually
given sets. Eng (1991) claims thar the following 1wo sentences are egquivaient:

(12Y  Sally dunced with every man.
(O3 Sally dances with one of the moen.

She then concludes:

“thar comextiatly refevanr means oiveadv (v the domain of discourse’. since the
coltextiatly refevant individuals are those that have been previously established in the
discoitrse. If nmiversad guanrification 1s over comtextiaiiy relevanr seis of individieds,
ir foltows that NPy that greanddfy wniversaily are specific This aecount aise ensures
that universally guantifying NPs presuppose existence.” {Eng. 1991; 11}

T think that these remarks support the clam that domain I should be assumed as an
independent level of representation where discourse related facts are encoded. The
representation of a sentence like (12} assumed 1o hold ar LF 1s as follows:

(14)  For every x. if x is a nan, then Sally dances with x.

The covered partinvity cannot be rcad off this representation. The representation of
nominals at domain I as assumed here iy as Follows:

{15) For every x, x © X, {X 15 the set of man}, Sally dunces with x.
It is obvious that the denotation of the NP induces the restriction. Le. it corresponds

1o the restrictive clause in standard logical wearments, Stince at domain [ is assumed
to represent the denotations relevant for discourse the intended (hidden partitive)
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interpretation follows, Furthermore as opposed to Eng we do not have to say that the
inherent parfitivity implies previously established individuals. Tt can also be the case
the X is introduced in a sentence like (12}, The inherent partitivity arises by means of
x € X, where X is the set of men, relativized to the present context. These rematks
suggest that the notion of restrictive clause vs, nuclear scope (as assumed in standard
treatments of quantificarion) is not just relevant for clawses (iPs) but alse DP-
internally, The representation assumcd here defines a restrictive clause for every DP
(i.c. NP always induces a restriction on the denotation of DP). In the excursion on
cinzig-NPs we will see that this is a desired result. There | will discuss some
phenomena reminiscent of the tripartite structure of clauses that show that this notion
is also relevant DP-internaly.

[t should also be clear now that the problems addressed at the beginning of this
chapter arc related. Consider again the relevant seniences repeated here for
convenience:

{10y (a} Hans hdlt Maria far eine Fron, div ont kecken kann,
John considers Mary a woman who welf cook can
{b) Hens kennt keine Frau, die et kochen kane,
Johin knows ng woman, who well coak can
(c) Huaus kennr viele Frauen, div gur koclien kianen,
Jobn knows many women who well cook can

I will assume that the relative classe identifics N, which i associated with a discourse
referent (rather than identifying D). So [ conclude that there is no problem for the
present analysis induced by the fact that (16b) it is asserted that there is no actuai
discenrse referent.

3. Accessibility of X

Having established the claim that NPs (i.e. expressions which denote properties) can
establish a discourse referent we have to address the question as to when these NPs are
accessible as discourse referents. Two possibilities arise. Either onc claims that

a predicative NP is categorically just an NP and ihus it just establishes the index X,
i.e. no x is introduced. Thus if K&R talk about 'no discourse referent’ we are only
talking about ‘no x". However, X is (always) introduced and it can act as a discourse
referent. Alternatively we could say that a predicative NP iy categorically a DP, with
an ‘expletive’ determiner {in the sense of V&ZY or with a determiner that does not bind
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the variable provided by N (in she sense of Higginbotham (19835) or Stowell (1987)
respectively). (C[. section L.2.) for a discussion of the two possibilities).

One hypathesis concerning the accessibility Tor anaphoric resolution (which is
symactically motivated) would be 1o claim that ence an NP is dominated by a DP (and
therefore (somehow) closed (the argument of N being bound by the determiner) then
the discourse referent (X) is not accessible inymore. As we have already seen members
within a “closed set’ are not {easily) available for anapharic linking. But this situxtion
can be changed in case the anaphorically linked element has enough descriptive conient
to pick one member out of this set.

Let us return 10 the example in 7% K&R's example from Hebrew spparently
shows that no anapheric relation is possible In cuse of predicative NPs. The German
example however shows the opposite. The difference berween K&R's example and the
one in (7} has 10 do with the nature of the pronoun. In the Hebrew example we find
u# femining NP and 3 feminine pronoun. The German exaniple involves a masculine N
and a seqer pronoun. It seems 1o be a guite plausible assumption thar properties in
general do not have gender features. Ciiven the poxsibility that we can interpret neuter
to indicate the lack of gender features, then it ks not surprising that a female pronoun
cannot anaphorically link to a predicative NP (i.¢. a property). The neuter pronoun has
to be used instead. Similar effects will be seen in chaprer VI[., where 1 will discuss
Left Dislocation. First it will be seen that pronominals are able 10 make X aceessible
{a similar mechanism as stress on Ny and second we will see some other instances of
propertics anaphorically related 10 a neuter pronominai.

However this discussion imposes a problem. In the semtences in (I6) a
predicative or a quantified NP is identified. However, the relative pronoun is singular
and feminine and neither in piural nor in newter, i.e. it agrees in gender with the head-
NP, This fact seems to contradict the above conclusion, thus it poses a problem for the
clairn that properties are 1o be defined extensionally as sets and thus anapheric relations
are just possible if the pronominal is & neuater or plural one (like in the other cases we
discussed), Why should this be so? I think that the answer ro this problem lies in the
ditference between anaphoric relutions by means of a pronoun and coreference by
means of a relative pronoun. The latter are to be found within a more local domain,
Le. their accessibility seems to be less restricted. Remember that | wn asseming that
in case of Identification of NF the identifier is adjoined to this NP. In this position the
phi-features of the NP under consideration are still accessible. Moreover the identifier
is only licensed by being mapped to the identifyee. It is not inheremily Ficensed.
However, other instances of anaphorically linked pronouns are inherenty licensed in
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the position they occur in. Apparently this makes a difference far the nature of the
pronoun. There is ans more interesting issue to address. which I Mink is related bug
I cannot offer a solution. Again it concerns the relative pronoun. In general propenties
allow for nen-restrictive relatives. But these relative pronouns occur as neoter wh-
pronouns:

(7Y Mariay Hund ist Hissig, was sich fiiv einen Hund eigentiich nichr gehérr
‘Mary's dog is snappish, which is not appropriate for a dog.’

The relative clavse is construed with the property (VP) 'being snappish’. The same
phenomenon can be observed with NPs:

(A8)  Hans suchr eine Sekritering was Maria zufdiliy i1,
John is looking for u secrelary, which Mary happens 1o be.

Here lhe pronoun is comelated with the NP, but it does not agree in gender, it is
neuter. Now consider some other instances. where a neuter wh-pronoun occurs in the
relative clause:

(19 () Wir haben niches, wast*dus wir esyen bénaien
We have nothing, whar/d-pron we eat could

(b} Dy ist das Boste wasiFdas wiv finden konwuten
This 1s the best what/d-pron we could find.

There are several nominals that {when associated with a relative cliose) only allow for
the wh-pronoun. One instance is for example (he superlative, However, if the
superlative receives a |+human| denatation this possibility disappears:

20y Das ist der Beste, deni™wasi®wen wir finden konnten.
This is the best, whofwhat/d-pron we tind could

So it scems that within relative clauses the phi-featnres (as well as the feature
t+human| of the head NP is still available. At the moment | do not have anything of
nnerest to say about the above paradigm. It indicates ar least that there is something
more complex going on as would be implied by the previous discussion.

The main purpose of this chapter was 1o show thas the possibility to ideniify

predicative and quantified NPs does not cause a problem for the present analysis. We
have seen that they can be assaciated with discourse referents. Some related issues witl
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be discussed in more detail in the excursion on einzig-NPs. Before doing so T will
discuss some of the syntactic properties of Identification.
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V1. SYNTACTIC PREDICTIONS

1. Predictions of the Precedeénce Constraint on Identification (PCI)

In this section T will discuss the syntactic consequences of the Precedence Constraint.
I will first show the emipirical facts it explains, Since one of the aims within syntaciic
theory during the last decades was and is 1o get rid of the notion of precedence I will
also address this issue, [ will discuss some other proposals (nat involving reference o
precedence) to derive the emparical facts T am discussing and show some problematic
aspects inherent o these solutions,

1.1. The identifier cannot be left-adjoined to the identifyee

The first fact that can be derived is that an identifier can only be adjoined 10 the right
and not to the left of the identifyee ax shown in (1), Otherwise, the identifier would
precede the identifyee:

N *[YP, [XP ]| {where XP = identifyee: YP = idenifier)

This holds for all the ¢ore cases we have been discussing so far, i.e. Identification of
pronominals’ and lexical NPs (by a complement or a relative clause) tespectively.
Consider:

() (1) FPeter hat, fduft Mavia Bier winkef. fduranf; geplanie.
Peter has chat |Mary beer drinking], thicrcon; believed
{b} *Poeter haf {die; Bier trnktf, [die Fraul. pemnaffen.
Peter has [who, beer drinks] the woman, mat
(c} SPoter hat fdafi Maria Bier trinke}, fdas Argnment], vorgebracht.
Peter has jthat Mary beer drinks], [the argument], presented

' Notice that the paradigm in ([ does not include an example involving the proneminal es.
The prediction thar the idenuficr cannor be lefl-adjoined is vacwous here, It is in general impossible
10 adinin to a pronominal clement. Thus it is also very marpmal Lo righl-ikljoin k8 pronomingl,
However there is still a conurast, leli-adjunction being degraded:

{iy PE Pty ot ox dafi Maria gerne Bier wrinks gesfanni,
Feter has ir that Mary likes beer drinking helieved.
(ii} *Poter hat daff Maria gerne Bier es wrinke geglaubi.

Pcter has that Mary likes beer deinking it believerl
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Natice that so far 1 have not been cxplicit about ihe buse-pusition of the identifier. 1
am agsunuing that the position right-adjoined to the idenifyee is the base-position (in
chapter VII I will give indirect evidence for this claim). This is not the only
possibility: there are amalyses to be found in the luerature that propose that the
sentential elements classified as identifiers are base-generated within the complement
position of their head N. However, the paradigm above is also a problem for those
anglyses. Under a DP (or NP-internal} approach for the position of these clauses the
position of the identifier occurring to the right of the head would differ from the
position to the left in that the later would be a derived position (since there is no
complement position available to the left of NY. But these analyses have to admis for
the possibility to right-adjoin to the whole DP because of two reasons.’ The first reason
is a theory-intemal one: in order for the identifier 10 move out of the DP (to be
extraposed to a position foilowing the verb in final position} it would have to adioin
0 DP in order to circumvent a subjacency vielation. The other reason is an empirical
one, It can be shown that constitivent-fnternal exaposition is pessible. Thus {as we
will discuss in section V1.2.3.) it is possible to have an identifier construed with un DP
which is embeddzd where another DP (presvmably in compiement position) linearly
mlervenes:

(3} {it) Perer har die Tochter, des Mannes, [die. Bier reinkt], vesehen.
Peter has the daughter they,, man [who beer drinks| seen
(b FPeter hat das Argument; des Mannes, [doff Maria Bier trinkif,
prédsentiers,
Peter has the argument thege, man [that Mary beer drinks] presented

Here PCY equally rubes our lefi-adjuncion:

&) {1} =Porer hat {div, Bier mrinke], die Toclhier, des Mannes, geseken.
Peter has who beer drinky the duughier the,.; man, seen.
(b PPoeter hat fdufs Mavia Bier mwinkef, dus Argimen; des Mannes
prefvendiert.
Peter bus [that Mary beer drinks] the argument rhe,,... man presented.

I do not assume that exiraposition is derived viz movement. (Fer my proposal it does
not really matter whether the identifier can occur in complement position as well. In
either case ‘extraposition’ would not leave a wace). If one wants 10 explain the

*ef. Miller (1994), who assumes the DP-infernal analysis 107 1he constiiuents under

consideration. There (he 1we reasens tor allowing right-adjunction tas opposed (o lef-adjunction)
are explicitly discussed. | will discuss his approach in Appendix |,
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paradigm in (2) on basis of the assumption that there is simply no position to the left
available ihen one has to explain why extraposition is allowed (even constituent
internally to the right but not to the left). The PCI derives these fucts straightforwardly.
The only possibility to rule out the senlences in (2} and (4) withourt the PCT would be
to stipulate a prohibition against left-adjunction (¢f. Miiller 1994), But lefmess or
rightness respectively should not differ hierarchically. Moreover taiking about rightness
implies talking about precedence. I 1ake this paradigm to be direct support for the
analysis presented here, ie. that the ungrammaticality is derived by a prohibition for
the identifier 1o linearly precede the ientifyee (which reduces to a violation of the
Novelty Condition).

L.2. The identifier cannot move to a position preceding the identifvee

The second prediction is that the identifier can never be moved to a pasition which
precedes the identifyee:

(3) *YP.LXP o, L
i | {where XP = identifvee: YP = identifier)

It is important to notice that PCL applies to the linear output, i.e. to the S-structure
position. Therefore reconstruction can not save PCI-violations. There are two empirical
paradigms to be derived. The first one involves topicalization, i.e. movement to
SpecCP the second inveives movement (o a posttion that would in principle be
available for adjunction. Aguin it is only possible 10 right-adjoin the identifier.
Consider the first paradigm. Movement 1o SpecCP is possible for any constitent in
general (given that German is a V2-language), The cxamples below show that
complement CPs can only be moved into that position if there is no comelate in the
matrix clause;

{6 {u) {Dafs Martu Bier wrinke],, har Perer (%050 neplanbt.
[that Mary beer drinks), has Pater ¢*it) believed
(b} {Dufp Maria Rier trinkef, hat Peter (5daruny  gegslaubr,
{that Mary beer drinks]. has Peter (*thercon;} believed
{c) *Die; Bier trinke], har Peter [die Frau),  getroffon.
Iwho; beer drinks| has Peter [the woman]|, met

' As we will see fater on. pronominals thal can be expletive at domain D {in the sense

discussedt in section 11L.3.) are oot subject to PCT as expected: here the precedence constraint
cannot apply.
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e *1Dals Marta Bier trinki], hat Peter {dos Argitment|, présentiert.
[thar Mary beer drinks], has Peter [the argument|, presented

The second paradigm is the following onc. In principle there is no obvious reason why
an identifier which can be adjoined to the right cannot be adjoined to the left (where
it would still obtain the Locality Constraint). In other words, if it were not for the PCI
we would expect the following sentences to be welifermed:*

(7} {a) *Peser hat [daff Maria gorne Bier irinkt], gesiern o3, geglaubr,
Feter has [that Mary likes beer drinking] yesterday o helieved.

[(1}] *Pefer hat [die, gerne Bier srinkif, gestern die Frau, gosehon
Peter has {who dikes beer drinkingl yesterday the woman seen

{2y Peter B fdafi Marfe gerre Biev irinke], pestern das Areument,
prasentiert
Peter has [that Mary hkes beer dinking] yesterday the argument
presented.

For the sake of the argument let me assome (simpiifying factsh that the pronominal is
in the complement position of VP. The adverbial gestern could be in SpecvVPorina
position adjoined to VP. Then the idenufier would still be adjoined to the first maximai
projection dominating ¢and thus i-govem) the identifyee, Notice that the intervention
of gestern should not make any difference for the refation of [demification. If an
adverbial intervenes to the right no violation of the Lecality Consiraint on
Identification (LCI) arises as can be observed in the tollowing examples:

(8) {a) Peter hat es; gegluubt, bis gestern, fdapp Maria verne Bier trinkef..

Peter has it betieved. until yesterday [that Mary likes beer drinking)

()] Feter hat die Fraw, gesehen, vor aiche alloy langer Zeit {die, gerne Bier
trinkif,
Peter has the woman seen, before not alttoo long time who likes beer
drinking

ic} Feter fat das Argumens, prdsersiert, vor nicht aizi langer Zoit {daf}
Maria gerne Bier trinkt],
Peter has the argument presented. betore not allwoe (ong time that Mary
likes beer drinking.

* Notice that the senicnees in (2} and {4) could alse be assigned 3 phrase-marker where the

relative clause is leii-adjoined 1o a projection of 1he main projeciion fine, There is no basis on
which we can decide between (he 1we oplions - both are cxpeeted 10 be ruled out by the PC1
anyway.
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The sentences it (7) cannot be excluded as an instance of 1 violution of the LCL The
very same configuration is allowed if the identifier occurs in right-adjoined position,
Again erarchicully the two semences in (7) and (8} do not differ. There is no ohvious
reason why (7) is out while (3} is in. PCI can explain these facts.

L.3. A constituent containing the identifier cannot move to 2 position preceding
the identifyee

The next prediction of the PCI is that no element containing the identifier can be
moved (o a position preceding the identifyee:

©) g YPJpnn XP Lt
—_ _}  {where XP = identityee: YP = identifier)

The relevant examples involve VP-topicalization - a possible option in German in
general, If the extrapused constitzent is adjoined to VP then we expect that it is
possible 1o move this extraposed coustituent along with the VP. This is possible as can
be observed in the following example:

0y day fdaran; geglaubt {daft Eve Bier trinki) ) frate Ti michi 1,
[thereon; believed [thai Eve beer drinks|f has Tim not.
(b} fes, geglanbr [daff Eva Bier ivkel]; hat Tim siche ¢,
lit, belicved {that Eve beer drinks),} has Tim not.
{c) fdus Argement, geglaudt {dufl Eva Bior trinke] § har Tim nichr £
fthe argument, believed [that Eve beer drinks|} has Tun oot

Topicalizing the identifier along with the VP is onty possible if the identifyee is also
contained within the VP. As soon as the identifyee is lett behind in the matrix clause
the identificr cannot move along with the VP. In this case it would occurs in a position
preceding the identifyee, violating the PCL This is a correct prediction:

(Ey () feeglandr {daff Eva Bier irinktf, Lo hat Tim rdarant¥es) nicht 1,

tbelicved [that Eve beer drinks|,. has Tim {¥thereon /%1t,) not. '

()] *yeroffen {die; Bier tomkel §,. hat Perer yestern fdie Frau], awf der
fariy 1,
[met |wheo, beer drinks]|, has Peter yesterday [the woman}; at the party

{c) “fvorgebracht fdafs Maria Bier tinktf}, hat Peter (das Argument);
micht f,
fpresented [that Mary beer drinks|,| has Peter [the argument|; tot
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Again the relevant generalization is us follows: as soon as the identifier occurs in 3
position preceding the identifyee the sentence is ungrammaticat. Notice that this
paradigm is also excluded by LCL In (11) the adjunction site of the identifier {VP)
would be lower than the position of the wentifyee. LC] however predicts that the
adjunction site of the identifier is higher than the position of the correlate (contra
standard treatments of exiraposition, cf. Appendix 1.).

The paradigm above is a problem for most analyses of extraposition (c.g. C&R,
1990; Miiller 1994) as well as for the rightbranching anaiysis {as [ will discuss in
Appendix Iand IP}. However it follows straighiforwardly from the proposal suggested
here.

1.4, No mmovement vut of the identifier

The paradigms discussed so far lead to the following generalization: some instances
of {legitimate} movememnt wre blocked in case the output results in a configuration
where a potential identilier precedes its {coreferent) identifyee. If no such overt
coindexed element is present all the sentences are well-formed. Under the present
account this generalization is derived by PCL. [¢ is assumed that 1he presence of the
identifyec in a position following the identifier is responsible for the ungrammaticality,
The same gencralization holds for another paradigm. This paradigm concerns extraction
out of un identifier. Extraction out of an extraposed (complement) clause is generaily
possible as long as there is no correlate in the martrix:

" The problems are roughnly as (ollows: Approaches which rely on some version of the

complement principle have 10 face the problem as 10 why other complemens can e moved quile
casily out of their base-position (1o a position where no govemiment relation holds between the
complement and the complement-taker). Hatder ( £993) - an advocate of (he right-heanching
analysis claims that the ungronunaticality of the paradigm in ¢ 113 derives Irom a c-command
reguirement: e, the ‘identilyee’ must ¢-command the identitier. However the welltomedness of ihe
fotlowing examples commlicts His assumplion:

DIE Frau gesehen bt Hans, dic gevie Bier ik,
THE womun scen hus John, who likes beer drinki

Here the identilyee is contned in the wpicalized VP and the ideniificr is lell behind in
‘extraposed’ position. 11 does nol c-comsand the identifier, 1ill the sentence is well- forned,
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(A2 20 XPrdyp e By
| I (where XP = identifyee; YP = identifier)

(13 (o Wer frast du (®darani¥es; p gesloubt {daft £ Bier mrinkif ?
Who, have you (*thereon f*it) believed |that t, beer drinks),
{hy FWas, hast du [die Fraul; gesehen [die; perne T frinkif,
Who, have you [the woman]; seen | who, likes 1, drinking],
{c) *Was, hast du {das Argementf; geglanbi, [dafi Muaria gerne f; prinkif;
What; have you [the arguinent]; believed [that Mary likes t; drinking];

The paradigm in (13) follows if we assume the following definition of precedence:
(14} XP precedes YP iff it linearly precedes every member of Y[

The impossibility to extract is then derived in the following way: extraction creates a

chain. The head of the chain 15 stll a2 member of the extraposed element (YP).

Exiraction out of the idenntier to 4 position preceding the identifyee resulls in a
contiguration where thic identifyee does nor precede every member of the identificr.!

" The following English countcrexample was poinied out 10 me by Edwin Wiiliagms (g
(i) Wi did vou sce more often than Peter saw 1.
As 1 will argue in chapter VI compuratives are alsa instances of [dennification. (p senience (i)
wh-movement appiies in an "across-the-bodanl-manner resulling in a configuration where the wh-
wor¢ cnds up in a position preceding the identifyee (more pften). [ do not have anything (0 say
about the well-formedness of the above example, It has o be noticed however that w.rt,
Idenrification English seems 10 work quite ditferent to Gesman, a matler which T will not add ress
i this thesis. This comparstive view on ldentification is leff open as 2 matrer ol fulure research.
As far as the above counter-cxample is concemed il is relovant for the present discussion thal
Gennan does not allow for this configuration. supporting lhe present analysis:
(i) *Wen hasi du dfter t cesehen, als Peier sak +
The only well-fomed Gemmat couerpanti is the following example;
i Wen hast du ditrer pesehen aly Perer.
It 1his example no chain is imeolved that woold - olate the precedence consiring.

’ Notice that one might claim that theee is anather (non-structural) possibilily 10 explain
tis fact. Remember that we said that the occurrence ol a conelate induces a presupposed
interpretation Tor the identifier, 1 the content is however prosupposed then it migh be argued ihag
this is 1he reason for the impossibility w0 whamove oul ol the identificr. Bul this kind of solution is
not really an option becausc of 1wo reasons. First it would contradic! the jranomy of syntax
hypothesis (which | am siill mairaining although 1 make reterence 10 discoumse phenomena). We
should bener slick to a structural reason and the PCI s siill 2 structueal explangtion (in the scnse
that it is not tunclional). Second if 1his line of reasoning would be on the rght track it would be
expected that af least Iopicalizanon our of the identitier should be possible. since there is no reason
which would forbtd wpicalizaion of a constituent which is conlained oy a clause tha is
presupposed, However this prediction is noL bome oui:

(i) Bier habe ich nicke (Fdavan) geglandt daf3 Hans 1 rinks
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Notice that | do not have any Turther motivation for this assumption. We would have
independent support for the refevance of this definition of Precedence if we would find
a configuration, where extraction cut of an identifier is possible us soon as the landing
site is in a position following the identifyee rather thun preceding it. Long distance-
scrambling would be the empirical domain to ook at. Scrambling across a seatence
boundary is very marginal in Germun in any case. However the following conirast
seems to contradict the prediction of the precedence constraint:

(I3) (@) *ch habe einen Pudding gesagt, dafi ich esse.
1 have a jelly said that T car.
(by  Mch habe es cinen Pudding gesagr, dufd ich exse,
I have it a jelly said that T eat.

Even in case the moved element occurs in position preceding the identifyee the
presence of es resuits in a degraded outpur. Notice however that there is an additional
problem with the sentence in (15b) that is captured by the present analysis. The LCI
forces the identifier to adjoin higher as the identifyee. Therefore the identifier must be
adjoined in a position dominating es and by transitivity it would also dominate the
moved NP einen Pudding. Therefore the scrambled element would have to ‘lower in
order 10 occupy 2 position follewing the identifyee. Lowering in general is excluded,
since i results in a configuraton where the antecedent does not c-command its trace
anymore. So the sentence in (15b) is independently ruled out. It seems to be the case
that the relevant example cannot be construed. since it would always result in an ECP-
violation, Notice that the paradigm in (13) is a well known phenomenon which
received several different analyses, which [ will brieNy discuss in the next section. This
will then lead us 1o some general remarks concerning the use of a precedence
constraint as opposed to analyses relying on hierarchical explanations.

1.4.1. Bennis (1986} and Cardinaletti (1990}

There are two main accounts Tor the contrast in (13). One is found in Bennis {1956}
as well as in Cardinaletti (199, Their claim is as follows: it the pronominal is
present, then the extraposed cluwse has the stutus of an adjunct. Therefore it creates an
island for extraction. If however the pronominal i not present. then the extraposed

heer bave 1w (thercony belicved that Ho 1 drinks
This example shows thal there must be o principled reasen 1o exclude A movement out of 1the
ientidicr which cannol be exploined lunctionally.
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clause is argued to be the argument of the verb. It does not induce an island. It is
claimed in Cardinaletti {19903 that in this case the Gerrnan VP "urns inte' a head-initial
one. This is supposed to be the reason for the clause 1o be l-marked and therefore it
does nol count a3 a barrier for extraction. Notice that l-marking is the crucial factor to
derive the argument- vs. adjunct status of the extraposed clause respectively. It can
however be shown that there is o nuajor empirical problem for such an approach.
Extraction out of the exiraposed clause (without a correlate) is even passible if there
is another extraposed clause intervening between the verb and the “argument’ clause:

{16y () weil Perer einem Mann, gosagt hat fden; er kauntelfdafi er Maria

gkt furf.
since Peter a man, told has [who, ke knew|[that he Mary kissed has]
Lobecause Peier has told 4 man wihom he knew. that e has kissed
Mury'

(b} Woen, hur Peter einem Monn; gesayt fdew v kanie ffdaf er & pekiife
hat |
Who, has Peter a man; said [whom, he knewi[that he |, kissed has|
“Whom has Peter told a man, whom be knows, that he kissed has'

(c) Dic Maria, hat Peter ¢inem Mann, gesagr {den, or kannte] [daf er i,
pekiifit hatf
The Mury, hus Peter a man, said fwho, he knew|[ihat he 1, kissed hasj
Tt was Mary that Peter told a man he knew. that he has kissed'

In these cases the ‘complement CP' cannot simply be genermted as a right-hand sister
of V. However, in such cases of multiple extraposition extraction is sui possible. I
Lake these examples to be the major empirical evidence against an approach a la
Cardinaletti (1990 or Bennis {1986). One way to solve this probiem is related to the
other account for deriving the contrast in (13) which 1 will discuss now.

1.4.2. Extraposition a5 a PF-phenomenon?

There are scveral different theoretical problems that lead o the conclusion that
extraposition 1s best analyzed as a PF-phenomenon. One of these problems has already
been mentioned in chaprer [1.1. Traditionally, apparently optional ‘rules’ are treated as
PE-rules {or stylistic rules). This is wlso implicit in Chomsky's (1992) assumption that
such rules are considered to be post-SPELL-OUT-processes mapping to PF. The
second probicm is more related o the paradigm m ¢13), it concerns the extractability
vs. nan-extractability out of extraposed clauses. Assuming extraposition to be a PE-
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phenomenon seems to provide a solution. It can be assumed that wh-movement
precedes ‘extraposition’ (since it takes place betore S-structure - or SPELL QUT
respectively). At the point of derivation when wh-extraction takes pluce the clause 1s
still in its hase-position. If the extraposed clause is an areument of the verb it is still
in & position where extraction is pessible (the clause being governed by the verb and
therefore transparent for extraction}. On the other hand the non-extractability out of
extraposed clauses which are comelated with a nominal element in the matrix can be
reduced to an instance of the Complex-NP-Constraint under the assumprion that these
clauses are really complements of N. T have already discussed problems concemning the
Tatter assumption. There are also scveral arguments that extraposition is NOT a PF-
phenomencn which 1 will briefly summarize here.

The first problem for the claim that exwraposition is a PF-rule is specificaily
related to the paradigm in (13). It can be shown that asswming exmaposition as a PF-
phenomenon cannot straightforwardly solve the extraction problem. The problem iy as
follows. Extraction cut of a CP which is in its 'base-posirion’ derives an ill-formed
output:

(. () Huns hat [dafl Maria Peter gekiipt haif zesloubs,
John has [that Mary Peter kissed has| believed
(b *Wen, figt Hans {dafd die Maria 1, gekiflt hat] geglaahe®
Who kas Fohn [that the Mary kissed has] believed
) Wen hat Hans geglaubt, fdaft Maria ¢ gekiift hat].
Who has John belicved Jthat Mary kissed has|

The example in (17a) shows that extraposition is not in general obligatory, (17b-¢)
create a minimal pair: extraction out of the embedded CP is possible if it occurs in
extraposed position {17c) but it is impossible if the CP occurs within the matrix clause,

It can be concluded thar assuming extraposaion ro be a PF-phenomenon leads
to wrong predictions even for the extraction problem. However there are more general
problems tor the PT-approach towards extraposition. This discussion will rm out 0
be a sumamary of arguments found in the literawne. There has been a discussion within
Transformatienal Gramimar as to whether extraposition is a cyclic or a post-cyclic rule.
Maost arguments for the former view can be ken 10 argue against exiraposition as a
PF-rule. The simplest argument against exiraposition as a PF rule is provided by cases
that show that extraposition has an effect at LF. This is true both for the standard T-

* Motiee that my analysis does not make any prediction abour this phenomenon,
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model and within the minimalist program. 1f movement takes place berween SPELL-
OUT (or S-structure) and PF it cannot have any influence 2t LF. However, Guerdn
(1980) gives evidence that extraposition can have influence at LF,

Quantifier Raising. Guerdn (19%0) gives some examples where it is shown that PP
extraposition has consequences for quantifier ratsing (i.e. LF-movement):

{18y () Fhe ewner of every car on the block will be Jined
(b} The owner will be fined of everv car on the block

The sentence in (17a) is ambiguous between o narrow scope and a wide scope
nterpretation:

(19 iy For all x. x a car, the owner of % will ba fined
(it} That individoal x. such that x owns every cur, x will be fined

According 10 Guerdn (1980), the sentence in {17b) in which the PP containing the
quantifier is extraposed exhibits just the wide scope reading. [f exiraposition would be
a stylistic (PF) rule then both readings shouid be available in either case. Furthermore
Guerdn (1980) mentions in a footnote that if a complex NP exhibits just narrow scope
reading then PP extrapositien is forbidden:”

" Gueron (1980) Zives another sivilar argunient. This piece ol evidenoe concems the
logical quantifier eudy. Extraposition has an efdect on the acceprability o' NPs contining aafy:

1§} {u} Onlv those people who are IHIErestng o kot to Wil he fvived,
[1)] Oanlv thase peaple will be invited wha are ftergsnmy to fafk 1.
(c) The onfy man (there) whe wis interesting 1o wafle to was fwvired
(i “The onty mun (here) was imvited who wes nteresting to ialk ro.
The same is rrue for the following examples containing oif or & superlative respectivedy:
fil {u} Al thaose whe conld waik came
(m All thase come wi confd wall
() These who conld wald ol come
1) =Thase oll came wha voild waih
(i 1) The fricieds are gene e §oonee Bod
{h) *The hest friend is gone thor I ever had,

We will retum 10 onfr and superlatives in the following excursion. There we will see that in

Cerman extraposition out of these NPs docs ot resull in ungrammaticality, The relevant NPs show ;
an ambiguity which is Jost 0 ihe constien occurs in extmpased position, Fhis Tl however will

be shown 1o derive from LCL On basis of the present analysis Guerdi's {19800 examples ¢an no

longer be interpreted as counier-cvidence {or trealing exwraposition os a PR-rule. The smoe 1% drug

for the lollowing example due 1o Akmiganr (1975), The complex NP in e otlowing example is

anbguons;

(v} fhave read o review of o ook bv three aithors

The PP by three awikors can cither modily e whole NP (o roview by three aurhors) or only the
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(20} (@) The stim of these nvo numbers was reguested
{b} “The stim was reguested of these beo nmmbery

Moreover Guerdn (1980) shows that extraposition is input for the rules determining the
logical scope of negation and polarity items:

Z21)  (a) FThe names of dny of those composers weren't called out yet.
(o) Fire names weren't called out yet of anv of thase composers.
(22)  (a) “Mark thinks that the exraposition ransformation which has the
slighiest effect o LF hase't been found ver.
(B Murk thinks that the exiraposition fransformation hase's been found ver
wihich has the sfightest effect on LE

Finally an example duc 1o Huybregts is mentioned showing that PP cxeraposition
provides an input [or the (S-structure) rules of Government and Binding:

23 A man Bill knows arifved
{h} *A man arrived Bill knows
() A pictire of Mary was seat fo her
() A picture was senr to er of Mary

The latter example shows that coreference is not pessible anymore if the PP s in
extraposed pesition. This situation would not be expected if extraposition were a PF-
rule.

Extraposition and wh-movement. Another argument against extraposition as a PF-ryle
15 us follows: it can be shown that exiraposition has influcnce on the acceprability of
wh-extraction, Ross (1967} argues that the rule of extraposition must precede Question
(t.c. wh-movement) because

“while no elements of subject clauses may be moved ot of these clauses, by virie af
the Senteatial Sulyject Canstraing, if these clauses have been extraposed, elemoents in
them become movable. This means that the rule of Extraposition affecrs the Rule of
Criestion and theretore the former has to be orderee hefore the letter” (Ross, 1967

embedded NP @ ook, However, il The PP is cxiraposed it can just be inferpreied as moditying the
whule NP:

vy t have read o review of o book vesterday by three autiiors.,

This patem similarly fellows from our L Under the prosent analysis it cannot be argued o be
cvidence against exiruposiion as i PF-phenomenon.
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124 (W *The weacher who thar the principat wordd fire was expected by the
reparters 6 d crusty old baitleax,
6} The teacher who it was expoected by the reporters that the principal
would fire is @ crusey ofd batteax.

Notice that the same phenomenon is true for Norwegian where il 15 possible to extract
put of an extraposed relative clause buz this is not true for relatives which are in situ
(i.c. adjacent 10 their head NP

A similar effect was also seen in the German example (17} i.e. extraposition
seems to be a necessary prerequisite for wh-extraction. Moscover, extraposition of the
complemnent CP in German has an influence on the nterpretation: the content of the
complement CP must be presupposed if it occurs in non-extruposed position', This is
not true for extraposed complement CPs.

Subject-clause extraposition. Another argument concerns extraposition of subject-
clauses:

125 {a) That Mary is a spy i5 well known
(b} It ix well Rerven that Mury (s o spy

If the subject clause occurs in extraposed position then ‘it has to be inserted in the
subject position. |t is not clear how this could be explained under the assumpeion that
¢xtraposition is a PF phenomenon, Notice that within the minimalist progeam it is
assumed that after the branch to PF (SPELL-OUT) there 15 no access to the lexicon
anymore,

Extraposition and binding. Another argoment has to do with the distribation of
anaphora. This argument is due 10 Jucobson & Neubauer (14976) who argue that
exiraposition is a cyclic Tule. Consider the following paradigm:

(26)  {u) Fofin thouedit et shaving fimself wondd disiurd Mary,
b *fodue trouel that it swoudd disturd Muary s shave Giself
1c) Jerivr thotighi that the facr thet eritfcizing himself was hard distirbed
Mary.
d) #fevhin thought that 1t dhxnrbed Mary thay criticizing hisself was hard.

“ ¢, Trinker (in preparation) {or this conclusion and an claborate discussion of Lhis

phcnomenon,
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1] Jotin gl that the fact that o pictire of kimseff was hanging in the
st office distirded Mary.

) sfofur theughe that i disturbed Mary thar o picese of hmself was
hanging in the pose affice.

In all these examples a subject sentence contains an anaphora that is coreferent with
an NP in the matrix clause. All of these sentences are graminatical if the subject clause
is im SpecIP {or adjoined 1o IP depending on the analysis of subject sentences).
However, if the subject clause oceurs in eatraposed position the sentences become
uogrammatical, This situation is not expected under the assumption that cxtraposition
applies at PF together with the assumption that binding applies at LF {which is a
necessary assumption within the minimalist program). The same contrast is alse found
in other cases of extraposition, i.e. it is not a property which is reluted 0 subject-
clauses:

27y () ok thought that o picive of himsedf standing an the beach was given

2 Mary,

by #laha thowghe char o piciurve way ghves o Mary of himself standing on
the Beach

i) eThat o pictire of dimself standing on B beack wax piven 10 Mary
surprised John!

{d) ¥That a piciure was given o Mary of himself standing o the begch
surprised foln

(&) Jodmn thoweht that a book which showed o pictlive of himself was piven
re Mary,

{3} “fohn thought that a boak was riven o Mary which showed a picture
uf Bimself.

(g) wThar a book which showed a picture of himself wag given to Mary
npser folui

thl “That g book was given to Mary which showed o pictire of himself
upser Sk,

Finally it has to be noticed that German NPs cannot extrupose. This fact cannot easily
be explained under the assumption that extraposition is a PF phenomenon. Under the
assumption that extrapositon is an S-struciure phenomenon this fact can be related
with Cuse-assignment, i.e. it is only elements that do not need case that can be
extraposed, Case is checked at LF. [f extraposition would be a PF-phenomenon, then

" % indicales 1hal speaker vary in their jurligements bui for e purpase 10 be shown here it

is cnough thar there is a contrast i0 be Tound.
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it should not interact with case theory. Under 4 PF-account something else has to be
said about why it is just PPs and CPs that can eccur in extraposed position,

1 will take these arguments to crucially conwradict the claim than extraposition
is a PF-phenomenon. Given these facts it seems 1o me that Chomsky's {1995) remarks
conceming optionality and the level where Topic-Focus has 1o be interpreted (as
discussed in section I1,1.1.) are probiematic.

1.5. Canclusion

For reasons of space [ will not discuss at any Iength other ways ro derive the other
paradigms (1hat are argued to be derived by PCI). Scveral more hierarchically-oriented
possibilities could come te mind (like for cxample FCP- or cross-over violations
respectively). However this seems to be the more standard way to treat such effects.
Many developments within syntactic theory replace precedence by c-command, ie.
lincar netions with hierarchicul ones. Thus it scems somehow contra these major
developments to reinmoduce the notion of precedence. However, | would like to
mention wo crucial points in order 10 justify the analysis presented here. The first
point concerns the tact thar PCT provides a unified account for the paradigm discessed
in the last sections. None ol the structural accounts woutd achieve this result. In
general this would nor be evidence for a solution to be preferable to another one.
However I think that there is i reason to sl take it as an advantage. It concerns the
grammaticality judgements the excluded sentences give rise to. All of them have a
similar flavor. Simply speaking, the impression is that the identifyee 15 “the disturbing
factor”. Confronted with these data the relevam guestion 1o be asked is not: Why is
phenomenon X not possible if the item Y is present? Rather whut seems to be the
adequate question is: Why is the item Y not licensed’ nnee the phenomenon X takes
place? The answer within the solution suggested here of course is the Novelty
condition (resuiting in PCE. This means that if in general the occurrenge of Y is
optional then process X can take place if Y is not present. However the solution just
works if Y is also present at domain D. In interaction with the Optionality Hypothesis
{introduced in section 111.3.) we now make another prediction. All the paradigms ahove
shiould be wellformed in case the pronominai is onby syntacrically licensed but can be
expletive at domain D. This prediction is borne out as can be observed in the following
cxamples: !

** Again the proplem of left-adjunction does not anse here sme adjunction 1

pronominal clement is in generad excluded, Therelore 1he predicticn i vacuous here,

(28) ) 2Dei Fleck cu enfernen st es oy gelongen,
The spot to remove is it me succerded
{b) IDen Fleck ziv enfernen gelungen (st ex mir gestern,
The spot to remove suceed 15 1t me yesterday
{c) IWas Ist es div gefungen zh endlernen

What is it you succeed to remove

Although the sentences are not perfectly well-formed 1here is a remarkable contrast
w.r.t. the sentences in (6,11 and 13). As 1 have argued in scction 1113, the pronominal
can be expletive at domain D in case it is syntactically torced (it only needs to be
licensed ai one level of representation). Examples where the pronominal can be
expletive at domain D (according to the Optionaiity Hypothesis) are much better than
the ones where 1t needs to be licensed at domain D. The fact that the sentences arc still
not as good as we might expect could have to da with the face that the preferred
interpretation is still the one where the pronominal is present at domain D.

The second point which is i fuvor of the analysis suggested here is the
following one. The present proposal simply states that the identifyee has to precede the
identifier. From this (further reduced) constraint all the facts are derived. Proposals
which make vse of a structural account to derive the daia discussed in the previous
sections still have 1o include the stipulation thar extraposition is obligatorily to the
right. 1 have generalized and derived this stpulation. Righiress has been replaced by
precedence. OF course, the two notions are related (a5 we discussed in section 1.3.).
Talking abour left- or righmess implies talking about precedence. However the
distinction between left- and rightness as used in other accounts is related to
hierarchical siructure there. 1n these analyses it has eo be assemed that there is a
distinction between a position 1o the left or to the right refative (o another position,
However, in terms of hicrarchy lefi- or righmess should not make a difference. I
shounld only be hierarchy that counts (i.e. whether an element X c-cormmands or 15 -
commanded by another element Y respectively). On the other hand, my precedence
constraint is related to linear ordering. The notion of precedence IS obviously relevant
for linear ordering. Moreover, | derive the precedence constraint from a principle which
is independently motivated to be related to linear ordering, namely from the Novelty
Condition, Thercfore [ conclude that structural accounts for the relevant paradigms all
have to stipulate a rightness condition before they can even start to analyze them. In
deriving this ‘rightness condition” by means of the Precedence Constraint I de not need
10 explain these fucts additionally.
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Some of the paradigms discussed in the last section might indeed be syntactically
wellformed but independently ruled out by another wellformedness condition (which
helds at domain D), i.e. the preccdence constraint. Seme of the examples could
additionally be ruled out by pufcly syntactic constraints, For example in some of the
examples a Complex NP Constraint violation can stilt be at play in addition to the
Novelty Condition violation. It seems 10 me that this is also & desirable result: for
exampie the cases where it is extracted out of a relative clause seem much worse than
exiTaction out of an extraposed clause correlated with a pronominal (where 1 do not
think that the CNPC can apply).

2. Predictions of the Loeality Constraint

Let me now turn to the fast part of my proposal. namely to the Locality Censtraint on
Identitication. The tormulation of i-zovernment is repeaied below for convenience:

£29y Locality Constraint for [dentification (LCI) (holds ar S-struciure)
The identifvee has to be i-zoverncd by the ldentityee.

{30} identibicationalj-rovernment:
X i-governs Y if X ¢-commands ¥ (or X is o sister 10 Y and there is no node
Z, Z dominates Y and X c-cormmmands Y.

If poe follows Kayne (1993} in assuming that c-command is only visible for categories
but not for segments, this definition resuits 1o the following domain {descriptively
spoken):

(A1) LCI: {informal version)
An Identifier can either be adjoined o the identitvee or o the first maximal
projection dominating the identifyee."”’

* In order te arsve at this descriptive resule | huve (o asseitie thay domemanee is visible for
segmems, Olherwise the idenifier could be adjoined 10 one maximal projection lower than the
identifyce. since the node resulting of adjuncion would 1ot count as dominating the identifier. and
therctore it could still c-conunand the idenlityee,

lal

L.1. Upward boundedness

LCI immediately predicts the well known tact that extraposition is #pward bounded
{(cf. Ross 1967). In (32) below we find a topicalized CP 1hat contains the head NP of
a relative clause. The identifier must occur in a position where LCH can be fulfilled"

(32)  (w) fordepdepDafl Perer sich auf das Fese gefrewr hat] fdas Maria
vergitsiadive hat], hat niemanden gewtndert.
Thar Peter REFL to the party lovked forward has that Mary organized
has, has nobody surprised
That Peter was looking forward to the party. which Mary has
vrgamzed surprised nobody!

{h) HopfemPol Peter sich anf das Fexe gefrent hat! hat niemand

gowinndertf fdas Maria veranstatrer hatf

Moreover, it is a well known fact that upward boundedness can be violated if the
aominal element construed with the extraposed clavse is moved (cf. Ross 1967). The
following example is due to Guerdn & May (1984}

(33) [ Which spy ¢/ [does Angletn belfeve foev that [ Burgess rocruited egff
who uftinarely became o mofe.ff (Gueron & May 1984: 16)

Nothing else has to be said about those facts. They immediately follow from the
prescat analysis: it is predicted that the S-structure position of the nominal element in
the matrix determines the adjuncuon site of the extraposed element. The identifier m:st
be adjoined to the next maximal projection. Notice that within the present accouat
upward boundedness of extraposition of constituents without a cocreiate in the matrix
follows from the locality constraint on theta-tdentitication.'”

B i . N
Interestingiy, upward boundedriess can be vielated exactly in cases where one can angue

that restructuring of a bisententiyl clause 10 4 nonosenfential one hus taken plice:

22 Peter har fdem Mana dew Compiter i bringen {den e wicht mebr broucht]]
\‘{’J"Spi"n‘.?(‘hi’”

Feter has the man the computer @ bring [which he pot anymore needs| proised

‘Peter promised 1 brig the man the computer, that he didn't necd anymore,”

Fetev hat fdem Mann den Computer tiu Bringenf versprochen, den or wicht mehr brauehs

(i} shows that in case of resitugiunng Sxraposion [ a postion tol vielating upward houndedness
results in g degraded outpit, (i) involves an apparent violution of upward beundedness bat the
senience is perlecdy well-fonned. This is eapected under the assumption (hat we have reanalysis of
the hisentential clause to a monoseniential one tho matler which particular analysis tor
reconstruclion one adopts).

gf, also Wiltschko [ 1994) Tor a discussion.
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1.2, Nesting

Another restriction for extraposition has descriptively been characterized as a nesting
requirement on muitipie extraposed constituents. This property has been analyzed in
C&R (1990} us an interpretive requirement.” This requirement can be seen in the
tollowing examples:

(34 () weil ein Mawu, die Parry, lengwelliy finden wird, die; Maria
veransigiter. der, nur Bier trinki.
because a man, the panty, boring consider will. which, Mary organizes,
who, only drinks beer
‘because w man who only drinks beer will consider the party boring
which Mary organizes'

(b “weld ein Mann, die Parry, fangweili finden wivd, der, ngy Bior rrinkt,

dic; Muriu veranstalier,

By the analysis 1 am presenting lere, this reyuirement can be interpreted as a
byproduct of the more general constraint on the possible adjunction site for extraposed
elements which are construed with a comretate in the matrix (i.e. the LCI). The (S-
structure} position of the identityee determines the adjuncrion-site of the identifier. It
tollows that the higher the identifyee occurs in the marrix the higher the identifier must
occur. Since we are dealing with right-adjunction the nesting requirement, which results
in symmetry, follows. The higher an element is to the left of the tree the more left is
itw.rt. linear ordering. The higher an element is to the right of the tree, the more right
1 s word. linear ordering. Notice that with muitiple right-adjoined elements the
Locality Constraint is somehow visible. (In faer rhis is the only test for the relative
height of the adjunction site of exiraposed element which can rely solely an the surface
accurrence of other elements). We do not have (0 asswne an additional interprerive
requirement like C&R (1990) have to. Their account does not immediately predict the
nesting requirement since the comelate does not unambiguously determine the
adjunction site for extraposition, i.e. the identifier can either be higher or fower as the

1 . . . . P - .
" The westing veguivement can be fonmulated as the tollowing deseriplive gencralization:

dependencies miay not cross, bt have 1o be nested. One way to analyze rhis generalization would
be 0 stte it ag a resiriclion on chains {asswning oo analysis which makes use of Peselsky's ( 19R82)
Palk Containment Cendition (PCC)). However this approach seens 1o he problematic in various
respacts: first. not all possible chains abey nesting (for a discussion sce Nakajima 19913, Secondly,
it nesting (the PCCY were reduced 10 the ECP {1e. to 1 Relmivized Minimatity approach 3 1a Rizzi
1990} one would have 10 assume a movement spproach (o8 extraposition, Furtheriore we wauld
have 10 deline extraposed clements os possible inte rveners for pasicelar movement [ICEENeN,
which creates several problems, not to he discussed here.

S L Ty L Ty AR

correlate (cf. Appendix [ tor a discussion). Moreover we also do not have ta assume
a specified adjunction site for extraposition.

The nesting requirement does not only hold for two relatives. As we predict
with LCI it holds for all instances of 1dentification. This prediction is borne out as the
following examples show:

(33) (0 weil ein Monn, es; verhindert at, fdufi Maria das Fest besucht], den;
s g Richt kannte
because a man; iy prevented has, {that Mary the party visits|;, whom,
she at all neg knew
‘w.because a man whom she didn't know i all prevented Mary 1o go to
the party’
{b} Favpff efr Mann, es, verfindert har dosr Mare goar nichr kaante, [dafy
ste das Fest besucht],
(36)  (a) weil ein Munn, daraw; gegluabt har |doft Maria das Fest besucht],, den,
Yier geit nicht kanaite
because a man, thereon, believed huas fthat Mary the party visis],
whom, she ar ail not knew
"..because a man whom she didin't know at abl believed that Mary goes
o the party’
)] il aine Mana, daran, geglaebt hai den, séie gar niche kannte, [daft
Murier das Fest hesucht),.
37 (W) weil es; einen Mann, gesidrt fert den, sie gor nichr kuante, [daft Maria
dus Fesr besuche hatl,
because it, a man, annoyed has whomy, she at all not knew, (that Mary
the party vigited],
*...because it annoved a man whom she didnt knew ac all, that Mary
visited the party
(b) “weil o5, efnen Mann gestire hat {dafy Maria das Fest besuchr hotf,,
elen Xie par nicht ke
(38 (4 well iy Argument, eftien Mo, atfzerest ot der, das Fese hesuchie,,
fdfuft Ranchen wngesind ixef
because the argumeny a man, upset hus who, the party visied [that
smoking is unhealthy],
(b3 *weil dus Argiment, einen Mann aufgereet hus [dufd Ravichen ungestind
ist],. der; das Fest bestichie

Finally, the nesting requirement alse supports the claim that the input for the constsaing on
the actal position of the identifying element is S-structure: consequently there are
difterent possible positions for the extraposed relative depending on the actual position
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of the antecedent. Such a view could not be Laken under an analysis which makes
crucial use of a specified adjunction site of extraposition in general {this is explicitly
done e.g. in Ross 1967, Reinhart 1983, Miiller 1994 and implicitly necessary in Guerén
& May 1984 as well as C&R 1990; cf. Appendix [. for a discussion).

Thut S-structure iy the input for the constraint can be seen in the following
examples involving topicalization of the cbject o SpecCP: the ordering of the
extraposed elemenis is the reverse of the one shown (373"

39y (a) Einen Mann, hat es; gestirt [dufl Muvia rauche], [des; sie gar nicht
Lematef.
A man, has it, annoyed [that Mary smokes], [who, she not knew]
{b) =Einen Manr; hat es, pesidre [den, Mevia _Qar nicht kannte} [daf sie
ratichtd,.
A muny, has i annoyed 1 [who, Mary not knew] [that she smokes);

The same is true for any other reordering process of the antecedents in the matrix
clause. ™

We can also observe 2 restriction on the ordering of extraposed elements in case
onc of the extraposed elements does not have an antecedent in the matrix. As I briefly
mentioned in section 3. 1 am assuming that theta-ldentification is subject o a
locality constraint as well {i.e. government}. The result is then that those CPs can only
be adjoined 1o VP (ie. rather low in the tree)y™

" This fact is also an inportant piece of evidence aguinsl approaches which siate that the
conditions o (hese cases 1 cxiraposition are constrained by a condition holding at LF {cf. Guentn
1980. Guerdn & May 1984), If the relevam locality constraim {(which is assumed 10 be the
‘complement principle) did not hold before LF one would need €0 give an account for preventing
'LE-exiraposilion’, i.c. moving ihe extraposed clentent (o a position where it could Tutfill the
complement principle ar LF. Thus LF-accounts siib have 1o assume 1hal it is the S-siructure
pasition which is the relevant fnput for the consteaint itaposed on the LE-condition,

"" Bt hus to be notiwed 1hat English seems o behave ditferoly. Af least for clements that
have a comain scope domain (.. arc moved at LF) it seems o be the case (hid the scope pasition
tie, e LE-position) is Lhe relevant input for the nesting requirement, This has been observed in
Williams (1974). He argques 1031 scope propenies delemiine the adjunction site for extraposition.
There is a distinction between scope deteriined by precede (which would resuit in the nesting
eftect) and scope detennined by somathing else, I an element has §' scope. then an associsted
exiraposed cluuse must nevessandy adjein o 8 as weil, (he S-sreciure posilion apparenily does not
play a rale. 1 have nothing w say abowl these facis about Englisi.

"1 ave eoindexed the verb and s complement o indicie (e relation of B-idemification,

185

(4 ) Eiw Mann, gt Maria gebeten; {das Buch zu lesenf, [den; sie noch nie
gesehen horf,
A man, has Mary asked, [the book w read]; fwhom, she yet never seen
hast,
A man asked Mary to read the book whom she has never seen before!

(b} =Lin Mann, har Maria gebeten, [den; sie noch nie gesehen hatf, {das

Buch tu levenf;
A man, has Mary asked, {whom, she yet never seen has][the book to
rC:I{H_‘

However, things get more comphicated if we look at the following paradigm, which
suggests that the ordenng of multiple extraposed elemems is optional:

(41}  a) Peter hat elne Fran, gebeten, [das Bucle zu lesen], [die, or gar alcht
kenie f,
Peter has a woman, asked, {the book to readf, {which, he not at all
knew],
‘Perer bas asked 1 woman he didn't know to read the book.'
() Feter hat eine Fraw, gebeten, {die, er gar nicht kanntef; [das Buch zu
fesen],

It can be shown that in case we find an apparent option s .r.t. lincar ordering we are
dealing with two difterent positions of the head NP of the relative. This can be shown
by means of the position of adverbs marking the VP boundary™:

(42} (a) =Peter hat |\ pju dock eine Fran, gebeion, Jdus Buch zu lesen|; {die; er

watr nicht kenntel,
Peter has Prt. 4 woman asked [the book o read] [who he didn’t know|

(b Fetor hat eine Frau, { ofa doch geberen [ {dus Buch 2u fesen], [die; er
o e bannref,

i Forer fust f ppu doch ofie Frau, geoeten {die; er gar nicht konntef, {das
Buch zu lesen);

i) PEPeter b vine Frau, { o doech peberen, fdie, or gar sicht fannief;
febas Buch zu lesen:

This means that the apparent optionafity of (he relative ordering can be reduced to two
different S-structure positions of the relevant NPs. Therelore to two different possible
positions of the extraposed rclative clanse depend on the acmual position of the

“ For the pucpase ol the preseat argumentdion 1 will simply absiract away 1rom the
problems induced by the assmmplion thal ji dockr realty marks the VP-boundary.
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antecedent. Again such i view could not be taken under an analysis which maokes
crucial use of g specified adjunction site of extraposition,

2.3, Split Antecedents

As 1 have already mentioned in section IV.5. there is a difference in grommaticality
of split antecedents depending on the position of the two relevant antecedents, The
observation is that split antecedents are possible if they occur in coordinated clauses
whereas it 13 not possible if they occur within ane single clause:

43 A manf; eniered the room and fa woman] wenr our ffwhof
Simitar],,.
(Y A monf, met fa womanf, fwi, , were quite simifar],

ware goite

in case of coordimuted clauses (43) the relative clause ix related t© two antecedents
which are syntactically in the sume position {(i.e. both DPs occupy the subject position
of the coordinated IP). On the other hand the sentence in (44) involves a single
senence. The two antecedents occupy ditferent syntactic positions {one is in the
subject the second one in the object position). The reuson for the ungrammaticality of
(44) as opposed to lhe weilformedness of (44) cun be explained by LCI In (43) an
appropriate adjunction site {satisfying the condition for both head NPs) is available. No
such adjunction site is availuble in case of (44). Since there are two different positions
of the aniecedents, the identifier would have w0 oceur in two different positions to
tulfill LCI. 1n either of the two positions available LCT would be violated w.r.t. the
other identifyee. 1 will come back to some more instances of split antecedents
embedded in coordinated constituents in Appenclix 11

2.4, Siress and LCI

There is another anteresting paradigm concerning the LCI on the one hand as well as
the previously discussed phenomenon of stressed determiners on the other hand. T will
not provide a detailed (technical) solution for the following facts bur only describe
them, The actual implementation depends on an appropriate theory of focus, The
relevant facts are as tollows: IF the wentifyee is more deeply embedded in another
constituent there is the possibility of ‘constiwent-internal-extraposition’, ie. the
identifier can occur in a position which ix not adjacent to the identityee but still not
in the position following the verb. 1 is possible to adjoin the identifier to a constituent

107
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that is not itself the identifier but also not a projection of the main projection line. As
expected, {under neutral intonation} it is not pessible w extrapose the identifier 10 a
position which is outside the i-government domain. Howewver, stress on the determiner
extends this local domain. Tn all the relevant cases extraposition to a position following
the verb in final position is only possible it the determiner is stressed.”™

2.4.1. Identifyces embedded within DP

in the following exaimples we find the identifyee realized as a possessor (occupying
SpecDP):

45 (@ |, [DP], D... | CP, (0} .ty IDP|, D..]..V] CP,

(46) () Peter hot fdem Mann, {den er Lannief. sein Fahrrad] repariert

Peter has [the man, [whe he knew], his bike] fixed,
'Perer hus fixed the man be knows' bike'

{b} FPerer hat fdem Mann, sein Fahrrad] {den, er kannie|; repariert
Peter has the man, his bike [who, he knew|, fixed

{c) =Roter e fdem Mann, sein Falvrad] repariert {den, er bannte],
Peter has [the man, his bike] fixed [who, he knew],

) Puerer hay (DEM Mann, sein Fahrrad] repariert {den, er kannief.
Peter has |THE man, his bike) fixed [who, he know],

Here the tclative clause can either be adjoined to the identifyes {46a) or 1o the
dominating DP (46b) obeying LCIL. Furthermor: LCE predicts that it is not possible to
adjoin the identifier to any other node (46c), However, as example {46d) shows, this
is not really true: the identilfier can also occur in cxtraposed position (following the
verb). but this is only possible if the determiner is stressed. Therefore we can conclude
that the locality domain can be extended if the derenniner is swressed. The same
phenomenon can be observed in the following paradigm:
(47 (@ | D.IDP, CP, 0  fpp D..[DP}l.. V] CP,,
48y (a) [Einer, fder Mdnner{]. der, perve Bier trinkt ise pekommen.
[One, [theeyy menll, who,,, likes beer drinking is come
‘One of the men who likes ta drink heer came’

' Most of the data are druwn trom Wiltschko (19943, where mere examples CONCETingE

this phenomenon are presenied.
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tm fEiner fder Mdnner ] felie; perwe Bier trimken}; ist gebommen.

[One [the . men|, [who,; like beer drinking], is come

() {EMmer, fder Mananer}f, ist gekommen [der, perne Bier iinkif,
[Ome, |theqes men]d, is come [who,, likes beer drinking|
‘One of the men came who likes 1o drink beer

{d) FfEiner, {der Manerf)f, is¢ pekommen [die, gerne Bier irinken);
[Omne, [theee. mcn]il, is come Iwhol,,j Likes beer drinking];
‘Dine of the men came who likes 1o drink beer’

(e} {Einer, DER Mdnner ] ist gekommen [die; gevao Bior Irinken,
[One, {THE,« men]], is come [who, likes beer drinking|,

{0 *fEiner, DER Miinner [, ist gekommen {der, gerne Bier trinkef,
{One, {THE ;. men] |, is vome [who, likes beer drinking],

The paradigm ig as tollows. In case the identifier occurs adjucent o the DP efner der
Mdanner, then {in sccordance with LCH ® ¢an be construed with either with the whole
DP einer der Mdnner {48a} or only with the embedded one der Méinner (48b) . The
two cases differ as to which relative pronoun is used, in the former case it must be
singular, in the latter it occurs in plural, Notice that in this case (i.e. in order to identify
the embedded DP) the identifier can either be adjoined to the embedded DP itseif or
1o the higher DP (the difference here is not detectable on basis of word order here}. If
however the relative clause occurs in extraposed position {i.e. in a position following
the verb), then it can just be construed with the whole DP but not with the embedded
one (as predicted by LCI) (48¢/d}. Again the sitnation changes in case the determiner
ot the embedded DP is siwessed. In this case the relative ¢lause can {and in fact must)
be construed with the embedded DP (48e/f).

2.4.2. ldentilvees embedded within (topicalized) VP,

The same phenomenom can also be observed in case uu identtier is dependent on a
constituent embedded within a wpicalized VP.

9@ [l feneDPo V] CP fennt

(B Mlop are-DPy V]t | CP.

(it FRFY) forlve [Den Mannl; gesehen jder, Bier trinki]} e Peter gestern auf
cler Parrv)
[IThe manj; secen |who, beer drinks|;| lias Peter vesterday at the party

169

(b HOEN®den Mann|, gesehieny hae Perer gesiern auf der Party fder,
Bier trinkt],
[ITHEMhe manj, seen} has Peter vesterday at the party |who, beer
drinksi,

The Ffirst maximal projection dominating the identifyee 15 VP, Theretere the identitier
can move along with the topicalized VP (it is adjoined to VP). If the identifier occurs
in a position following the verb the present analysis forces us to assume that it is
adjoined to CP** Remember. that it is the S-structure position of the identifier that
determines the adjunction site of the identifier. As expected, the relutive clause can
only eccur in this position in case the determiner is stressed since LLCI is violated (CP
is not the first maximal projection dominating the idemitvee).

Notice that assuming CP as the adjunction site of the identifier predicts the
following pattern w.r.t. multiple extraposed relative clauses. We expect the reverse
relative order of the extraposed constituents than the one we tound in case of examples
without VP-topicalization. (cf. section ¥1.2.2.). This prediction is indeed borne out:

31y Dor Mann, hat dus Bicr, getrunken, fdas, Maria thm empfoihfen hatf;
fder sonst urw Wein einktf,
the many, has the beer, drunk [thar Mary him recommended has), [who
otherwise only wine drinks],
(b} *Der Mann, hat das Bier, gerrunken., fder. sonst nuwr Wein trinkid; [das,
Maria ihn emptoilen hatf,,
the man; has the beer; drunk [who otherwise only wine drinks), [that
Mary hitn recommended has),
(32 tal [DAS Bier, yettuiken] fai der Mann cesiern [der: sonst aitr Wein
trinkif, fdus; ifan Murig emgiohfen harf,
[The beer, drunk] has the man; yesterday [who, atherwise only wing
drinks| [which, him Mary recomimended bas|
(b} “[DAS Bier, gewrankenf hut der Mann, gestern [fdas, i Maria
emptedden hat], fder, sonst nwr Wein trinki],
[The beer, drunk] has the man sesterday [which, him Mary
recommendad stliwho, otherwise onby wine drinks)|

= Notice thal another possibility (to be found in the literaturzy is 1hat the identilier is still

adjoined 10 VP. In this case VP-topicalization wouid oaly move 1he kewer node of 1he two nodes
created through adjunction. (e, C&R for such a view)
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in {31 the VP is in 1s base position and the extraposed relative clauses obey the
"nesting requirement’. This tesults in a linear ordering where the subject refative clause
fFollows the object relative clause. However, if the VP s topicalized the relative order
of the twa relative clauses changes (52) as expected under the present analysis: agatn
it is the S-structure position of the wWentifyee that determines the adjunction site of the
identifier. Notice that this result is not expected under un analysis which makes vse of
u specified node for extraposition in general {i.e. if it 5 assumed that exiraposition
invariantly targets VP

2.4.3. Identification of NP (X) is not possible if the identifier is in extraposed
position.

In this section I will discuss how LCI interacts with the presuppositions discussed in
section ITL4, As 1 have argued there, the identifier can either identify NP (X = the set
of individuals cuL of which the actual discourse referent is taken) or DP {x = the
actualfintended referent). Consider the following example:

133y Peter hat gestern [das neae fArgument] ] [dofi Marfa gecae Bier trinktfy,,
prédseniiens

Peter has presented [the new [arguwment](, {that Mary likes to drink beer],,,.

The denoted discourse referent the argunent has two distinguishing properties I, and
P.. It is sew (= P,) and it has the content that Mary fikes to drink heer (= P,). Example
{53) gives rise to un ambiguity. The 1wo possible readings ure given in (54) and (55)
i.e. there are two different presuppositions possible:

1541 Assertion: Peter presented P, NP, P,
Presupposition: Tliere is some NP, P, (NP, is not NPy such that —P, is
trug of NP, i.e. [[P. NP| —P]
Paraphrase: There are cther urgmments that Muary drinks beer, but

they dre not new

{39)  Assertion: Peter presented P, NP, P,
Presuppesition; There 15 some P, NP, (NP, is nat NP) such that =P, is
wue of NP, e [|P| NP —P,]
Paraphruse: There are other new arpuments, bul they do not say that

Mury drinks beer

7l

This ambiguity arises because itcan either be P, or P, that counts as the distinguishing
property for picking out the relevant discourse referent. The second property is then
interpreted as a common property of the ser the individual is picked out. Although it
restricts the set of possibie argumenis (therefore creating a subset) it is siill not enough
to pick out one particular discourse referent. | assume that the first reading (54)
corresponds to identifying X and the second reading 155) corresponds to identifying
x.2 LCY predicts that an identifier in extraposed position can only identify x (the DP)
but not X {the NP). If it occurs in extraposed position (following the verb), the DP is
an intervening maximal projection for [dentification of X (NP). Therefore X cannot be
identified any longer - the senicnce iy disambiguated. This is a corect prediction. The
following sentence can just have the interpretation in (35), t.e. it is just x that can be
identified:

(36)  Perer hur pestern das neae Argument prdsenticrs, daff Marie perine Bier drinks.
‘Peter has presented the new urgument yesterday. that Mary likes to drink beer

Again, it can be observed thar siress on N extends the local domain for Identification,
Both readings given above are available, even if rhe identifier occurs in extraposed
posttion:

{57} Perer hut gesiern das newe ARGUMENT présendiert, duff Muria gerne Bier
trinkt.
Pater has veswerday the new argument presented. that Mary likes beer drinking

As T have urgued in section 1V.7.2., focus an N results in the necessity of associating
the identifier with NP rather than DP. (537} indicates that it does hot even matter that
LI is violated. We can therefore conclude that it is a general property of stress to
extend the locality restriction {(no matter whether N or I is stressed).

As already mentoned, [ will not go inte possible analyses for the phenomenon
that local domains can be extended by means of focus. Suifice it to say that 1t 15 not
an unexpected phenomenon: focus CAN generally extend locat domains as T will
discuss immediately. In most analyses concerning focus this phenomenon is captured
by assuming that focus induces movement at LF. This is hawever not a real possibility
for the present analysis, since we have evidence that it is the S-structure position of the

* Norice thal 1his is a simplilied assumplion. However, [ will show in the tollowing

excursion on efrzig-NPs that this assumption is legitimate. It amounts to saying that it is cither the
set N oalone which hus the restdetion denoted in the ideniificr, or A and N provide the sel o of
which the actual individual s leken oul.
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identifier that determines the adjunction site.” It seems that we have to make use of
a percolution approach to assign the scope of focus,

Notice that there is independent evidence for (ke asswmption that focus can
extend a given locality domain. It is a standard assumption that a focus particie like
yogar has 10 c-command its associate (cf. Bayer 1991). However. it the associate is
stressed, then it can occur in a position that is not in the c-commind domain of the
focus particle:

58 (&) Maria fiat gestern nachmirtay sogar dow Hons gerreffen

Mary has yesterday afiemoon even the Hans metr

{by Muaria hat sogar gestern nachmirag den Hans petrofien
Muary has even yesterday afternoen the Hans met

{c) Den Huns har die Maria sogar gerroffen
The Hans has the Mary even met

(d) Den HANS hat die Maria sevar getroffen
The HANS has the Mary even met

Both in (58a) and {58b) yovar can associate with Agns. This is however nol a possible
option for (58¢). Here Haus is not in the c-command domadin of the focus particie.
sogar necessarily associates with the verb. However, if Hans is stressed, then it can
again be associaled with the focus particle. On basis of this paradigm we can again
conclude that intonation can provide a sufficient condition for association with a certain
element, even if the default locality constraint is violated. The same phenomenon is
found in English as well. Kartlunen & Peters (1979) observe that under 'normal’
circumstances the focus particle ‘even' is associated with s sister. But they conclude
that:

“li spoken English, the intended focns of even can be murked by stress o reduice
wmfguin.”

139 (a) BHL. even fikes Muary
ib) Marv even wanis to go ont with BILL
{c) Johin even ralked wbout NIXON in his commenscement address
(Karrtunen & Peters, 1976: 24)

U P PP

Whatever reason is responsible for this phenomenon, it seems to be at play in the
examples we are considering here as well. Notice however Ui there is an c,{ump]c
saven in Karttunen & Peters 1979} which suggests that it is not LE-movement (similar
tc QR} that is responsible for the scope assignment of focus. The example is as
follows:

®0y & ix bard for ome 1o believe that Bill can woderstand even SYNTACTIC
STRUCTURE,

Kartunen & Peiers (1979 distinguish between the focus and the scope of even. Their
notions cormespond o the semaniic vatne and whe focus semantic vaiue in Rooth's
ierms. In my terms the scope’ of even corresponds to the property of the superser, i.e,
the presupposition we arrive at. The sentence above is ambiguous w.r.L. the scope of
even, This results in two different presuppositions,” Under one reading shere is a
presupposition that there are other books about which it is hard for me o believe thas
Bill cam understand them. This would correspond to a wide scope-reading of even. The
other (narrow-scope) reading induces the presupposition that there are other books that
Bill can understand besides Svazerceic: Struetires, It seems to me that the possibiliey to
assign sven wide scope indicates that it 5 not just a mateer of LF-raising, since other
instances of LE-movement {i.e. QR} arve strictly clause bound. This fuct might be an
indication that focus-(scope) assignment is NOT to be derived by meuns of movement
at LF, at least not in a very straightforward way.

3. There is no specified adjunction site

There is another result to be derived from the present analysis. Notice that I am not
assuming a specitied node of udjunction for extraposed constituents. The adjunction
site is simply derived by means of LCL If there is no identifyce them the present
analysis makes two predictions. First PCLis not expected to be at play, in ather wards
there should be an option as to whether the relevant constituent is realized o the lefl
or o the right of the main projection line. Second there should not be any determined
position tor ‘extraposition’ - the position should be quite free. Let us first tum to the
second prediction,

It has 10 be nored that Karttunen & Peiers ¢ 19797 talk abour conveirrional fmplicatire.

VI.24.2,) We will sce some more evidence for S-simcture 38 the determining level in chapter i.c. they redefing several cases of prageatic presuppasitton as Daing mstances of a convenlional
VI and Appendix 1. Implicature. | will no go inw this discussion and stick 10 the leom presupposition,
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3.L. The Scope of left-adjoined adverbials

Therc is no way to determine the position of right adjoined 2lements in rerms of word
order: right-adjunction to any riode of the clanse { VPP or CP) results in a word-order
position following the verb, But there is sull an indirect way to determine at least the
relative height of the adjunction site for exiraposed elements, and it has to do with the
scope of adverbials.

Adverbs which are adjoined 1o the left of the sentence tuke scope over the
constituent they arc uadjoined o (where default scope assignment depends on
sisterhood). So in German we find a difference in the fallowing examples:

16ty (1) Peter wird fop [ygse schnell er kami} (o oMearvia ie Geschichte
ersdiftlen|
Peter will [y [y,as fast as he can] [y, Muary the story @ll]
Peter will el the story to Mary as fast as he can'
by Peter wird | Maria die Geschichte |y, f oo schoell or kann] [y
ercetfifenf

The corresponding paraphrases for the different interpretations are given below:

(62} {a) Adverb is adjoined higher (10 XF)
As tast as he can from the tme of uterunce. Peter will stant to tell
Mury the story.
{b) Adverb is adjoined lower tto Y
The action of teliing will he as tust uas it is possible for Peter

3.2. Ambiguity with right-adjoined adverbials

As we expect under the assumption that these adverbials can be right-adjoined to any
constituent (they can be left adjoined to) we find both interpretations equally available
i case the adverb is right-adjoined. There is ne preferred interpretation as in the
sentenices where the advert is icfi-adjoined to different nodes (resulting in different
word-order}). The sentence in (63} can have both interpretations given in (62):

* It has to be noted thal with neural intonation there 15 a steong preference for the eading

corresponding ro the retevant paraphrases given above, However, as cupected (given the remarks
CONCCIMING IKONANION as o Jovice 0 violue unmarked locally domains) stress on the relevant
{ussociated) clement makes Hic rclevant reading availuble cven it it is Rt the sisier of the
acdverbial,
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(63)  Peter wivd Marig dic Geschichte erzéhten, so s el or bann
Peter will Mary the siory tell, as Fast he can

3.3. Scope properties of elements adjoined to the right mirror scope properties of
elements adjoined to the left

The data under consideration provide alse an argument [or the symmetric nature of
hicrarchical structure: If we look at examples with an extraposed adverbial and an
extraposed argument cluuse, we find scope properties that mirror the scope properties
of lefi-adjeoined clements:

o) W Peter wird Muria erzéfifen fdafl Hans cin Spion ist] fso schrell er
Keennnif
Peter will Mary tell [that John is a spy] [as fast as he can]
Peter will tell Mary that John is a spy. as fast as he can’
(b} Peter wird Maria crzdhlen fso setnell or Rann} fdaf Hans ein Spion
intf

The semtence in (64a). where the (right-adjoined) argument CP precedes the (right-
adjoined) adverbial and therefore it must be adjeined lower, comesponds to the
paraphrase in (65a). On the other hand the sentence in (64b), whare the adverbial is
lower than the argument CP. corresponds to the paraphrase in (65b):

(63) (a1 As fast as possible from the dime of utterance Peter will tell Mary that
“ahn s a spy.
(h) fne action of telling will be s fas1 as possible.

(66}  (a )’P () YP
e
P Y \
N NP
VP 1[.1’ illg] l Ava Ve [.'\\lvl [CP H’gl

It seems to be the case that the position to the right of the sentence (here made visible
through another extraposed element) mirrors the scope properties of the position 1o the
teft of the verb. The scope properties clearly show the symmelry between left- and
right-adjunction: for left-adjoined elements it is the case that they precede the elements
they tuke scope over. For right adjoined elements it is the other way round: they follow
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the elements they take scope over,”

These paradigms confirm both predictions mentioned at the beginning of this section.

1y PCI dees oot apply: once u'djoincd to 4 given node the relevant constitueni can
either be linearized to the left’ or to the Tight' of the node they are adjoined to.

2} LCI docs not apply: The clements under consideration can adjoin 1o any constituent
they can take scope over.

Let me provide some more examples for the prediction in 1), In ull of the following
cases there 13 no (overt) identifyce present.

GYS I B)) Feter Mt pesagt [daft Maria serne Bier winki]
Peter has said [that Mary likes beer drinking]
{h} Peter hat fdafi Muoria gerne Bier rrinkt] gesuet.
Peter has [that Mary likes beer drinking] said
(6%) ) Perer Jwtr gin Bier gerunken [noachdem er Marvig getroffer hat]
Peter hias a beer drunk |atter be Mary met hasj
(b} Perer har [nuchdem ev Maria getaffen e ein Bier gesraffen.
Peter has {afer he Marv mer hasj o beer drunk
169ty FPoter hat ein Bier getranken fwerd or Maria getroffen hat]
Peter has o beer drunk [becanse he Mary mner has
b Perer har Jweil er Maria getraften hatf ein Bier gemoffen.
Perer has [because he Mary met has| o beer drunk

These data again indicaie that it is in principle possible to either left- or right-adjoin.
This is expected since left and right shouid not make a difference. However if some
other factor (i.e, the Novelty Condition) is intcrvening then left-adjunction results in
an ill-formed output.

3. Extraposition is optional

Obviously the previous discussion amounts 10 saying that exeraposition 15 optional. The
optionality is twotold. First, for extraposition without an identifier it is linearization
that seems (o be optional. Secondly, if an identifyee is present the LCI results in an
option: ie. there are in principle two possible adjunction sites {one resulting in 2

k3 . . . . - . . - . N
= Natice that this picee of evidence is a crucial argument for assuming Aghi-xljunction.

Assuming a righi-branchiny trce would nuake wiong prediclions conceming icse scope properies,
Theretore these Facis con be 1aken as an argement for symmeiry i hicraechical sirciare.
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position adjacent 1o the identifyee and one resulting in 4 discontinuous serialization.)
Given that any syntactic difference should induce some interpretational difference (cf.
the Optionality hypothesis discussed in section 111.3.) we have to address this question
here, too. We have to ask whether there is any ditference in meaning corresponding
e the different positions. In the present section I will show that there is indeed such
a difference, However, T will just mention some possibilizies to analyze this difference.

First, consider the cases where LCT allews for two different adjunction sites.
Thus let ws look at relative clauses in extraposed and non-extraposed position
respectively:

(70} (a) Maria hat fden Mann], (der gerne Bier seinktf, peschen
Mary has [the man], [who likes beer drinking |, seen

{b) Muria hat fder Maned, gesehlen fder gerpe Bier teinkt],
Mary has {the man], seen [who tikes beer drinking],

It has been noticed (for example in Bened 1968) that the difference between the two
serializations above correspoads to a difference in the communicative value;

"Die Sarzkomponente, die die Geltting eines Sarzex oder eines Suizdquivalents hai,
wird dana ausgeklanunert, wean sie b Satzgunzen afs sweites {eigenes oder neues)
Mireilungs- wnd futonationszenirum hemvorgehoben werden soff”

{Benes 1968/79: 328)
(The clausal constituent is extraposed if it shovld be marked as @ second (or new)
information- or intenativn center within the whole sentence. [translation MW}

The examnples in {70} differ in the following way_ In (70b) the relevant information is
the Fact that it was the man who fikes (0 dink Deer that was seen by Mary, On the
other hand in {7() the relevant information is more related w the fact that Mary hay
yeen this man. The difference here again has to do with discourse {(or infermation
convey} rather than being truth-conditionally relevane. There are in principle two
different possibilitics 10 interprat this phenomenon. It could either be a matter of
hierarchical configuration. Here it would be relevant that in case of extraposition the
verb is within the scope of the relative clause, otherwise it is not. The other possibility
would be te relate this fact to linear word-order. Here the sentences in (70) differ as
to whether the relative clause precedes or follows the verb.
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The second apparent optionality corresponding to an interpretational difference
concerns sentences without an identityee. Consider the foliowing:

{(Fly a) Heng it fdafl Peter vin Splosn st} vesavpr
Jahn has [thae Peter a spy is] said

(k) Hetus bt gesagt fduft Peter ein Spion i)
John has said [that Peter a spy isf

Abstracting away from the fact that sentence (7Ea) is slightity degraded., there IS an
interpretationa] difference to be observed. If the complement clause occurs in non-
extraposed position it receives an inlerpretation that is reminiscent of (he intezpretation
we arfive at in case o pronominal is present in the matrix. Given our analysis the
presence of the pronominal resuits in the fupitiarite-presupposition. The following
condext 15 appropriate 1o utter a sentence Jike (6la):

(72 51 Hunx har gogluidi, dafl Peser ein Spion isi.
Hans has believed that Peter a spy is
SZo Mein du irest dich, Hans Tt fdafi Perer cin Spion ist] GESAGT, nicht
sy geglan.
No you err REFL. H. has that Peter 4 spy is SAID not onty believed
"No you are wrong. John has said that Peter i o spy. He didn't onfy
batieve it

The difference seems to be related to informational structure: It is either the content
of the complement clause, or the matrix verb which constitutes the information center.
Notice that in this case the hicrarchical configuration 1s the same in both seatences.
They differ in word-order. Mareover, here we find a further difference. The sentences
In (72a} and (72b) differ us to how the B-role i ussigned (making use of
Higginbotham's (1985) assumption concerning different ways of 8-assignment). In non-
extrapased position the CP can be directly {autonomoeusly ) 9-marked, whereas in non-
extraposed position 8-ussignment has 1o be medinted by means of O-[dentification.
Notice that Higginbotham (1985) arzues for a difference in interpretation corresponding
to the twa ways of @-assignment in case of adjectival madification.

For the preseut discussion it should suffice that we have <hown that the SyRtactic

option indeed corresponds to a difference 1n meaning. However, 1 jeave open the
guestion as to how this difference should be analyzed.
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EXCURSION
Applying the Analysis: A Case Study on einzig-NPs

1. Introduction

In previous chapiers we have seen that an identifier can either be associated with x (i.e.
D) or with X {1.e. N). respectively. Several different considerations have lead to this
conclusion. Several problems were left open there especially concerning the difference
between Idenhfication of X and x. The present chapter 1s intended © give a more
detailed discussion concerning this difference. We will look into some more data
involving different DPs. In order to doing so in a precise way 1 will limit myself to a
very resiricted empirical domain. T have chesen an instance where the different
readings can be seen more easily than in previous examples, namely DPs containing
einzig {'only'). Since uniqueness is associated with its meaning it is not sarprising that
examples with einzig are a good empirical domain to study [dentification. Remember
that we have said ihat in case of I[dentification uniqueness and discourse availability
occur separately whereas in other cases they go together. The identityee was analyzed
as introducing vnigueness whereas the identifier makes the discourse referent available.
Consider under this light the following NP:

(1} der etnzige Mann, dor an diesem Rennen ieifnimmt
the only man who ar this race participates
‘the only min that participates the race’

This NP allows for two different readings that can roughly be paraphrased in the
following way:

(2} {ay of the et of men there is just one who panicipates in the race
by of the set of individuals participating in the race there is just one who
15 2 mun

These paraphrases show that the ambignity concerns the presupposed sct of individuals
we talk about. It is o matter of the appropriateness of u given semtence in a given
context. It might be argued thar we do not have to encode this difference in meaning
in Grammar, However, in the course of this chapter we will see that certain syntactic
configurations exciude one of the two readings. Since it can be shown that different
syntactic environmenis can influence the possible readings we can conclude that
Grammar has to encode the different interpretations. 1 will again assume that the
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relevant level for doing so is domuin D,

2. The interpretation of einzig-MP

How do the two different interpretations arise? As 1 have already said: efnzip is
associated with 4 uniqueness interpretation that cun be paraphrased as follows:

{3} There is a {presupposed) set of individuals and one member of these
individuals is distinguished from the others by being the only one who
fulfilts the property P.

cinzig ovently expresses what we have assumed for Identification in general: there must
be a distingnishing property of the denoted individunl which suffices to pick this
individual out of u given set.' As the two paraphrases in (2) indicate the difference in
inferpretation arises because there are two properties available. One of these properties
can be the distinguishing propesty for the individual 1o be picked out. One of the
properties is provided by N and the other one by the relative clause. Both of them can
cither be the distinguishing property of the individuat or the property of the set out of
which this individual is picked. In the case above this amounis to saying that we are
talking about @ ser of men, und one men is distinguished from the others by the
properry of participating the race. The other reading is obtatned by interpreting the
property of heing o man as Whe distinguishing property. H something is interpreted as
a distinguishing property there must necessarity be soeme set out of which the denoted
individual is picked. This set muost be defined us having a particular property in
common. The only other property available is the one denoted by the relative clanse.
Thus we get the interpretation that ou! of the set of individuals participating the race
there was fust one man. This is exacily the interpretation we argued 1o be an instance
of ldentification of X - since it is the whele set out of which the denoted individual
is taken which is interpreted as having the property denoted in the relative clause.

In short we can again say that the ambiguity arises by either identifying x or X,
efnzig is thus semchow similar to focus, which as we have already seen can either be

* Nolice that the presupposition above is reminiscent of Bacl's veneralizaticn. the only

difference being thal using ein=ig exhaosts te set. In case ol relative clavses we gel the result that
there is at least one other individual who does nol have the property denosed by 1he identifier. [n
cuse of einzig we get 1 presupposition that ali olher individuals in the relevant set do not have
the property denoted by the identifier, Thus the relevani exmuples aoe stnilar 10wt we found in
case of stress on the deterniiner.

181

associated with the determiner or the noun itseif. [n fact we can assume that efnziyg is
& focus particte. So the presence of einzig has the same effect as stress (by means of
intonation). Another possibility for analyzing the ambiguity would be 10 claim that
einzig carries quamtificational force inducing a tripartite structure as indicated below:

(4} OpX lpeee bl fugeen X

Elements in the restrictive clause restrict the range over which the operator functions.
Assuming this analysis for operator-variable constructions the ambiguity induced by
(1) could then be derived by the assumption thal it can either be the NP or the
restrictive relative clause wiat is mapped into the nuclear scope. If the NP is mapped
into the nuclear scope the relative is mapped info the restrictive clause resulting in the
reading where we (alk about the individuals participating the race. If mapping lukes
place the other way round, te. the NP is mapped into the restrictive clause and the
relative in the nuclear scope we derive the reading where we talk about a set of men.
1 think that the possibility to transtate the present analysis into the "tripartite-structure-
analysis® (i la Heim 1982) sheds some light on the mapping hypothesis suggested in
Heim {1982) as we!l as Diesing (1992). In the course of this section £ will argue that
my analysis has empirical a5 well as theoretical advantages over the mapping
hypothesis (from now on referred to as MH). Making use of MH the difference in
mesning would be associated with a difference at LF, rather than domain D.

2.1. Simple NPs
Let us start with simple NPs containing einzig:

(5 {a) Peter st der einzige Mann.
‘Petet is the only man'
(b Ber einzige Lohrer (st gekommen.
‘The only teacher has come’
{c) Maria hut don einzigen Plurver petrafien.
‘Mary has met the only priest’

In case of ‘cinzig-NP without any further (restrictive} modification we de not find any
ambiguicy. These NPs are interpreted w.rt. a presupposed set, i.e. w.r.t. a set whose
member share a common property that is somehow salient in the discourse. This is
similar to what we found in case of stress on N. In this case it is also possible to huve
the set of alternatives not explicitly expressed, i.e. Identification is not necessary
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syntuctically. In case of cinzig it is again remarkable that it is only the presupposed
property but not the distinguishing property that need not be present syntactically, i.e.
that can be safient in the discourse, Thus in case ot simple NPs the property
distinguishing one member of the set of individualy is necessarily the property denoted
by N (namely being a man, a teacher or 2 priest). [tis however necessary that the set
of individuals we 1alk ubouwt has been established in the discourse or is at least
receverable from the context,

Within MH one could argue that this interpretation is induced through the
presence of an operator. Instead of the determiner binding the variable provided by N
it could be the operator which binds this variable. The fact that in case of a simple NP
a previously established set is presupposed couid be derived from an independent
property of operator-variable constructions: Operators necessarily need a restrictor. So
we could assume the foliowing interpretation:

t6) Onrcinzig) £ [% 2 member of set S [x o man|

According ta the anaiysis 1 am assuming the interpretation arises in a similar way as
in case the NP s associated with focus. Since einzig is associated with the meaning
given in (3} it forces the presupposition that there is a set of individuals out of which
the particular individual is picked, Again the interpretation of X corresponds to the set
of possible antecedents. ic. the actuad content Mann seems to be emptied. The
denotation of N is interpreted as the distinguishing property tor picking out the relevant
discourser referent x. Thus we get a stmilar inferpretation s in case of stress on N:

17} der MANN . der e Rennen teilnibmme
the MAN. who at-the race participates

Here it is also the case that being a man is the distinguishing property, sufficing to
pick out a particular individual which is the inended referent of DP. This was
interpreted by claiming that there is an incomplete condition X = 7 (i.e. an ‘emptied’
™). Moreover [ argued that there is sume denotation associated with this X, namely the
set of pussible antecedents relativized 1o the present discourse, as in case of
pronominais,

T ¢f. Clark (1930 argueng for the olowing consimain

2.2. Modified NPs
Consider now NPs contlining & restictive modifier:

() {a) der einzige Mana, der am Rewien teitninomt
the only man, who participates a-the rce
(b) dor einzige yrofie Mann
the only tall man
(3] der cinzige Mann it einem Hut
the only man with a hat

All these NPs are ambiguous w.r.t, the set of individuals we talk about. The NP in (8a)
is ambiguous between talking about the individwals participating the race or about @
fcertain) set of men. The same is true for other resurictve modifiers. The NP in {8b)
can either be interpreted so that we mlk about a ser of il people one of them being
distinguished throngh the property of fieing ¢ nan. On the other reading we talk about
ia {certain) sef of men one of them being distinguished from the others by having the
property of heing toff. Consequently in (8c) it is either the ser of individualy wearing
a hat ar the ser of men we talk about.”

Following the analysis inroduced above for simple NPs we derive this
ambiguity through claiming that it is either NP (X) or DP {x} which is identified by
the identifier {similar to what we have seen in section iV, 7.). Alternatively according
to ME we could say thav the ambiguity arises by different mapping possibilities: it
could ether be NP or the restriclive moditier respectively which maps into the nuclear
scope. The eptional mapping could be explained by claiming that the operator can bind
the variable previded by the NP (resulting in the muapping of NP in the nuclear scope).
Since the Operator needs a restriction and a restrictive element is present in the NP it
is 4 natural assumption that this resirictive element maps into the restrictive clause.
According to my analysis the option arises by the possibility to identify NP or DP (i.e.
both X and x can be associated with an incompleic condition). Either property can be
interpreted as being the distinguishing property (associated with the necessury
uniqueness interpretation). Once the distinguishing propeny is established the other
property necessarily will be imerpreted as the property the individuoals of the relevant

The Restniction Constraini:
byp QuinZ.] if and only if Z resiricis the domain of guannitication of Qx. where YP is an * Here we will again be mainly comcemed with idenrifiers in the strict sonse (i.2. relahive
Operalor. clavses and ‘corpplement-clauses”. Adjectives (as 9-ldeatiliers) and PPs behave diffcrently. The

Notice that Clark (1000} axsumes that the restriction can be unplivit. main dilference is that they are rut coindexed with D.
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set have in commeon,”

2.3. Partitives

An interesting pattern arises if we look at einzig-NPs conwining a partitive phrase:

&) {a) Foler einzige von den Minnern
the only of the men i
(b} “dvr einzive dev Mdanner

the only thegp, men
oy {a) der eluzige von den Mdnnern, der am Reanen reiluimme
the only of the men who participates the race
{h} dor einzige der Mdnner, der am Rewnen jeifnimmi
the only the;,, men who participates the race

This paradigm shows that einzig-NPs containing a partitive is ungrammatical in case
there is no restrictive modifier. We have 1 explain the obligatory oceurrence of an
identificr. Notice that the present analysis provides an cxplanation for this behavior.
it is an inherent property of the partitive phrase that it ix necessarily interpreted as
denoting the superset out of which the discourse referent is picked out. According to
our analysis this means that it is necessarily associated with X, in fact it can be
equated with X. So we can assume the following {abbreviated) representation:

{11y NP: X = set of individuals satislying the property of being a man
PF: o X
DP: x =7

This representation captures the fact that the NP contained in the partitive piirase is
{equated with) the superset. It plays the same role as X (i.e. the denotation of NP} in
case of NPs without an overt partitive phrase. The difference to simple NPs is

* Note that here i s also possible 0 have a presupposed sci of individwals in e restrictive
ctause {like in the case of the simple NPY. In thal case he relative clause can just be interpreted as
AON-resiniclive. As we expeut 1his reading becomes the only one available if te relalive is forecd
to be interpreted as non-resirictive by wdding dhrigens (by e way's:

(i) der efnzige Masn, dor fibrigens am Remnen teifmimms

the only man, who by the way purticipales the race
In this case the ambiguity is lost again, the NP behaves like o simple NP. Under our approach the
non-restriclive relative sisuply diswnbiguates the NP: it can just be interprered as denoting an
individual. Thus there is ne need for Identification. since there is ne imwomnplele condition.
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however, that the subset relation is somehow overtly expressed by means of the PP.
Therefore T assume thal x ¢ X corresponds to the denotation of PP, Here it is
explicitly expressed, in other cases it is just a byproduct of the fact that the discourse
referent must be w member of the set denoted by NP, i.e. the subset relation is only
implicit, rather than explicit. Given the representation above it is obvious why we need
4 Testrictive modification. Similar to stress on the determiner efnzig forces a
uniqueness-interpretation. Since it is part of the meaning of the partitive NP that it has
1o denote the supersel the property denoted there cannot serve as the distinguishing
property {as in case of simple #iuzig-NPs). Notice moreover that the partitive phrase
necessarily invelves u plural NP (ie. it must denote a set containing mare than one
member} another property has to be added in order to pick out one particular discourse
teferent unambiguously. This umounts 1o saying that x is not identified therefore we
tind the incomplete condition x = 7. This incomplete condition gives rise to the ill-
formedness of ecinzig-NPs containing 2 partitive phrase bwt no identifier (i.e. no
identifying property).

Notice that the assumption that the partitive phrase ts cguated with the
denotution of the superset could imply the following (structural) praperty of such
phrases. In case of simple NPs the denotation of the superset is NP, ie. the
complemnent of D. We might generalize this assumption. Assume that the superset for
the denotation of D (x) is alwuys associated with the complement of D. Let us assume
that a partitive plrase is in fact (he complement of D. This assumption leads to the
following representation of DPx containing a partitive phrase:

(12) DP
Spec D
- s
o _JPP\
Spee” P
P e

Abstracting away from the position of einzig® we can assume that PP is a direct
complement of D® So we might put things the other way round. 1t might be a
consequence of the syntactic position of the partitive (rather than an inherent propetty
as suggested above) that it is necessarily interprered as the superset for the denotation
of DP (x). Notice that this analysis differs form previously suggested analyses in that
I am not assuming an empty N between D and PP. Olsen (199]) for example suggests

"L can cither be in a posilien adjovined w PP or allematively it could be assemed that

there is an AgeP between DP umd PP (in the sense of Giusti 1991} thai hosts clitzig.

[£:13]
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that there 15 an NP that is headed by an empty N, This empty N is assumed 10 be
projected from the lexicon but lacking a phenological marix. She assumes that the
empty N takes the sume denetation as the antecedent twhich is &in this case a
‘postcedent’). However, there are problems with such an analysis that the representation
sssumed here does net tace. First, under Olsen’s analysis it would not be evident why
cinzig-NPs containing a panitive necessarily need an identifier. It there were an N
{which lacks a phonological matrix) we would expect that this N could provide the
superset for x. Under this assumption we would expect the same behavior of einzig-
NPs containing a partitive and simple efnzig-NPs, The only difference were that in the
latter case the N denoting X has a phonological matrix. There is ne reason why the
possibility to in interpret X as being 4 presupposed set (of possible antecedents) should
be restricted to overt serialization of N (to the contrary one might expect that this
mterpretation, which corresponds to an ‘emptied” N. 15 not available if this N is
{phoncdogically) empty, but this is apparenily the case, us we have seen. If we assume
that there is no NP involved we can explain the necessity for the restrictive modifier
since any x must be associated with an X. If no N denoting X is present then the
partitive phrase is interpreted as denoting X Secondly. if there were an empty N (with
abl wts features except for the phonological marrix) we would expect the same
Inerprewation of an NP having this N overtly expressed:

(3 () v einzige Mann van deir Mdiera
the only man of the men
(b der einzige Mann ven den Mdnnern, der einen Hut trése
the only man of the men who wears o hat

It is true that the same reading as in cxamples (9-11)) above ts available (in this case
i Testrictive element is again necessary). However the NP in (134) is not illformed (as
oppesed 10 (9}). However, itis oniy well-formed under a particular reading that is not
available in case N is not avert, This is o reading where 1he denoted man is interpreted
as being the oy read man of the set of men denoted in the partitive phrase. Although
all the individuais have 1o property of being a man there is actually just one of them
that has the property of being a real man. This interpretation shouid become clear on
basis of the following example:

(14)  Perer st der cinzige wirkiiche Mann von divsen Minnern. idie ja alfe

Schlappscivdnze sind).
Peter is the only real man of these wen (wha are all just softies)
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This difference in interpretation depending on the overtness of N is not expected under
an analysis & la Olsen. Under the present analysis this behavior Follows. In case there
is no overt N the partitive phrase 1s assumed to be a dircct compiement of D If N is
overtly expressed, then it is i the complement position. However in this case it is
interpreted as the distunguishing propernty. In this case the superset (ie. the set of
altermatives) can be either salient i the discourse or overtly expressed. The partitive
phbrase is one possibility to doing so {i.e. it can identify X).

2.4. Abstract Nouns

Seo far we have seen the behavior of eiizig w.r.t concrete individuals. IF we look at
abstract nouns we lind a somewhat ditterem behavior:

{15y  (w) das einzige Argiment
the enly argument
(b) die einzige Hoffuung
the only hepe

I we compare the interpretation of these efnzig-NPs with the imerpretation of other
einzig-NPs we find an interesting distinction. Consider again the interpretation
associated with ¢inzig repeated here for convenience:

(16) There is a (presupposed) set of individuals and one member of these
individuals is distinguished from the others by being the only one who fuifills
the propeny P.

in case of abstract nouns we cannot reaily talk aboul a presupposed set of individuals
one of them being distinguished through being an argument. What else could the
interpretation be in these cases? First notice that it has 1o be the case that the denoted
discourse referent must be a member of a presupposed set of individuals. This can be
shown on basis of the ill-formedness of efnzig modifying Names:

182



0T uy “ther einzipe Peor®
the only Peter

(by *ufus einzipe Paris
the only Paris

So if the reference of the individual/entity is inherently specified, i.e. if there is no
need for Identificution then one cannot zel the interpretation that youw refer to a single
individual which is distinguished from others by having the property N. Therefore this
phrase results in ungrammaticality.

Now we have 1a solve the problem that on the one hand the hehavior of Names
shows that we have 10 assume that a presupposed set is available and on the other hand
abstract nouns seem (o resist an inerpretation where a set of given entities is
presupposed one member of this set being distinguished by the property denoted by N.
The problem is that we have to find a denotation for X in case N js the distinguishing
property. Intuitively the interpretation of an NP containing an abstract N and efnzie con
be paraphrased as follows:

(18y  OF the set of possible Ns there is Just one which has the property of being a
real (or the only existing) N.

It scems to be the case that the individual denoted by an ubstract einzig-NP s
contrasted 10 a4 set of individuals containing possible (or existing) N's. To make this
intwition more clear consider the NP in (L15ad the oaly argument, It can be used 3n two
different contexts. The first context is as follows, Assume that there is a discussion
about the possibility that Peter is a spy. Everybody is arguing for or against it. All the
arguments presenied are rejected on basis of some reason or other except for one
particutar argument. This is then the cnly remaining argument and therefore it is the
only real argument of the set of possible arguments. As we have seen in exampiles (13-
t4) the interpretation of being the only reaf N is also avatlable with concrete nouns,

* Note that ihis cauample is welt-fonned if the name is inerpreted as a propeny, The (wo
possible interprelations of nwnes can be observed in the following paradigm.
(i3 feder) Peser fst rekommen

{the} Peler is come
(ii) Diieser Mann heifir t*dery Peter

This tan is named £¥the) Peier
The possibility Tor a definite deternminer shows that nanses can also be interpretcd as properics
(namely the property of heing nued Peter). This is exadtly the imerpretation il efauzfyy monitics
1he name. In that case the Presupposiion arises that there are other ndividuals thar have the
propeay of Seing named Perer,
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An NP like the only miast can have the interpretation that there is a set of men and Jjust
one of these men has the property of being a real man {mcaning thae this is the only
one who 1§ totally male).

The other possible interpretation for the onfy arynment 15 slightly ditferent. Tt
is in principle possible that there are several arguments for a given Fact but in the
actual worid there happens to be just one argument. This amonnts to saying that out
of the set of possible arguments there is just one {existing) argument. The two
interpretations havc something in common: namely that the entity referred to is
contrasted to a set of individuals that can either exist or their existence might be
possible. However all of them have the same property in common, namely being an
argumeni. This means that in case of abstract nouns we find a similar interpretation as
in case of pronominals. Remember that [ have argued that pronominals are associated
with an NP that denotes X. X corresponds to the set of possible aniecedents. Here we
get 1 similar inierpretation. X corresponds to a set of possible discourse referents and
this set is furthermore restricled by the denoratien of N: it must be the set of possible
arguments,

2.3, Possessor phrases

I will now look at restrictions governing Identilication, .. symtactic environments
where the ambiguity detected so far is lost. The first environment we will ook at is
possessor constructions. Here we find a contrast w.r.t. pre- vs. postnominal possessor
phrases. Consider the following paradigm:

{19) () das cinzige Bild Peiers
the only picture Peter's
(b}  dox etnzige Bifd von Petor
the only picture of Peter

The NPs in (19) with the possessor in postnominal position (realized us a GENNP
(192) or as a PP (19b}) are ambiguous between the following two readings:

20y () of the set of entities possessed by Peter, x is the only one that has the
property of being a piclure
{b} of the set of pictures (we talk about), x is the only one that belonys to
Perer
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According to what we have suid so far this ambiguizy acises as follows: it i3 either the
property denoted by N that is interpreted as the distinguishing property (and therefore
the identifying property) or it is the property of hoing possessed by Perer that is
distinguishing, and therefore identifying x out of the set X. Interestingly, in case of
prenominal pessessor phirases this ambiguity is lost:

21y {a) Peters einziges Bild
Peler's only picture

(ty dent Peter sein elnzipes Bifd

they,, Peter his only piclore

Here the only reading available is the ane where we talk abour individuals possessed
by Peter. In this case the property denoted by N must be the distinguishing property,
i.c. the denoted discourse referent iy distinguished by being o pictire. The other
reading (which is available with postiominal possessor phrases) where we would talk
about a (certain} ser of pickures is not available. Why could that be? The analysis of
Identification suggesied here provides an explanation. The distinguishing property can
be equatcd with being the identifier. The identifyee has been équated with x and % is
supposed te be the denotation of DP. Prenominal possessor phrases thus receive the
following representation:

(22) [ Peter |y |y, 's) einziges .. | Bild])
D: x="
N: X = set of pictures

Remember that Identification is subject to PCL: The idemtifier can not precede the
identifyee. Since it is D that is associated with x (the index of the identifyee} the
possessor in (22) linearly precedes the identifyee. Therefore it cannot be interpreted as
the identifier. Being the identificr is however equated with denoting the distinguishing
property. i.e. the praperty *hat should suffice to pick out the reievant denotation for x.
it toilows that in case of prenominai possessor phrases the ambiguity is lost: Being
possessed by Peter cannot be intetpreted as the identifier for x and therefore it cannot
be interpreted as the distinguishing property.

If this is indeed the explanation for the Toss of ambiguity we cannot analyze the
existing reading by claiming that the possessor identifics NP {X). T do not think that
this is a problem for the present anulbysis. [ have argeed that Identiticution provides a
licensing configuration. In casc of (22) the possessor 15 inherently licensed by means
of the Specifier Head relation, which counts s a ficensing contiguration. There is no
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need to establish a relation of [dentification in order o license the Possessor. However
if the prenominal passessor is not licensed as an identifier {neither of X nor of x) then
the loss of ambiguity cannot be explained by saying that it can only identify one of the
two possible identifyees (X or x). It musi be related to some other factor.” 1 think that
this is indeed the case. efnzig necessarily induces the uniqueness interpretation.
Therefore there must be some property that distinguishes x out of X, [f the possessor
is in prenominal position it cunnot count as the distinguishing property. The only
property available is the one denoted by N, similar to simple NPs discussed in section
2.1, There we have seen thit the set out of which x is taken can be presupposed in the
discoursc. If there is a possessor phruse the most natural interpretation for this set is
that it contains entities possessed by Peter since x is possessed by Peter.

If the passessor occurs in postmominal position. then it is possible to interpret
it as an identifier of either X or x. In this case we expect LCI to constrain its position.
In case the identifying possessor phrase occurs in extraposed position we expect that
{dentification of X is no longer available {DP intervenes). This means that the only
avyiluble interpretation is that the property denoted by N is the distinguishing property:

123} (W) {oh halre das einzige Bild von Peser pekunfi
I have bought the only picture of Peter's
()] 1ok hube das eiinzige Bild (gestern) gekanft von Perer.
] have bought the only picture (vesterdav) of Peter's

The prediction is borne out; the ambiguity is lost it PP is cxiraposed. This follows
from LCI because e identifier is too high in order to huve access to NP, it can just
identity DP,

The same eftect is also found wilh other instances of Edentification. If we are
dealing with an NP conssining e/nzig construed with a relative clause in extraposed
position, then we expect no ambiguity. This prediction is again borne out;

" Notice that a similar phenomenon is alse found in case of other NPs (not containing
zig). Consider (he following minimat pair, involving cither a pre- or a postnominal possessor

and an adjective:

(i}
(i)
in

das grofie Buch Peters
Peters profes Buch
(i) the adjective can either e regtriclive or non-restrictive. whereas in (i) it can oniy be

inlerpreted as non-resieictive. [ do not have anything o sdy about this Hict,
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24 Dor efnzige Mann der o dem Rewnen reifnintmt, ist versehwinden,
The only man who participates the race has disappeared

(b) Der einzige Mann ist verschwunden, der on dem Rewnen teitnimme.
The only man has disappeared. who participates the race

In (24a) the interpretation of the DP pives rise to two differant readings: either heing
u man or being a participant iy the race can be the distinguishing property. In sentence
(24D} the ambiguity is lost. The only available interpretation for the DP is that being
@ man is the distinguishing property. The loss of ambiguity follows from the present
analysis. In extraposed position the possibility to idenufy NP (X) is no longer
available, LCI would be vioiated. X is not accessible for Identification.

Notice that the two cases where we find a loss of ambiguity (i.e. prenominal and
extraposed possessor phrases) erucially support the claim that the two readings are
relevant tor Grammar. The twe different readings should be encoded. Syowactic
confrgurations have an influence on the availabitity of the twe readings. Moreaver the
relevant interpretation of the DP is sensitive (o syntactic configuration in & way tha
is predicted by the present analysis of Identification: both., if PCL and LCI ure violated
respectively then one of the two readings is lost,

3. Superlatives

A similar behavior is found wort, superlatives. (Notice that superlatives are also
CTYing a uniqueness presupposition - as we have ulready mentioned in section 1V.3))
Consider the following DP:

(25)  der schinste M
the most beautiful man

This DP is ambiguous in a similar way as efnzig-NPs involving restrictive modification
are. ‘The ambiguity 15 as follows. Under the first reading a ceriain set of men is
presupposed. One of these men is distinguished frem the others by being the most
beatitifl of them. Under the sceond reading (which is more easily available with
(eontrastived stress on N) we talk about the set of mosr heannful individuals. One
individual out of this st is distinguished by the propeny of being a mun. The question
is pow how this arnbiguity arises and why in this case {15 opposed 1o einzig-NPs) there
is no need for restrictive modification in order to get two readings. The differcnce i3
that the adjective itself {i.c. the element that induces the uniyueness Jnigrpretation)
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provides a property that can serve as the distinguishing propenty. einzig does not
provide such a property. Interestingly, there is a {derived) adjective denoting the
property of being cinzig (i.e. unigque):

(20} der einzigartige Mann
the oustanding man

4. Indefinite NPs

So far we have not said anything about indefinite NPs and Identification, Notice that
identified indefinite NPs do not create a problem for the present analysis. They can
introduce a discourse referent (therefore obeying the Novelty Condition resulting in the
precedence constraint, [t can be assumed that the identifier provides avaitability in the
discourse by ascribing a ccrtain property to the denoted discourse referent. An
imcresting pattern arises it we look arl indefinite efnzig-NPs. Consider the following
senlence:

(27)  Maria huat [oiven einziven Mann, der wm Rennen teiinghm] gesehen,
Mary has an ealy mun seen. who ar the race participsed seen
‘Mary has seen a single man who participatedt e race™

The DP in (27) still refers to single individual fike in case of definite NPs. However,
there 15 still a difference to definite DPs w.r.t. whit the distmguishing property can be.
This behaviar sheds some light on the behavior of indefinite NPs in general. The
difference is as follows. An indefinite einzig-NP' gives rise to the following
presuppositions:

(28) (a)  There are other men seen hy Mary tha did not participate the race.
(b}  There are other individuals seen by Mary, thar are not men,
(4] There are other tall men. that were not seen by Mary,

The presuppositions in (283} and (28h) correspond to the ones we have seen in case
of definite ¢inzig-NPs. The crucial difference between indefinite and definite DPs is
the presuppesition in (28c) which is not available for definite cinzig-NPs. The
distinguishing property can not only be the propertics tound within the DP itself. The
DP seems to be ransparent w.r.t. the matrix clause. le. the property expressed by the

* Nate that Engiish and Geeman differ in thal English docs not allow enfr (comesponding
Gemnan einziy olhicrwise) with indcfinite NPs,
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whele proposition has intluence on the possible presuppositions, The denoted
individual (the mtan pariicipating the race) has as its distinguishing property that sie
was seen hy Mary. It con be the case that there are other men who participated the
race but there is only one of these men who was seen by Mary, The individual denoted
by an indefinite NP is the only one who fulfills all three favailable) properties {betng
A man, participating the race and being seen by Mary).

In case of definite NPs the third reading is not available: the denotation of the
DF is indcpendent of any other property available in the sentence. [n Maria hat den
efnzigen Mann. der ant Reanen teilnghm gesebien (‘Mary has seen the only man who
participated the race’) one can not presuppose that there are more individuals who
fulfill the properties of being & man and participating the race. It is not possible 1o
imerpret the property denoted in the whole proposition as the distinguishing property.
This amoumts to saying that indefinites are transparent whereqs detinites are not, This
is however not a surprising resuit. Notice that the (ransparency or opacity of indefinites
vs. definites respectively can be observed for various phenomens (for exampie
mavement is in muny cases possible out of the former but not out of the latter),

Although 1 do not want w suggest any further solution within the present
analysis [ still think that this ransparency found here sheds some interesting light on
the difference between 'strong’ and 'weak' NPs. Assume that the former do induce a
particelar discourse referent, which can be fixed just on basis of the DP. The latter
hawever cannot be fixed ouly on basis of the DP itseif but only in combination with
the sentence it occurs in. This would then comespond to nonspecific’ readings. 1 will
not pursuc this issue any Further since it goes beyvond the scope of the present
discussion. However. one more issue needs 16 be addressed, As we have seen there is
2 wity to wranslate the present analysis imo the MH. This would then mean that there
Is a comrelate to the MH DP-inicrnally. Moreover we lave seen that the different
interpretations have to do with presuppositions - and as 2 niarter of tact Diesing (1992
talks about a presapposed reading for specific NPs. However, we have also seen that
in case of DPs there is no one to one correlation between the position of an element
and its interpretation. Elements thut occur in the restrictive clause do not show any
restriclion on their position (in fact they need not even be expressed overtly), whereas
elements 10 be mapped into the nuclear scope DO show such a restriction. This would
suggest that specific NPs in the sense of Diesing should be allowed in any position
whereas nion-specific NPs should be more restricted. 1 will Jeave the problem of a DP-
internal MH and its implications for IP-MH 1 la Diesing (1992} as a matter of future
tesearch.
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VII. A PROBLEM FOR PCI: LEFT DISLOCATION

The analysis discussed so far has to face one particular problem, which | will address
in this chapter in more detail. It wiill turn out that once an appropriate analysis is
established the problem disappears. Morcover we will see that the data under
consideration will turn out to confirm our analysis. The particular problem has te do
with the Precedence Constraint (derived by the Novelty Condition) assumed for
Identification;

{1} The Precedence Constraint on Identification (PCI)
The identifyee has o precede the identifier.
(where XP precedes YP itf it lincarly precedes every member of YP).

Consider again the paradigm derived by IPCI:

(2) {a) Perer har f{daranj, [dafl Mavig Bler rinkel ] peglaubr,

Peter has thereon, that Mary beer drinks believad

()} Feter hat [daran]; geglowbt, [duff Mariu Bier rinkif,
Peter has thereon believed. that Mary beer drinks

ich *{Daff Maria Bier trinkt]; hat Perer {duran; geplaubt,
That Mary beer drinks has Peter thereon helieved

() {DaB Maria Bier trinke] hat Peter geglanbi.
That Mary beer drinks has Peter believed

i) HDaran], [ddaff Maria Bier winkt}] hae Peter geglonin
Thereon that Mary beer drinks has Peter believed

The identifier can occur in a position right-adjoined to the identifyee (2a) and (2e) and
in extraposed position (2b). But it cannot be moved to a position where it precedes the
identifyee (2c) although it is in general possible 10 move the potential identifier to this
position if no identifyec is present (2d).

Consider now the following semtence contradicting the cluim that the identifier
cannot be in a position preceding the identifyec:

(K3 {Dali Maria Bier trinkd]; [daranf, har Perer gegfanbr.
that Mary beer drinks thereon has Peter believed

In the sentence above the identifier is in a position preceding the identifyee {i.e. the
prenominal element). The only difference between (3) and the ungrammatical (2c) is
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thitt in (3 the identifyee occurs in opicalized position. This configuration is known as
Lefi Dislocation. The wellformed example (3) shows exactly the same pittern as other
instances of Left Dislocation involving nominal elements (instead of a lefr dislacated
seneential constituent):

4) [Den Peter], [denf; habe ich nicht gesehon.
The Peter d-pron have [ not seen

In this section I will argue that the apparemt problem can be dispensed with by
claiming than in case of Left Dislocation we are nor dealing with an instance of
Identification. Thus the main claim will be that the lett dislocated constituent acts as
a discourse antecedent for the pronominal element, ie. there is no direct dependency
relation between the left dislocated element and the topicalized pronoun. Remember
that T have argued in section I115.3. that discourse antecedence und syntactic
antecedence are independent of each other. Both notions of antecedence should not be
collapsed. With respect to anaphoricity I would like to argue that the seatence abuove
is similar to intersentential anaphoric relations like in the discourse below:

[} Klara har gesiern fden Peter] gesehen. Den, haly ivh wicht pesehen.
Klara has yesterday the Peter seen. D-pron lave | not seen,
‘Clair has seen Peter yesterday. I didn't see him.'

Here the occurrence of the DP den Perer in the first sentence is as a discourse
antecedent for the pronominal element in the second sentence. There is no direct
syntactic dependency relation invoived. Notice morcover thar Left Dislocation
necessarily involves a pronoun that is rather similar o a demanstrative pronoun. This
was also argued to be a property of identifyees (which just need [dentification if the
centent is not clear in the context). We will sce that Left Dislocation is somehow the
opposite of Tdentification (not only because Left Distocation involves a leftward
relation whereas [dentification involves a rightward relation). This will be confirmed
by the presupposition induced by Left Distocation. The presuppositions arising in case
of Left Dislocation will be argued to be the exact opposite {o the ones we have seen
50 far {being induced by Identification). Both presuppositions have to do with the index
X assoctated with the pronominal. ks both cases the pronominal makes the denotation
associated with X (namely (he set of possible antecedents) availuble,

In the foliowing sections 1 will present the analysis for Left Dislocation T am
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assuming'. We will see that assuming no direct (syntictic) dependency relation (which
[ am forced to assume 1o get rid of the apparent problem; is independenty motivated
{both theoretically und empiricully). We will then be able to compare extraposition and
Left Dislocation. Many properties of Left Dislocation will confirm the assumptions we
have discussed so far. We will look at the different presuppositions and how they
tollow from the present analysis. We will also see some facts supporting the
Optionatity Hypothesis (as introduced in section II1.3.). Finally Left Dislocation will
provide evidence for the claim that properties are associated with discourse referents.

1. Some problems concerning Lelt Dislocation

Let me start with looking at an instance of Left Dislocation in more detail. Consider
the Following example:

(6} [Den Frosehf, fdenf, hot die Prinzessin nichr gekifr.
The frog. pron. has the princess not kissed
‘The frog, the princess diclp't kiss him'

What we find here is a DP (den Frosch) which is ieft-adjoined to a fully sawrated V2
clause (den hahe ich nichr gesefren), In this clause, a profoun oceurs in topicalized
position i.e. SpecCP, and this pronoun is co-referential with the lofi-dislocated DP. 1
will assume withour further discussion that the lefr-dislocated constituent is
busegenerated in a position adjoined 1o CP. Therefore we are in the need to address
the question as 10 how it gets licensed in this position. Another problem to be
addressed is the requirement that the left-dislocared constituent and the topicalized
pronoun match in certain features. We will see thae theee is a single answer 1o both
questions while we can siill assume that the lteft-dislocated constituent acts as a
discourse antecedent for the pronoun.” Therc is one more property of Left Dislocation
we have 1o draw our attention to. The sentence in (6) is pertectly grammatical even
without the left-adjoined DP as shown in (7):

'cf. wiltschka (1994} for 0 more deraried discussion ol this analysis.

* Notice thal anaphoric resoiution w generai is Just possible il the two elenents mareh in

certain features {i.e. number and gender). So this is not a peculiarity of Lelt Dislocation but also of
intersentential anaphoric resolution. However. the kefi-dislocaled constituent and the 1opicalized
PrORGUN match in more leatures than imerseatential anaphoricaily reiates constituents do: both
clements have o bear the same Case. Moreover. in case ot 3 ieft-dislocaled PP the preposition has
1o also be found in the topicalized constituen,
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N Den hut die Prinzessin wichi gebiifs
pron. has the princess not kissed
"The princess didn't kiss him’

Given the optional occurrence of ihe lefi-dislocated clement we have Lo ‘look for a
possible licensing relation that is not obligatorily established but one Wth]"l can be
activated in case it is needed. In other words the CP to which the ieft dislocated
constituent is adjoined has to provide an environment where the left dislocated
constituent can be licensed.

2. The Proposal

The analysis for Left Dislocation | will assume ¢ -llowing Wilischke 1994) can l:_n:
summarized as follows. The left dislocated consntuent s licensed as a syntac.ua
operator {a notion which will be clarified shortly} which s pc:rmxm'c on the {:ﬂynt:‘lcllc)
operator-variable-chain between the lopicalized pronoun and its trace. _The (s:mphﬁnlac!]
representation for Left Dislocation is given in (8) {where POp reters to Parasitic
Operaror and TOp refers to Topic Operator):

ity DP, [ep PION e
FOp TOp vbl
| |

1t s crucial that there are two seperate chains inve!ved both of them containing the
same trace: C, = | TOp,t}, C. = {POp). The two chauns differ in thar €, is derived
by mevement (i.e. topicalization) whereas C, is basegenerated. POp is assumed to be
pasasitic on C,. Notice that this analysis captures the traditional problem that Lelft
Dislocation shews properties of basegeneration ANT of movement. Given this
representation there are scveral questions that arise immediately: What exactly do _wc
mean by Parasitic Operator? Why is there no chain between POp and TOp? Assuming
no chain between POp and TOp seems to ndicate a problem tor an account of the
feature-sharing between POp and TGp. We will alse address this question,

It should be clear now that this analysis provides a solution for the apparent
problem concerning ldentification and PCI. PCL is not violated since there is no
dependency relarion berween the two elements under consideration. The left dislocuied
constituent behaves exactly like 4 discourse anptecedent. We have seen in discussing
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Identification, that there need not be a syntactic identifier. If the comtent of the
pronominal is clear from the context, i.e. if it is preceded by a discourse antecedent
(that is still available). Since we are not dealing with an instance of Identification LCE
is also not relevant in this configuration. The Tocality constraint is captured differently:
it follows from the fac! that the lefi-dislocated element is parasitic on another A'-chain.
The only possibility to create such a chain is by means of topicalization of the
coreferent element, Topicalization in Germun targets SpecCP which then happens to
be adjacent te the position of the left-dislocated element.

3. Motivating the analysis

Tn this scction I will show that the analysis for Left Dislocation assumed here does not
only solve the problem concerning PCL but it is independently motivated both,
theoretically and empirically.

3.1. Theoretical motivation

Being licensed as a parasitic operator is the only possibility for the left dislocated
element to be licensed. Several theoretical considerationy Justify this claim. Moreover
I think that the assumptions concerning the general theory of licensing discussed in

chapter L. are relevant here as well. They are not designed just to explain the problems
CONCETNing extraposition.

3.1.1. Being in an operator-variable chain is the only possibility for the left
dislocated constituent to be licensed

As we have alrcady discussed in chapter 1. we cun distinguish between twe ditferent
kinds of licensing reguiremens: There is inherent ficcnsing. i.e. licensing just by virtue
of sitting in a certain (licensed) position and there is relarional licensing, i.¢. elements
which are licensed by another element. Relational licensing is mostly constrained by
ceriain locality requircments governed by c-command. Remember moreover that | am
assming that all of the relational licensing requirements are usymmetric relations, i.c.
we never find mutual licensing relations. Given that a left dislocated constituent cannot
be licensed relationatly since there is no element asymmetricully c-commanding it we
already have a reason to assume that left dislocated constituents are licensed inherently.
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Remember that | have argued in chapter 1. that irherent licensing can be equated with
Chomsky's (1992} notion of legitimate-LF-objects, i.e. heads, arauments, medifiers and
operator- variable-chains, It is neither the case that a left dislocated constituent is a head
nor an argument, ror a modifier - so we are left with the last possibility: what we find
is an operator-variable chain. Therefore we can say that the theory of licensing in
ecneral forces us to arrive at the conclusion that lett dislocaed constitwents are licensed
as operaiors, which is exactly the analysis suggested here.

3.1.2. What is a Parasitic QOperator?

In the literature we find two different delinitions for what counts as am operator. One
possibility is 1o give a list of clements functioning as operaters {cf. Chomsky {1981),
Cingue ( 1590)):

N Operator = bare quantifiers, wh-phrases, null NPs in 3pecCP

el
The other possibility is to define operators structurally:

the head of an A*-chain

(9% Operator =,
[ will adopt the intensional (structural} definition in (Y%, Stll one has w account fer
the distinguishing properry of the elememis listed in (9). These elements are the ones
which are forced to move to an A’-position - presumably becanse of the prohibition
against vacaous quantification, i.e, they have 1o bind o variable), W.r... heads of A"
chains in general (which ure not elements of the set defined in (9} it seemns that there
is nothing inherent about these elements that forces A-movement. However, as soon
as a constituent moves 10 an A'-position 1t acts like an operator by vittue of binding
a variable (left behind through A-movement}). Therefore one can distinguish twa kinds
of operators: fmherens operarors and syntaciic (derived) operators. In other words:
inherent operators are only 4 subser of operators,

It has been argued in several places that one has 1o make use of this distinction
(ef. Spontiche {1983), Lasnik & Stowell (1991)). Moreover it has been argued there

¢l wmong tithers Cingue (1590), Dimimadis (1994), Anagnesiopouwiou {1994, larridou

{torthcoming) for a discussion of the opera1orhood of lelt distocated and citic left dislocaled
constilsmes,
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that the hijection principie’ only holds for inherent operators but not for syntactic
operators. It is claimed that a syntactic Operator can bind more than one variable.

* However, il the bijection principle can be vielated in one disection there is no reason

why it should not alse be possible to violae it in the other direcrion: one variable
being bound by two operaters. This is what | am suggesting here. The left dislocated
constituent is licensed by virtue of being linked 1o a variable, i.e. an A-position.® This
linking is however only possibie if there is an adequate varable available in the clause
the left dislocated constituent is adjoined to. Notice that the cross-linguistic difference
berween CLLD and Left Disiocation can be assumed 1o follow from a lexical property®,
e, clitics can act as bound variables therefore they can stay in situ and thereby
licensing the CLLDed constituent. d-pronouns on the other hand cannot act as bound
variables themselves. Notice that this is an independently attested property of d-
pronouns as shown in the following example:

(Y0)  fledor Prinz]; glanhe dufl fder]., ifer],; eine Princessin kriegen wird.
Every prince believes that d-pronfhe o princess get will

The d-pronoun cannot be coreterent with a quantified antecedent, i.e. it cannot receive
a bound variable interpretation. Given this independently attested propenty of d-
pronouns it follows that in order to provide an licensing configuration tor left
dislocated elements they have to A'-move in order 1o leave g variable, There is stll
another question arising now: why is it not possible o have a left dislocated constituent
licensed by means of binding a (personal) pronoun (that can act as a bound variable)
in its base-position. Notice that such a configuration is indeed possible, however, it
gives rise t0 4 Hawging Tepic interpretation. | will briefly address this question in
section V1.5,

*“The Bijection Principle basicaily says that shere 18 @ 111 wapping belween Operors and

variables: an Operator can bind only one variable, and 3 varable is bourd by only one Operator.

* Assuming Sportiche's (1983) and Lasnik & Stowelfs (1991) conclusion that the bijection

principle holds only for inherenl operdors a5 weil 15 1he @ssumplion made hees that both the el
disiocated constituem and (he 1picadized pronoun are syntaciic operators this anadysis derives 1he
Tact that Lelt Dislocation is just possible for clements which are not inhierent operators, Left
Dislocation is nol possible {or elements carrying guanrificational force:

(i}

(i}

*Keinen Frosch, den hat sie pekiifir
Na Irog, pron, has she kissed

*Nichr don Frosch, den hal sie gekiifis
Not the [rog, pron. has she kissed

(iii) *Niemauden, den hor die Princessin gekiifs.

Nobady. prom. bas the princess kissed
* cf. Anagnostopoulon (1994) for such an anubysis.
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3.1.3. Why is there no chain between POp and TOp?

I will now show why wc are theoretically forced to assume that there is no chain
between POp and TOp and rherefore it can be assumed that POp acts as a discourse
antecedent for TOp. There is ne direct dependency relation between the two eleraents
under consideration. Consider again the abstract representation of Lefl Dislocation
suggested here:

(n POp, TOp, 1,
| {

Recall thm we make use of a structurai (as opposed to un extensional) definition for
operators (being the head of an A'-chain). If we would assume that there is just one
single chain, then just POp wounld be an operator in the reprasentation in (11), There
is no way in which TOp could be an operator since it is not the head of an A'-chain
rather it would itsell be bound by POp. However, if TOp is not an operator but rather
an interntediare hinder the variable would not be locaily A'-bound by an eperator. TOp
would be a closer A'-binder witheut being an operator.

Notice that the sume kind of techinical problem arises with intermediate traces.
Consider the example below (taken from Cingue 1990):

(12)  Who, ditd fre sav [t {1 was invired)]

Here the variable is not locally A™-bound by an operator since ) is the local A'-binder.
There are two different proposals to be found in the literature in order to deat with this
problem. Cingue (1990 argues on basis of this axample for the followmg definition
of vartables:

(13 Varible =,, (a2l in A-position locally A-bound and operator bound.
The other possibility is to assume that intermediamte traces are deleted ac LF (cf. Lasnik
& Saite 1984 among others). Assuming this kind of deletion no problem arises with

respect to binding at LF.

" However, necither solution is available in case of Left Dislocation. First
reformulating the definition of variables (along the tines of Cingue 1990) does net help

to allow the topicalized element to count as an operator. Secondly, within 1 deletion
account ene would have 1o claim that the topicalized pronoun deletes at LF yielding
the following LF-representation:

{14y Den Frosch habe ich pekiifit.
the frog have [ kissed
POg, t,
Here ne problem w.rt. binding would arise. Notice that this representation looks like
the outpul of topiculization. In the following sections T will present arguments against
such an analysis.

3.1.4. The pronoun cannot he deleted

There are several arguments against deletion of the pronoun. First of all it is not true
that topicalization and Left Dislocation have exactly the same imterpretation (but they
should have if they had the same LF tepresentation). We will see the differences in
iaterpretation in section Vi3, they have 1o do with different presuppositions
depending on the presence or absence of the proneminal respectively.” Morcover. in
some cases the pronoun in topicalized position is even necessary to vield a well-formed
outpur;

(15} Duff der Frosch ein Prinz isr *(desseny war sich die Prinzessin nichr bewnpi.
that the frog is a ponce (ProPP) was herself the princess not aware
The princess was not aware of the fact that the frog was y prince.’

The ungrammaticality of (15) without the d-word is probably due w sclectional
requirements of the verb. Bewsft sein ('to be aware of) selecis for a genitive NP, So
if we had to assume that the d-word deletes at LF in order o get the right
representation we would have to delete a selected argument. This would yield a
viglation of the Projection Principle as well as o violation of the cendition on the
recoverability of deletion.

" To be exact. given the presend asswnpuons conceming the distingtion belween domain D

and LF we might say (ac least in the instances that only have an elfeet an presuppositions) that
delction at LF is an oprion bul the pronoun bas o be present al domain D (the fevel where [
asswne presuppositions 10 be encoded). However, in some of Lhe lollowing examples i1 will
becrme clear that deletion wt LF is not an oplion since it would vielate the constraing oo
recoverabidity of deletion as well a5 the Principle of Fuil ficapretarion,
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3.1.5, Other instances of Left Disiocation

There is anether crucial argument apainst deletion of the topicalized element which is
ar the same time an argument for the analysis presented here. It is a crucial aspect of
my analysis that Left Dislocation is parasitic on topicalization. So far we have seen
instances of topicalization of a coreferemt pronocun. However, if it is true that Left
Dislocation is parasitic on topicalization in general we expect that this does not just
hold for topicalization of a pronoun. Left Dislocation should rather be possible in any
environment of topicalization. The only constraint holding for the refation betweea the
left dislocated constituent and 1he coreferent element is that they bear the same index.
This follows from my analysis since both elements are assumed to be licensed by
being mapped to the same position. Thes both constituents have to carry the same
index as the varinble occupying this position, Therefore we predict that any twao
constituents beanng (he same index (i.e. denoting the same discourse referent) can
oceur in Left Dislocation environments.® This prediction is indeed bome out. Moreover,
it shows that it is not just in case of Identification of a proneminal when Left
Dislacation contradicts PCL. All the cases where [ argued that we find an instance of
Identification are possible in this ‘construction’, T think that this confirms the claim that
Left Dislocation and [dentification are two (opposite} sides of one coin.

3.1.5.1. Twa NPs
First consider two NPs denoting the same individual:

16y {a) [0ie Prinzessind; {dieses hithsche Midchen], hat den Froseh gekicft.
the princess. this prey gicl has the frop kissed
‘The princess, this pretty girl has Kissed the frog.”
()} [Den Prinzeny; don armen Scilfucker]; hot die Prinzessin gekifi.
the prince-ace, the poor guy-ace has the princess kissed
‘The prince, the princess has kissed the peor guy!

Left Dislocation is possible not enly if a pronoun is topicalized but also in case a
coreferent lexical NP is topicatized. Again topicalization is a nccessary prerequisite for
‘he left dislocated element to be licensed. Notice also that 4 lexical N can in general

¥ As wo will discuss in the next section this stalement is oo geacral but Ihe resirictions on

what eiements ¢an occur instcad of the d-peonouns will be shown to tollow from more general
principics,

not act as a bound variable. Therefore it is agan expecred that the coreferent NP has
to move, like in casc of d-pronouns.

The examples ubove give rise to an interesting issue which alse confirms the
claim that the left dislocated constituent realiy acts as o discourse referent for the
topicialized constituent. As Wasow (1972) observes, there is a Novelty Condition® for
anaphoric relations:

(U7} An anaphor mav nor introduce any presupposition ot associaied with its
dnrecedend,

This condition captures the fact that an anaphorically dependeat element cannot be
more determinate in reference than its antecedent. It is cruciual however that 1his is 2
nonstructural property - it alse applies intersententially. Williams ¢1994) gives the
following example:

tIRY o) & captain, watked into the room. The officer, ar firse said narthing.
(b *An offfcer: walked into the rosm. The captain; at first said nothing.

The NP a captain determines the referent more specifically dian the officer. Wusow's
Noveity Condition is violated in (18b) becanse the latter precedes the former. The same
generalization holds for the above mentioned instances of Left Dislocation:

(19 {a) *Dux Mdcdchen, diese Prinzessin hat dee Frosek petifr"®
the mirl. this princess has the frog kissed
()} *Den armren Schfucker. diesen Prinzen hat die Prinzessin gekiifc
the paor guy. 1his prince has the princess kissed

The set of princesses is o subset of girls and therefore determines the referent more
specifically violating the Novelty Condition.

Given these tacts | (hink that we have further evidence that the element in
SpecCP cannot be deleted. We have another piece of evidence that we are dealing with

” One should not be confuscd by the e ‘Novelly Condiion’ as used by Wasow_ [1 is
ditferent 1o Heim's (1982) novion o the Novelly condilion which we were using so far. However
both approaches are combined in the present analysis by means of <laining tha Identification
licenses (re-Jintroduction ol 3 new discourse retcrent. )

*® Notice that (e examples in (19) canaol be interpreted as insrances ol parenthencal
rither than Ledt Dislocation. isee Wiltschka 1994 for a discussion)
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two independent chains. It has to be noted that the exaimpies discussed in this section
recall Hirschbiihlers {1975} arguments against antlyzing Left Dislocation as an
instance of a copying transformarion. He cructally reiies on the possibility for epitheis
1o occur it the position where usually o pronominal element occurs, The following
examples are taken from Hirschbiihler (1975}

(20 (a) Peridd, Piorre §'est batti avec {1
‘Paul. Peter had a fight with bim'
(bl Pauf, Pierre vient de se batire aver cet idio
"Paul, Peter has just fousht with that idiot”

Hirschbiihler (1975) also mentions a constraint on what kind of NP can serve as an
anaphor for other NPs which is reminiscent of our examples in (18-19). In fact it is
quite simitar 1o Wasow's Novelty Condition. He refers 1o Lakoff (1968} who shows
that:

“there exisis o hferaroky among differenr kinds of NPs, so that ana NF my serve as an
angphor for au NP onty (- NP is lower in the hierarchy than NP
{Hirschbiihler 1975: 160).
Hirschbithler gives e following example as evidence for this constraint;

Q1) *Ceurv téte-id, jo pense que j'oi défa v certe grande blonde-ta quelque part.
“That face, [ think 1've already seen that tall blonde somewhere’.

We can anzlyze the NP that occurs instead of the d-pronoun in case of Left Dislocation
as an epithet, i.e. the German counterpart of the French dara discovered in Hirschbiihler
(1975)." Given that cpithets (and according 10 Lasnik & Stowell (1991) almost any
simple definite NP can) function quusi-pronominally (having a discourse antecedent)
the facts discussed in this section are predicted by our anaiysis. which heavily relies
on the fact that the possibility for Lett Dislocation is parasitic on topicalization in

 Notiee that in Hirschbiihice's examples all epithets are DPs with o demonstrative

detenniner. Theretore the fact that domonsirative deteriners for the topicalized NPs ure also bewer
in German seems 1o be a phenomensn which is ned just lunguage specific. Ir might be relared 1o
the fact that the anteccdent acts as a discourse antecedent. Cl.:

Cesters ist ein Frosch eeschienes. Die Priuzessin fug 7 2demdivsen Frosell aechln fliv einen
Frinz gehalren.
Yesterday @ frog appeared. The poncess didnl consider 7Hhe/ihis frog o prince,”

"* The difference between French and Gennan is 1he ubligylonness of topicalizing the

coreterent cicment (be it the pronoun or the cpither) in the later whereas it is leit in baseposition
in 1he former language.
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generad and not just on topicalization of the d-pronoun.
3.1.5.2. CP and NP

A similar conclusion can be drawn from the fellowing paradigm, similar to the one
above except for the fact that we are dealing with topicalization of an NP and Left
Dislocation of a sentential element which is ‘construed’ with this NP and thus
coindexed. Again we find that the possibility for Lefi Dislocation is crucially parasitic
on topicalization, however not necessarily topicalization of a prowoun. First consider
the following example:

(22)  Dufd xie ex ihm versprochen hditte, dosidiesestDAS Aroiwmens efi die Prinzessin
ifche geften.
that she it him promised had. the/this/THE argument Jet she princess not hold
‘The princess didn't let the argument go through. that she had promised it (0
him.'

Natice that Left Dislocation is also the only environment where stress on the
determiner is possible without explicit Identitication. So we have further confirmation
of the claim that Left Dislocation is somebow the opposite of Idemification. The
example in (22} is also intercsting because of the following reason. Remember that |
have argued that a CP can act as an identifier for NP, (I have rejected a complement
relation and therefore an argument relation between the NP and the CP) This
ussumption has the consequence that the CP is really adjoined o NP (rather than in
complement position of N), The possibility to left dislocate the relevant CPs provides
further empirical evidence for the adjunction-analysis. If the CP would be licensed as
wn argument of the NP then the Teft Dislocation configuranon would nat be such that
the topicalized und the left dislocated constituent are coindexed. The left dislocated
constituent would rather be connected to a position embedded within the topicalized
clement (i¢. the coruplement position within NP). However, such a configuration is in
general not possible for Left Dislocation as shown in the lollowing example:

(23)  *Den Mann, {den Bruder | dessenff (ch pesehen hube.
The mam, the brother d-prong., | seen have

In the sentence above the left dislocaled element is coindexed with a complement of
the topicalized element. There is no way the left dislocated element could be licensed
in this configuratien. We will see more of these examples in section VI1.4. Moreover
these sentences are further contirmation for the ¢laim that there is no direct dependency
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relation between the left dislocated element and the topicalized constituent. If there
were a direct relation, then would not be cbvious why the sentence in {23) should be
excluded.

3.15.3. Relative clauses
A similar conclusion can be drawn upon the following example:

24)  {a) Den die Prinzessin mivht kiissen wollte, 7 Yderidieser!iDER Frosch
verwgndelte sich in sinen Prinzen.
whom the princess not kiss wanted, the/this/THE trog wrned himseif
into u prince
‘It was the freg, whom the princess didn't want 1o kiss, who turaed into
a prince’

(b} Den die Prinzessie nichs kissen wollte. DER verwandelte sich in einen

Prinzes
whom the princess not kiss wanted. d-pron. wrned himself into a prince

Here we find a relative clause in left dislocated position. The head NP is in topicalized
position and plays the same role as the d-words in other cases of Left Dislocation. In
fact it is also possible to have z d-word instead of & full lexical NP (24b). Notice that
Left Dislocation is the only instance of a telative clouse preceding the head NB in
German.

Similar arguments as the ones discussed in the previous section apply here. If
the relative clause would be basegenerated {und thus inherently licensed) in the
complement position of N then the grammaticality of the sentence in (24} is not
expected. On the other hand the analysis propoxed here, namely that a relative clause
is licensed as an ideatifier {i.c. in a position adjoined to the ideatifyee) then the
possibility to lefi dislocate a relative clause is expected. Morcover the analysis predicts
that the relative clause n left distocated position can just be interpreted as being
construcd with the DP rather than the NP, This is a correct prediction: the sentence in
(24} has just one interpretation, it is not ambiguous in the way other relative clauses
are. It onty induccs the presupposition that there are other frogs that do not have the
property denoted in the gelative clause. The prosupposition thar there are other
individuals that aiso have the property denoted in the relative clause is ot available.

One might object that the relative clause in {24) is a free redative and therefore

09

not really construed with the topicalized element. This proposal is easy 0 rejeci since
headless relatives in German occur with a wh-pranoun instead of the d-pronoun:

(25 Nisnm, wasi<day it willst!
take what/d-pron. vou winil
Tuke whatever you wan1!’

However the equivalent of (24) with a wh-pronoon in the relative clause is
ungrammatical:

(26)  *Wen die Prinzessin aicht kfissen wallee, devidiesertDER Frosch verwandelte
sfeh i vinen Prinzen,
whom the princess not kiss wantect, thefthis/THE frog warned himself into a
prince

Again we are faced with the resull that deleting the topicalized element would mean
to delete a selected argument, violating the projection principle as well as the constraint
on recoverability of deleticn.

The conclusion of this section is that we canot solve the 'intermediate binding
problem’ (i.e. thau the trace would not be locally bound by an A’-Qperator if there is
an intermediate element which is ceindexed but not an operator) like this probiem is
solved for intermediude traces. Under the assumption that left dislocated constituents
are licensed as operators we are left with the solution presented here, namely thac there
is no chain between POp and TOp and no problem arises. The second conciusion is
that - as our analysis predicts - Left Dislocation is parasitic on topicalization of any
coreferent element (and not just on topicalization of a pronoun).

This analysis supgests that there is no real adjacency requirement between the
feft dislocated constituent and the coreferent element. The apparent adjacency
requirement is simply s byproduct of the fact that the coreferent proncun has 1o move
to SpecCP, a position that is lincarly adjacent to the position adjoined to CP. It is then
expected that Left Dislocation can also be related 1o the variable in a long-distant way,
The present analysis predicis that it is pessible 1o find topicalization of the d-pronoun
within an embedded clawse and the left dislocuted constituent in a position adjoined to
the matrix clause. This is o correct predigtion as exemplified in the following
example:

" Edwin Willigas (p.c.) draw my attention (¢ this prediction,
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{27 (W POP leproeioendipz TOPevenrnnent]]
(bY  [Den Frogchl, [ pich glaube [opjden), hat die Prinzessin £, pekiffe.
the frog [I believe [d-pron. has the priocess kissed

POp is in a position to c-commuand the vuriable left behind by topicalization of the
coreferent pronoun in 1the embedded clause (notice that it is crucial for the embedded
clause 10 allow for V2). Notice that it is also possible to have the coreferent
pronominal occurring in both clauses:

(Z8Y  [Den Froschl, | fden], elaube ich Leeldenf. hat die Privzessin & pekifi
the frog {d-pren believe 1 [d-pron has the princess kissed.

The possibility to have the coreferent d-pronoun occurring in beth CPs is reminiscent
of the possibility te have partial wh-movement as in the lollowing sentence:

(29 [Wen, glaubsi du fwen, die Prinzestin £opekift hat?
who believe you who the princess kissed has

Given the present analysis the existence of ‘partial topicalization’ w.e.t. Left Dislocation
is not surprising. Finally sotice that Left Dislocution is not really a root phenomenon.
The present analysis predicis that it is only parasitic on wopicalization. So whenever we
find topicalization possible, then we expect Left Dislocation also 10 be possible. Again
1738 s a correct prediction:
0y (a) Flen Frosch daff du gekiift hase, eluhe ich div nicks
The frog that you kissed have, believe | you not
‘As for the frog, T don't believe thar you have kissed him’
{b} GeDen Frosch, dea daff du gokiibe hase. glaube ivh dir nicks
The frog d-pron. that you kissed have. believe I you not

My dialect does not show Donbly filled Comp Eilter - effects, i.e. it is possible to have
a topicalized constituent preceding the complementizer.™ In this case it is also possible

" There is one more thing to mention here. 1 is generilly assumed thar LD (as opposed to

to hive a left dislocated constituent in this cenfiguration. This picce of data is another
piece of evidence that Left Dislocation is licensed by topicatization.

3.2. Empirical motivation

Besides the theoretical force for assuming that we are deuling with two independent
chains there is alse empirical evidence that suggests that this is really what we find,

The claim that there is no chain between POp and TOp forces us 1o suy that the
specific feature sharing between the left-dislocated constituent and the wopicalized
pronoun is not a matter of the relation between POp and TOp. The relation between
these two elements 18 just one of discourse antecedence. However the two elements
share more feature than other instances of discourse antecedence. Our analysis can
explain this fact. In addition 1o being a discourse antecedent there is also o syntactic
relation between the two elements, however this relation is a sediated one. Both, FOp
and TOp are linked 10 the 1race in the matrix clause. Therefore we have to say that
feature sharing is a byproduct of the fact that the two elements are indirectly related.

3.2.1. d-pronouns cannot have syntactic antecedents

A major empirical argument for the claim that the left dislocated element acts Fike a
discourse antecedent for the topicalized pronoun is the tact that d-pronouns can never
have syntactic antecedents. We have already seen that d-pronouns cannot have a bound
variable interpretation in section VIL3.1.2. However it torns out that there is 3 more
general restriction on d-pronouns. They cannot be symtactically bound by an antecedent
within the clause at all. This is exemplificd by the following sentences:
{3y (&) Der Frosch hav gesavt, doft evi<der die Princessin fdissen will
The rog has said that he/d-pron the princess kiss want
“The frog has said that he wants o kiss the princess.’
{h} Die Prinzexsin hat dem Frosch gesuol, dufi sie thai*den niche Liissen
wiff

the fact that the complement CP occurs in extraposed position:

*Ich plaube dir nivl, den Froseh (den) daft du gekiific hase

I believe you noi, the frog (d-pron) thar you kissed have

30 It seems 1hat e possibility 0 have topicalization only in a compioment clwse tha itsell occurs
in topicalized posilion 15 0 mnstance of pied piping.

CLLD; is a oot phenomenon, Now my analysis predicts ihai this is not really the case. It is Just a (i)
phenoenon which is depended on the possibility 1 topicilize. o in s much topicalizulion is a
root phenomenen Lett Dislocation is also. However, as (i) suggets this is not really brue. Although
I do not have anything 1o say on why the Jollowing seotence which is similar 1o (30 except for
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the princess has the frog said, chat she himdd-pron. not kiss wants
‘The princess said to the frog that she doesn't want to kiss him,'

Assuming that the d-pronoun in these cases is the sume as the one used in case of Left
Dislocation it is safe (0 conclude that the lefi dislocated constituent is really acting like
a discourse antecedent rather than a symactic antecedent for the d-pronouq.

3,22, Selectional restrictions are still available in Eeft Dislocation position

Given the assumption that the lefi dislocatcd constituent is anaiyzed as binding the
variable in the clause we predict that certain selectionai requirements have to be met
in the position of the left dislocated constituent. Selectional requirements must be
available in the head of a chain, This prediction is borne owt as the following minimal
pairs show:

(32) () Eine Prinzessin Kiixsen, dus wollte dvr Froseh immer schon
i princess kiss, d-pron wanted the frog always
The trog always wamed to kiss a princess.'
{b} *Eine Prinzessin zu Kiissen, das wollre dev Frosch inwmer schon
u princess 1o kiss, d-pron wanted the frog always
(33 (a) ®Eine Prinzessin kiissen, das versprach der Frosch dem Heinrich,
a princess kiss, d-pron promised the frog the H.
‘The frog promised Heinrick. 1o kiss the princess.’
ib) Efne Prinzessin zu kiissen, day versprach dey Frosch dem Heinrich.
a princess 10 kiss, d-pron promised the frog the L.

In {32} the (modal) verb selects for a VP therefore the infinitival marker zz (107 is not
possible {since it can just occur within 1P}, On the other hand the verb in (33)
versprechen ('promise’} selects tor an 1P (or CP) and therefore the infinitival marker
zit is obligatory. If the onty direct relation found in the representation above would be
between the topicalized pronoun and the left dislocated constituent then the paradigm
above would not follow siratghtforwardly. Natice that the picalized pronoun is the
same in both sentences, ie. the newter d-proncun. Therefore it 15 not ebvious how one
could account for the fuct that selectional restrictions are still available in left
dislocated position.

I will neither discuss the problem of the exact categorical nature of the constinuent under

consideration, mor 1he guestion as 1o where e indinlival marker -w is rencraled.
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3.2.3. Matching and left dislocated constituents other than ‘referential' NPs™

The second empiricad support for the claim that there is a direct relation between the
left dislocated constituent and the trace lefe behind via topicalization {rather than a
relation between the left dislocated constituent and the topicalized element) invelves
Left Dislecation of some special NPs. [¢ 15 usually assumed that {roughly speaking)
specific reterence is a prerequisite for Left Dislocation (ef. Altmann 1981):

34y () “lroendeine Frinzessin, die hut den Privzen gekiij,
Some pnncess or other, d-pron has the prince kissed
(b “Efn Prinz, der ist normalerweise fein Frosch.
4 prince, d-pron is usually no frog

However, indefinite, non-referential NPs are possible candidates for Left Dislocation
under certain circumstances. Cansider the following paradigm;

(35)  Eine Princessin, duy hat dev Frosch sesneht
a princess, d-pron,,,, has the prince looked for
(16) {w Frosefikanige, das haben wir goweihit
frog-kings. d-prof, ..., have we elected
{b) Froschkanige, das sind Marchonfipuren
frog-kings, d-pron,.,.., ave fairy-til-characters
(37 @ Zwert Manner, das sind efver =it vief

Tty 111871, d—prcm aie one 0 much

ke ag

(bl Zwed Manner, das isé viner s0ovief
two men, d-profg,,., is one oo much

In the cases above we find a left dislocated NP which is either feminine or plural. The
pronominal element apparently docs not agree in phi features. It invarianily occurs in
the neuter singular form Wes', no matter whether he lett dislocated NP is feminine
{35} or plural (36). Moreover in {37} the verb can either agree with the left dislocaled
plural NP (37a) or with the singular d-pronoun (37b). Given my analysis this paradigm
follows straightforwardly, The left dislocated element acts as an operator for the
variable, 1. it is in 4 chain relation with this variable. Rather than claiming that there
is direct feature sharing berween the two coreferent clements my analysis suggests that
it 1s simply an effect of the relation between the race and the operator. The paradigm

" 1 will pot discuss wital the actual gengralization for the relevanl NPs could be Gie. 1 will

not decide nn whelher we are dealing with simeply non-referential NPs or nor-extensional NPs ar
predicative NPs),
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above shows that this is the right prediction, There is no matching in pin features a preceding NP with and without movement of the verh:
between the coreferent element and the left dislocaied constituent but there is a

matching between the selectional requirements and the left dislocated constituent.'” ! (38} ) Den Frosch, den har die Prinsessin nichi gekiff

the frog. d-pron. hus the princess not kissed

. .. . . R st Fros ‘= Prinzessi che pekiift b
We now huve theoretical and empirical support for the claim that there is no (b}  den Frosch, den dic Prinzessin nicht gekifit hat

direct (dependency) relation between the lelt dislocated constituent and the coreferent
element. Moreover the empirical support for the present analysis is also impertant in
the following respect. It shows that properties ¢i.e. VPs, [Ps as well as predicative NPs)
can be associated with discourse referents. Remember that we also have said that
properties do not have any phi-features (ef, section [11.5.), therefore the invariant
occurtence of a neuter pronominal is expected. Finally the analysis presented here also
supports the claim that discourse antecedence and syniactic antecedence are two
independent phenomena, they can but need not go together. Left Dislocation is one
instance where we have properties of both.

the trog, whom the princess not kissed has

Both cases result in 2 wellformed output no matter whather the verb has moved (38a)
or not {38b) the only differeace being the interpretation. The sentence in (38a) is
inerpreted as an instunce of Left Dislocation. In (3%b) where the verb has not
undergone movement we are dealing with an NP construed with a relative clause. The
difference might be duc 10 the fact that a V2 sentence is a fully sawrated clause and
is therefore interpreted as an assertion about the left-adjoined NP. On the other hand
a relative clause (where the Verb is not moved to C°) is interpreted as a property that
is predicated of the NP it is conswrued with. If one would stick to the claim that
movement of a d-pronoun 10 SpecCP triggers verb mavement one has to explain why
) i . this is not 50 in case of relative clawses. However. this would end vp in a construction
4. Left Dislocation vs. relative clauses e

specific statement.
There is another (syntactic} issue to be addressed. It has to do with the difference
between relative clauses and Left Dislocation, Let me start with a claim found in the
literature on Left Dislocation: it has been argued that Left Dislocation in German
triggers V2 (i.e. movement of the inflected verb to 7, cf. Zwart 1993). However, it
seems 10 me that nothing in principle forces the verb 10 move o C" in case a
constituent is left-adjoined to a CP.™ Consider the output of a sentence construed with

Our analysis mukes an inieresting prediction concerning another difference
between relative clauses and Left Dislocation. This has to do with the licensing
requirement of the adjoined NP, The ‘head NP’ of a relative clause is independently
licensed within the clause it occurs in (as an argument' therefore it need not be
licensed via the trace of the moved pronoun. This explains the following paradigms.
A relative clause can be construed with an NP which is embedded in another
constituent whereas Left Dislocation is just possible if the whole left-adjoined NP is

"I think that the reason for the lack of’ phi-features (and newer can be interpreted as a lack coreferemt with the pronoun in SpecCP tas we have already seen in example (23)):
of phi feurvres has 10 do wiih the fact that the discowrse reierent is really a propeny. Propertics in
general are refermed w0 with neuler pronominals as can be seen n the following examples:

391 () JEiner der Prinzend, der, hor die Prinzessin gekiifl

(i) Gifin, das war der Frosch hinter den Ofiren.

arten, d-pron,,, was the trog behind the ears one of the princes, d-pron,, has the princess Kissed
{ii} Der Erosch war fgriinf, himter einem Ohr. aber der Prinz war [dasf, hinter Ireiden. (b} *[FEiner {der Privzen} ], die, haben die Prinzessin pekiflt

the trog was green behind one car, but the prince was that behind bath. ene of the princes, d-pron, hive the princess kissed
In (i} we find a left dislocated adjective denoling o properly. The coreterent PTONOUN APPears in (4o (a2 [Einer dor Prinzent, dor, die Prinzessin gekiifit hat, ist gekommen
neuter. The same is true for inlerscatential anaphoneity: the adjective in the first senfence is ’ L . L T AT ’
corelerent with a newler pronoun n the second senrence, If a (referential) definite DPs acts as the : one of the princes. who,, the princess Kissed has. hax come

discourse referent a coreferent pronoun has 1o match gender

'* Notice that i cose of relative clauses it is not really true tal a constiluent is feh- 9{"-*_:”]"-‘5 the CF“'- The 1wo can !'igur:uions in (i} and (i} can be inlcrpre[c*i.l as 1o saying that they
adjoined to a CP. Rather the CP is right-adjoined 1o the NP. However there is a striking sintilarity differ as 10 which of the two constituenls vader considerations projects. l.e. which categoncal
belween ihe |wo confkeuralions: feamsre pcrcn[utcls Ionlhc node created via Iilﬂjl.ll'lCI]l'll’l. Int (i) i s the adjoined phrse that projects
(i} NP {iid cp Tunther whereas in {it) the larget iisclf projects. IF such an analysis is on the right track one still has

NP cP NP Cp W find a rcslrilclive |hcnl)r far detenmining iwhich of lhe twn nodes under cansideraion can project.
In both cases (i)-(it) we find two constitucnis that form a constitaent. En both cases the NP 1 will Ieave this possibility as a marter of future research.
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i [Einer [dor Prinzent |, die; die Prinzessin gekiafit haben, ist gekommen.
one of the princes. who, the princess Kissed hive has come

In (39} the adjoined NP can just be ticensed if it is coreferent with the topicalized d-
pronoum, it is not enough i’ a subconstituent of the adjoined NP is licensed. On the
other hand the NP in {40} is licensed independently (as subject of the matrix clause}
and therefore it is possible to construe cither a subconstitent of the NP or the whole
NP with the relative clause. Remember that the relative clavse is licensed as an
identifier, i.e. it has (o obey the LCI" (as well as PCI). Thus it is expected that the
rclative clause can be construed with a constitueut more deeply embedded than the
actuaf constitwenl the relative clause is adjeined to, The same is true in case the
corcferent pronoun is more deeply embedded in another constituens:

(41)  *[Di¢ Prinzessiaf. {fderen}, Vater] war sehr sireny™
the princess, whase father was very tough

(42} [Lvie Prinzessind,, [{derenf, Vawer] sehr sireng war, hat sick durchyeesetzt.
the princess, whose father was very tough hus won

Again the head of the relative clause is licensed independeatly as subject of the matria
clause whereas the NP in case of Left Dislocation must be licensed through the trace
of the maved pronoun which i not the casc if the coreterent pronoun is more deeply
embedded in the moved constituent. Notice that here we are confronted with an
apparent problem. This problem concerns coindexation of the refative clause as a whale
and the head NP (which is crucial for the analysis of [dentification, otherwise the PCI
could pot be derived). | have argued that the index of the whole clause is crucially
dependent on the relative pronoun, The index of the relative pronoun percolates up 1o
the dominating CP. In (42) the relative pronoun occupies the Specifier of the Specifier
of the Relative Clause. However, I do not think that this is a particalar problem fer the
analysis suggested here. Whatever has to be said abowt pied piping and how feature
percolation within pied piped constitucnts takes place can apply to the analysis
suggested here.

* Notice (hat aceording tho LCI the relatbve clause in (35h) cun either be adoined (o the

embedded DP (der Prinzeny or aliemitively 10 1he emice DP (einer der Prinzeny. ‘DP-inlemal™
extrapasition is not detectable on basts oF his example. For 1he present argamentation the relevant
represeniation does non really manter,

It has to be noticed that this exampic is wellfonned with a heavy intonation break, 1hus |
assume that in this case it is intempreted as Hanging Topic. Lo fact it shows all other properies of
Hunging Topic. A subjecr { will discuss in ihe next section.

5. Left Dislocation vs. Hanging Topic

Finaily 1 want to briefly mention an implication the analysis of Eeft Dislocation
suggested here has for Hanging Topics. 1 have argued that left dislocated constituents
are only licensed if they can be mapped to a variable within the clavse. Moreover we
have seen independent evidence that the d-pronoun cannot act as a bound variable.
However, it is semetimes cliimed that tepicalization of the coreferent pronoun is not
really obligatory in German. A sentence like the tollowing one is grammatical:

43y Dev Frovch. die Prinzessin hot ihniden nichs wokiifr,
the frog. the princess has himfd-pros. not kissed.

Tt can be shown that the sentence above his different properties than the instances of
Left Dislocation we have been discussing so far. This construction is best analyzed as
Hanging Topic rather than Left Dislocation. A crucial difference is for example the
intonation pattern we find. Hanging Topic has comma intonation whereas Lefi
Distocation shows up with a single contour. Moreover, Hanging Topics do not have
e match with the coreferent pronoun in all the features (i.e. there is no matching in
case as exemnplified in (43)). 1t has been noticed in van Riemsdijk & Zwarts (1994)
that there are ceriain differences w r.t. the context Left Dislocation and Hanging Topic
can occur in respectively:

(44y Mugst du den Perer?
‘Do you like Peter?”

Az Den Peter, nwe ich mag thn wicht besonders,
the Pewr, no § like him net particular]y
45y & Was isr eiventlich dein Verhdlinis ou divsen Lewren?

What is by the way your relmion 1o these people
A ENa ja, ien Perer, ich mag i eigentlich nicht besonders,
Well. the Peter, 1 fike him actually not particularly
tvan Riemnsdijk & Zwart, 1994)

The different properties of Hanging Topic and Left Dislocation have 1o be explained
somehow. T cannot really give a positive answer as to what licenses 1he Hanging Topic
and what retation between the Hunging Topic and the coreferent pronoun in the matrix
clause is. What seems to be at play here is that the Hanging Tapic is 1 repetition of
a previously mentioned NP. I do not think that we find an instance of binding the
pronoun 0 the matrix (that could in principle act as a bound variable). There are
several reasons that we do not want to assume such a relution. First the two elements
onty need to share their phi-features (like any other discourse antecedent). They need
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not match in their case-feature. Secondiy, a d-proncun can dso occur {as exemplificd
i (43)) and d-pronouns cannot act as bound variables, Thirdly it is alse possible to
have either the coreferent Hanging Topic {46a) or the pronominal element (46b)
embedded in another constituent:

(46) {a) sach o, fder schonste fder Prinzenl), die Prinzessin hat sieidie,
fGhrigens gesiern alle verschmdir.
well, {the prewicst |they,., princes]]. the princess has them/d-pron
vesterday all rejected
(b} [De Princessinl, der Froseh hat {{fhweniderenf, Vater| fiberzeugt
fthe pringess]; e frog has |[herfd-pron), father] convinced

If the Hanging Topic would be ticensed by bemg direcily mapped w the coreferent
pronoun both sentences in (46} were expected to be ill-formed {as the parallel cases
of Lett Dislocation are]. Finally, there is another piece of evidence that the Hanging
Topic does not function as an Opcrator binding a variable. Consider the contrast below:

(47 (W Krieg wed Frieden, deay witrde foh sefnen Aritor miemals i lesen geben
aber Dr. Schitwego, day schon
War and Piece. d-pron. would 1 his author never to read give but Dr.
Sehiwago T pron. | would

{b) Krivg wad Frieden, ich wiirde dos seinem Atttor miomals zi fesen gebent

aher Dy Schiwago schon.
War and Piece, I would d-pron. his author never to read give but Dr.
Schiwagzo T would

Semtence (473} involving is ambiguous between the strict vs. the sloppy identity
reading. This suggcsts that we are really dealing with an operator binding a vamable.
On the other hand the strict identity reading is the only one available in case of (47b)
involving 2 Hanging Topic. This suggests that the non-topicalized pronoun as well as
the possessive pronoun cannot be Uierpreted as bound variables. The exact nature of
the licensing requirement tor the Hanging Topic sl needs an explanation.™

6. The Presuppositions induced by Left Dislocation

Having established the syntax of Left Dislocation and thus having solved the apparent
problem Left Dislocarion seems to create for PC11 will now tum to the presuppositions
induced by Left Dislocation. We will see that w.r.t. presuppositions Left Dislocation
relates to topicalization in the same way us extraposed clauses with a correlate in the
miatrix refate 1o extraposed clauses without a correlute, The presence ot the pronominal
will be shown to induce a difference in meaning - confirming the Optionality
Hypothesis. Moreaver the following discussion will provide independent evidence for
the adequacy of the representation of (projnominals snggested here.

Let us start with u comparison of Left Dislocation and tepicalization®?, Consider
the following sentences:

{48y (a2} Der Hans, der hat es verstanden
the Jolin d-pron has it undersiood
b Dar Haiis har es verstanden
tie John has it onderstood

The two scntences differ minimally in that (482} is an iastance of Leit Dislocation i.c.
there is a DF adjoined to CP and a coreferent topicalized pronominal in the matrix. In
{48b) we find an instance of topicalization, i.e. the lexical DP itself is topicalized (i.e.
in Spec CP). Thus the presence of the pronominal seems somelow aptional, According
o what we have said about optionality in general we expect the fallowing pattern. [f
an element is syntactically optional (like the pronominal above seems to be) then it
must obligatorily be represented at some level of representation. We expect sentence
{4¥a) to be obligatorily related to a certain interpretation. This interpretation should
however be optionad for the semtence in (48b). As u matter of fact it has been
independently argued that there is indeed a special interpreiation associated with Left
Dislacation (of Conditionals, to which we will rerum in chapter VIIL) by Tatriden
{1994). However, her unalysis ends up with a problem. but one which can be solved
by means of the analysis presented here. | will first brietly discuss her analysis and the
problem she ends up with.

" The lenns "Lefl Dislocwion” vs. topicalizion’ will be uscd 1o reler 10 SCRIERCCS with or

wilhowt a d-pronoun respectively. { will sion diseuss the sdequate representalion of 'topicalization'.
*' However, it might be (he case thar English seniences referred to as Left Dislocation (as ic. wheder e relevant constituent occupics SpecCP or o position adjoincd 10 CP cf. Koster

in Jodkie, Mﬂf'_\“ f-gﬁ”_\! Lkes i are also mstances of Ha“ging TUPiCS- The vanous pmpe]‘lics siill (lg‘)rg] For aase Oflc)(p(‘.‘\j“('ln I will conlinue 10 assuine tha mpicaliz.'lliun 13 illwil'\-'S FIOYCeTIent o

need 10 be (ested, 3pecCP. For the present discussion however this is nol crucial,

219 220



6.1. Iatridon (1994) on Conditionals

fatridou (1994} argues that the presence of #fen in a conditional gives rise 1o a
presupposition, n addinon to the assertion of a statement. which conditionals without
then ave lacking. The presupposition latriidou detects 15 as follows:

{49y  Statement: if p, then g
Assertion: Olplq
Presupposition: -0 |—plg

Here O 15 the Operator induced by the conditional. In addition to the assertion that if
P then ¢ there is the following presupposition: it is not the case that if nor p then (sall)
q. According to this the presupposition for a sentence like (50) can be paraphrased as
{50b), where the presupposition is formulated positively, i.e. in terms of existence:

(530) () I ic's sunny, then Michae! 1akes the doy to Pastority Pavk
(b} There are same cases in which it isn't sunny and in which Michael
doesn'y ke the dog w Pastorigs Park.

Fatridou concludes that conditionals with and without rhen are not to be equated,
contrary to standard assumptions. This amounts te saying that the pronominal cannot
be deleted. By means of this analysis Tatrdou (1994} can account for several
differences between conditionals with and without rfrenr. Yet, there remains one
problem: why is it that osify i~ and even {f-conditionals block the possibility to have
then although the presupposition in (49) would be compatible with the interpretation
of these focus panticles? To account for this fact latridou proposes the possibility to
assimilate the relationship between an if-clause and then o (German and Duteh) Left
Dislocation®, which shows the same patteen: ondy NP und pven NP are not possible in
left dislocated position. Whatever is responsible for this phenomenon can also be at
play in Conditionats that are instances of Left Dislocation. Notice that Tatridou still
does not give an account for this fuct. We will see later that matiers are not as simple
as they are stated here:

(51) (a) EOulv if it is sunny, then Michoe! takes the dog to Pastorious Park
hy BRven if i is sreny, then Michaet twbkes the doe to Pastarious Park

* Natice that 1his walysis, i€, 10 (reat these mstances of conditionals on par with Lel

t32) (W Nt der Hang der st vebommen,
Ouly the J. d-pron is come
(b} *Sowar dev Hons der ise eekommen.
even the ) d-pron is come

Assuming that Conditionats with rhen are instances of Left Dislocation 1o accownt for
the oniv/even problem™ it is of course cxpected that Left Dislocation of NPs carries
a similar presupposition. Given the logic of her argumentation the presupposition of
the sentence in (53a) should he the one given in (53b):

{33y (w D Hans, der kat es verstanden.
the John. d-pren has it understood.

(b} Sttement: NP, der, P
Assertion: NP P
Presupposition: Thiere is some NP (NP, is not NP,) such that

P s true of NPI. ie, fNPI. —P|.

In (53b) NP, is the lcft dislocated NP, If (he property P is asserted about NP then the
presence of the pronoun gives rise 1o the presupposition that dhere is some other
discourse referent NP; who does not have this property P. So the sentence in (53a} is
necessarily associated with the following imerpretation (as opposed to instances af
topicalization where this interpretation is just optional b

134)  There is somebody ather thes Hans whe died aot andersigind it

There is one apparent problem for the assumption that Left Dislocation is necessurily
assaciated with such a presupposition, which I will discuss later. For the moment lex
us assume that the presupposition above is indeed what we find. latridou does not
address the question why the presence of the proneminal riggers the presupposition.
Ethink chat the analysis suggesied here makes i possible to derive the presopposition.
[ will argue that it follows trom the representation of (premominals 1 kave inraduced
in chapier [11.

2 . . . . : S
Notice that in her anicle fatridou discusses several prossibilitics for solving this problem.

Dislocarion is Tunhers continted in chapter VIIL, where Eowill ook a0 conditionals under the Jight the Left Distocalion analysis being gust ong of them. 1 (ink that the present discussion crucially
ol the analysis tor Edentification presenied here. suppons this analysis.
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6.2, Deriving the Presupposition

Recall that | assume that every nominal is associated with two indices, So far 1 have
only sketched the representation of names. Without really going into detail 1 will
assume that their represcntation is similar 1o the ones of pronominals. In case of names
X denotes the set of possible individuals. An indireet picce of evidence stems from the
fact that contrastive stvess on proper names induces a sel of alternatives (in the sense
of Rooth (1983)). We can assume that the set of alternatives is provided by X.
Consider a sentence Tike (55) and the representation associated with the stressed name:

(55) (a) [ et JOHN (and nor Mary),
{b) X = set of possible individuals
x = JOHN
x = X®

By means of the subset relation the ser of alternatives is established. Under normal
circumstances it is always the case the discourse reforent associated with X is not
accessible. 1 have argued that the presence of x (in case of common nouns provided
by the determiner) prohibits access to X. As the sentence in (55) above indicates (and
a8 we have seen in section IV.7.) contrastive stress on N makes X available. This
aviilability correspends to the presupposition we arrive ar, i.e. the set of possibie
antecedents {which is the set of possible individuals) is re-introduced’ inducing the
presupposition that there are other individuals | did nut see. Notice that this
assurnption is reminiscent of Ward's (1985) analysis of focus. e assumes that a proper
name ¢in many cases) comes with two denatations. One corresponds to the actual
discourse referent the other comesponds 10 some sort of scafe’™. I a name is focussed
this scale corresponds to the sev of aliernatives which is at the same time the focus
value of the nominal. [n our 1erms the second dencation corresponds to X that denotes
the set of possible antecedents. We can assumne rthat this ser of possible antecedents is
ardered w.r.t. the actual likelihood (i.e. possibility) to vccur as the intended antecedent
resulting in a seale-interpretation. 1 will come buck 1o the relevance of a scale being

hl . il . - - . .
* Notice that | am siill assuning a subset relation x < X, 1t might seem more Appropriate

10 have x & X instead. [n case of nunes (he denstation of x will mostdy corresporad 10 a singleton
scl. For preper nouns and pronominals T have assumed x ¢ X in order 1o account for plural NPs.

Since it is also possible (o have plural names as in Maiers sing gekommer (Maiers have cone) [

will cortinue (o use e subser-of relation raher (hun 1he membez-of relation,

* Thus a sentence like
Fido, they named i 1,

is associated with an interpretiion 1hat Fido is a very unlikel ¥ name fur the dog 1o be named,

associated with X in the course of this section and more exphicitly in chapler VITL

I would now like 10 argue that besides siress there is another possibility to make
the set of possible antecedems avaitable, namely by means of the pronoun. Remember
that T have argued that in cuse of extraposition the proneun is associsled with an index
X (associated with the ser of possible antecedents) and un index x which still needs
Idendfication. Also, yemember the presupposition associuted with any restrictive
relative clause, namely that there is at least one individual having the property denoted
by N which does not have the property denoted by the relative clause. This is however
rather similar 1o the presupposition Tatridou (1994) argues to be associated with Left
Dislocation. Consider in this light the foliowing representation for the nominal
elements involved in Left Disiocation:*’

(56) (1) Der Perer, der 15t pekommen,
the Peter, d-pron. is come

(b) DP.  x = Peter
X = set of possible individuals™
Pron; X = se1 of possible (male) antecedents
x = Peter
kX

Since the presence of the pronominal is syntactically optional we expect that in order
to be licensed it needs 1 be present at some level of representation. However x itself
cannol be the crucial factor since it is already present at domain D (by means of the
left dislocated DP). According to this line of Teasoning it must be X which is crucial
for licensing the presence of the pronominal. This means that X has 1o be represented
at domain D. So [ would like v conclude that the pronaminal reintroduces the set of
possible antecedents. lis presence makes this set available agaim. Tn a way this is a

I have abbreviaed the TCPrEsentalion inthe already famidiar wiy: the pronominal would

have [0 be associated with an index y. which is later equated with the index of the DP.

* Notice that there is 4 contrast berween Lefi Dislocation of g ‘bare-name” and Lelt

Dislocation ol a name (hat comes with a determiner. the fonmer feing degraded.

2Peter, der 15t vekommen
Pcier d-pron is come

(i} Der Peier, der ist pekammen.

the Peler, d-pron is come

This contrast might sugpest that @ rame in German is associated with X only in cuse the
deterniiner 15 present. Or allernatively than this X is more eustly avarlable iF the mone sl occurs
within N rather than D
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similar phenomenon as comtrastive stress (in which cuse intonation is the relevant
factor) to make X availuble at domain D. The individual denoted by DP is contrasted
10 a set of alternatives {provided by X). Notice that in the literature on Left Dislocation
in German (and Dutch) this construction is often referred to as Contrastive Left
Dislocation. Under the present amalysis the contrastiveness reduces to the same
phenomenon in boeth cases. The denotation of NP (X) is rendered available either by
means of stress or by means of an additional pronominal. The denotation of X together
with the fact that x has to be a subser of X derives rhe presupposition detected in
fatridou {1994).

Now it should also be clear how Left Dislocation is really the opposite of
Identification. In case of Identiticarion we first establish a set of possible antecedents,
the individual to be picked out still has (o be identified. In case of Left Dislocation the
discourse referent is already established and also available (in fact it has to be the
topic, which 18 somehow the most available discourse referent). However, here the
presence of the pronowminal (re-Yintroduces a set of individoals {of which the discourse
referent of DP is a member). It seems to me that the presuppasition of Left Dislacation
provides indirect support for the representation of nominals 1 am  assuming.
Furthermore it also provides independent evidence of the analysis of apparently
optional insertion, i.e. for the Optionality Hypothesis.

There are two more effects we can derive by this analysis. First the analysis
provides an explanation for the facl that Wasow's (1972} Novelty Condition is obeyed
in case of Left Dislocation. The corcferent wopicalized nominal elernent is only licensed
if it provides a superset for the left dislocated nominal. The difference between having
a pronominal or a full lexical NP in SpecCP is simply the nature of the superset which
is re-introduced. In cuse of a pronominal it is just the set of possible antecedents (with
no further inherent restrictionsy. In case of a full lexical NP a further restriction is
added, vamely that it has 10 be a member of the set of individuals satisfying the
property denoted by N. In thai case the superset itselt is restricted - it cannok be any
possible antecedent. A guestion that might arise is why (exirapesed) identifiers do not
violate the Novelty Condition. Notice that 1 explicitly argued that 1dentification is not
an instance of an anaphoric relation. Tu is really the opposite. One of the crucial
propertics of the identifyee is that it does not have enough descriptive content to pick
out the intended referent. Therefors it is an inherent property of [dendfication that it
adds further restriction, it must contain more descriptive content than the identifyee
itself, Again this behavior provides further confirmation for the claim that a cataphoric
relation is the opposite of an anaphoric relation.

[£%)
(0%
LA

. rm———— L

The second prediction has to do with the problem of optionulity. Remember thal we
analyzed opiicnalily by means of a special notion of licensing. We have seen in section
11,3, that syntactic optional phenomena have o be licensed at domain D. On the other
hand in case a given phenomenon is not syntactically optional then an optional
imerpretation arises: i.e. the inlerpretation associated with a given representation can
but need not arise. For the present cases we predict thax if the coreferent element is
syntactically obligatory {i.e. syntctically licensed) then it need not have a
representation at domain D, Therefore we expect that the contrastive interpretation can
but need not arise. We have already seen instunces where the presence of the
coreferent element is necessary due 1o syntactic reasons. One relevant example is
repeated here for convenience and the prediction is indeed bome out, The sentence
above is felicitous even if there is no superset (of possible antecedents) available - thus
the presupposition does not necessarily arise.

(57)  Dap der Froxch ein Prinz ist #{dessen} war sich die Prinzessin nicht bewnps.
thit the trog is 2 prnce *td-Pron) was herselt the pnncess not aware
‘The princess was not aware of the tact thay the frog was a prince.’

Now [ will provide some empirical evidence fot the present claims. I will discuss some
contexts that can be taken as an empirical test for the presupposition, In doing so we
will discuss the problem latridon’s analysis seems to be faced with - as mentioned at
the beginning of this scction.

We have seen that (contrastive) Left Dislocation presupposes that there is at
least some other individual for whom the assertion in the CP is not true. This means
that the discourse referent of the left dislocated DP may not exhaust the particular that
is asseried to be true for this denoted referent. In other words, Left Dislocation implies
non-exhaustiveness, the superset may not be equated with the subset. [atridou (1994)
gives the following cxample (due to frene Heim) that seems to falsify this prediction,

(58} Alle haben die Vorlesung versianden. Hans it sie verstanden. Maria hai sie
verstanden. nd wnser Frevnd Perer, der Bt sie arich versicnden .
Everybody has undersicod the lecwre, ). hus underswood it Mary has
wderstood it And our friend Peter, der has undersiood it as well.

(58) seems 1o create o problem. The given discourse makes it explicit that the intended
supersel contains only individuals for whom the assertion 1s trve. We would expect that
Left Dislocation is not possible, since the discourse seems to imply that there 18 no
individual for whom the asserted property is not true, FHowever, as we will see, in this



case we fnd is anether presupposition arising. For the moment let us abstract away
from this second presupposition th. is respensible for the well-formedness of (58) and
let us assume that Lefs Dislocation here is indeed not well-formed. This would then
confirm the prediction that exhausting the set of entities for which a certain property
holds results in ill-formedness of Left Dislocation. The following discourse, which
slightly differs from the one given in [atridou further confirms this prediction. {Notice
that the difference between (58) and (59) is crucial as | will discuss below).

(5P Alle hutren die Vorlesung verstanden, fer Peter, (#der} har sic 2tim Beispiel
verstanden.
Everyenc has the lecture underswond. For instance the Pewer. d-prop has it
understood

With normal intonation the discourse above is not weilformed if the d-pronoun is
present. In case the d-pronoun is syntactically forced we expect that ne such ill-
formedness arises because the pronominat can be expletive w.r.t. domain D - thus
exhaustiveness is not jmplied:™

(60} Die Prinzessin war sich dbevhaupi nichts bewnfie. Dafi dor Frosch ein Prinz
i85 elogsen war sich die Prinzessin zum Reispict aicht bewnfir,
The princess was not aware of anything. That the frog is a prince (ProPP} was
herself the princess not awure
“The princess was not aware of the tact that the frog was a prince.’

Let me now discuss Latridou’s { 1994) apparent problem induced by the well-farmedness
of the exampie in (58) more carefully since it is indeed true that there is a weil-formed
interpretation available.

* The presence od the head of the relative clause behaves dittorently inothe comext of Left

Mislocation. Although it is not syntacticaly oprional it st lorces 1he presupposition. This Totlows
stnce full lexical NPy are necessanly associaed with 4 representation af domain D, Therefore the
following discourse is aot well-fonned:

#Alle Frische haben sich ein einen Prinzen verwandelr, Den die Priv-essin nichl kitssen
willte, DER Froseh har sich mumi Beispiel in einen solchen verwandedr.

All Trogs have wmed into & prince. Whom the princess didn't wam 1o kiss. THE (g has
for example [umed inty vne.
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6.3. Another Presupposition

Let us ook at (58) in more detail. The line of argumentation is as follows. The first
sentence, which includes universal quantification over individuals who understood the
lecture, is intended to exclude the possibility that there is at least one individual who
dido't understand ir. This excluded possibility however corresponds to the
presuppoesition Left Dislocation should carry. Therefore the sentence involving Len
Dislocation is not expected to be good in this context. I will now argue that the
sentence under consideration carries a ditterent presupposition, which is in general
available for Left Dislocation. This presupposition will however turn out to be
compatible with the context in (58) and therefore this example does not cause a
prablem anymore. Moreover it will turn out that the two presuppositions correspond
to two different intonation patterns. Consider the relevant sentence (as it occurs in (58))
repeated here in isolation and the presupposition it is associated with;

{61) (1) Lund wnser Erewnd der Peter, der bat s auch versianden”
and ovr friend the Peter d-pron has it as well understood

(b) Statement: NF; der, P
Assertion: NP, P
Presupposition: (usuably) NP, such that —P is rue of NP), ie.
{NP, —P}.

As indicated in (&1b) the presupposition does not invelve any other discourse referent.
It simply says that wsually the individual under consideration does not have the
property that is asserted about himin this clause. We can paraphrase the presupposition
as follows:

(652) [t was highly unexpected for Peter to understand the preblesn. Usuaily he does
not underseand anything ar ali.

Notice that this interpretation is forced in (62) due to the presence of auch (‘as well).
If this presupposition is chosen then the presupposition Tatrideu (1994) predicts for Left
Dislocation is not present anymore. Notice also that the two different presuppositions
available for Left Dislocation correspond 1o twe different intonation patterns™

" The 1wo difierent intoration palems have been discossed by Hanneke vun Hoof at the

Tilburg Workshop on Lelt Distocation 1994,
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(63 fa) wnd der HANS! dor frae ex diesmal auch verstinden.
and the J. d-pron has it this tme as well understood
() Der RHansy DER hat es verstanden.
the L d-pron has it understood

In (63a) the left dislocared constituent has a rising, non-nuclear accent and the d-
pronoun is deaccented whereas in (63b) the lefidislocated constituem has nuclear accent
and the d-pronoun has non-nuclear rising accent, Notice that according to what we
have said so far this intonation pattern is not unexpected. In case the left dislocated
noun is stressed, X is ulready available, since stress on N is a device to make X
available. Therefore it is expected that the d-pronoun does not make X (i.e. the seL of
alternatives) available™, since it is not crucial anymore for licensing the presence of
the pronoun.

We can new retrn to the problem of ondv a0d even as discussed at the
beginaing of this section. It will surn out that both of these focus particles are possible
in Left Dislocation, However, onfy lorces the first presupposition. whereas even forces
the second one. This means that cither of the rwo elements are restricted to one of the
two possible caviromments. Consider again the relevant semences that were taken to
be ill-formed (foliowing the judgements given in laridou 1994);

{(ad)  (a) (e der Hans, der hat es verstanden.
Only the John d-pron has it understood

{b) (*1Sagar der Hang, der hut oy versianden,
Even the John, d-pron has it understood

As latridou mentions {citing Irene Heim p.c. for this observation) (64 is a possible
sentence, but only in an environment that cun be glossed as (65):

(63)  The muterial was so difficult thut hardly anybody understood i, Only Huns der
undersiood it

‘nur’ Conly’) forces the interpretation that it is highly implausible that anybody can
understand the lecture, Therefore it is compatible with the presupposition that there are
other people who do not understand the lecture. Ax expected we can just have the

¥ Ag 3 malter of Tact in this case the presupposition does nol seem 16 he dependent on jhe

pronominal since the sante seitence without ihe pronominal docs have the same presupposilion:

und der HANS har o5 diesmal auch versiancden,
and the JOHN has it 1his time a5 well understood.

ny

Contrastive [ntonation puttern, with stress on the d-pronoun:

tH6) () e der Hans, DER kar 5 verstanden.
only the John d-pron has it understood
b} N der HANS, der har es verstanden.

Furthermore latridon meations that there is ne soch effect for {64b). The sentence is
stifl ill-formed in the following environment:

(67)  The materia] was so easy that every stadent understood it. ?*Even Huns der
underseood it

However, under the following interpretation Left Dislocation of 3 constituent
containing even is rendered well-formed:

{68)  Hans is the very least person 1o understand anything abom philosaphy but the
lecture yesterday was so easy. Even Hans, der understood it (this tirme).

As we have seen above there is another presupposition available for Left Dislocation.
It concerns the likelihood of the individual under consideration to have the property
asserted about it. As we have seen it resulis in an interpretation where the discourse
referent is highly implausible, to have this praperty. This is exactly what we find to
be the environment given in (68). Soear Ceven') forces this nterpretation so we expect
it 10 be well-formed in this cage of Left Dislocation. We have seen that the two
presuppositions are associated with two different intonation patterns. Since (68)
dicates that sogar is compatible with the second presupposition it is expected that it
is only campatible with the second intonation pattern.

" (. Sogar der HANS dor bat ox vevstanden,
even the John d-proa has it undersiood

(b =Savar der Hans, DER hut vs verstanden.

We now make the prediction that the same kind of presupposition is also available for
if p then g-conditionals. Consider the following example discussed in Latridou:

(700 BIFD were the richess linenist o earth, then f aouldn't be aile to afford this
Ry,

According to her analysis this sentence is expected w0 be odd since the superlative
induces an exhaustive andecedent and thercfore it makes the presupposiuon of then
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false. Given what the possibility for another presupposition (that is compatible with an
exhaustive antecedent) we predict the sentence to be good in that case. Consider under
this light the following example:

(VY und wenn [ch dor REICHSTE Linguist aup Frden wiire, dann wiirde ich mir
das Haus auch nicht eisten kinnen.
and if 1 would be the richest linguist on earth. then T eouldnt afford it either

Like in the example involving Left Disiocation of a DP we find wned (and’) introducing
this statement and wich (Cas well'y in the marriz clause. Moreover we find the same
intenation patiern: rising intonation on the antecedent and n deaccented d-prenoun. The
presupposition we find here is the same as the one described above: it is highly
unexpected that 1 would be the richest linguist on earth, It seems to be the case thag
the wnexpected part of the conditional is the one which gets stressed.

Moreover we expect the same facts as in case of Left Dislocation concering
the possibility ta have only or even respectively within condirionals. This prediction is
again borne out (for onfy this has already been observed in latridou 1994);

72y Joha is such a homebody thar he mever leaves the house. Oundv if there iv a
hearaeve, then be'll go o

For even we expect that the presupposition concerning the implansihility has 1o do with
the antecedent. Remember that in case of Left Dislocation of a DP even was good in
case the person denated by the left dislocated DP is highly implausible to be able o
do whatever is expressed in the CP;

(73 Sagar wenn ich die REICHSTE Linguisiin wire. dann wiirde iel mir das Haus
frtmer socdt ichi feisten Aonnen.
Even it I would be the richest tinguist. then | could still not afford the house

Aguin we find the sume intonation pattern. e is compatible with stress on the d-
pronoun, whereas sogar is only compalible with a deaccented d-pronoun:

(74  {a} Mo wenn o8 eiine Hirzewelle gift, DANN peht Peter ans.
valy if there is a hearwave. THEN Peter goes ow

by =Nurowenn ex eine Hivcewelle gibe, dann pebt Peter aus.,
only it there is a heatwave, then Peter goes out

2
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75y () Sogar wean ol die REJCHSTE Linunistin were, dann wiirde ich mir
fery Hernes anch uichi teisien Kdnnen.
Even if [ would be the richest linguist. then | couidn't afford the house
s} “Segav wenn ich die reichste Linguisiin wire, DANN wiirde ich mir
dus Huwes auch nicht fefsien kinnen.
Even if 1 would be the richest linguist. THEN 1 couldn't afford the
house

Itis clear that in case of conditionals talking about an implausibility for something o
happen is related to conjunctive (subjunctive) morphoiogy. So the second kind of
presupposition detected here is remmiscent of countertuctual conditionals.

It scems (0 me that the two different interpretations have something in common,
namely the fact that there is a presupposition concerning the implausibility for a certain
proposition to hold. This implausibility is again reminiscent of a scalar interpretation
(as mentioned above). The difference between the two kinds of presuppositions
discussed here is simply & matter of what constitutes the proposition which is
presupposed 1o be unlikely to hold. Compare the following:

76y (a) wid der Peter, der hat ox gureh verstaineden

ang the Peter, d-pron has it as well understood
XP |ypih-pron ... ]

(b} ued wenn ich wuch die reichste Lingnistin wive, dain wiirde ich mir
das Haus arch niche lefseen kinnen.
and if Tas well the richest linguist were. then would T myself the house
a5 weil not afford could
if XP |y d-pron ..

In both cases there has 1o be common knowledge abowt XP. So in (76a) in order for
the sentence to be felicitous it has to be common knowledge that Peter is very unlikely
in general to understand anything. Therefore the foflowing two TESPORSES (o an
utterance of (76a) are possible, depending on the background of the hearer:

(71 Wy, do vou sav thar?
() {5 Peter such an idior?
{h Wus the tectire so easv?

In (772) the hearer knws that the lecture was very easy. He can infer that Peter is not

very smart. Whereas in (77b) the hearer knows that Peter is not very sman and so from
the utterance in (76a) he can infer that the lecture was very easy. The siame is true for
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the (counterfactual) conditional ia (76bY: there has to be a common knowledge about
the unlikelihood of XP (the antecedent) to be true. Again the foilowing two responses
are pessible, depending on the background of the hearer:

{(78)  Wihv do vou say tha?
(o) I3 0t so wndifedy that you fas a linpuist) once become rich?
{b) fs the hause so expensive?

If the hearer knows that the house is very expensive he can infer the unlikelihood of
the aniecedent to be true (78a). On the other hand if the hearer knows about the
unlikekihood of the antecedent in the if:clause he can infer that the house must be very
expensive, Compare these facts (o the other presupposition;

79 () Ber Rans, DER hat die Vorlesuny verstcanden
the I d-pron has the lecture undetstood
XP [ypd-pron...)
[{»)} Wenn die Sonne scheint, DANN pehe ich pern spazieren.
If the sun is shining, then | like to go for o walk
XP  [yd-pron...|

Here in both cases there has (o0 be a common knowledge about something which is
related 1o the proposition expressed in YP. For (79a1) the common knowledge
comesponds to the fuct that the lecture was very hard 1o follow. This utterance tells
nothing about the abilitics of Hans. But since it s so hard to understand the
presupposition arises that there must be some other people whe did not understand the
iecture. Thus the following responses to (792) are possible:

(80)  Why do vou sav rthar?
(i) Was ihe teciure so difficalr?
{b} Is fohn sa smart?

If the hearer knows that John is very smart. he can infer from (79a) that the lecture
must have been very difficult, On the other hand if ihe hearer knows that the lecture
was very difficult he can infer that John is very smart. The sume can be shown for
(79b): there is a common knowledge about the content of YP, namely that in general
it is the case that the speaker doesn't like to go for a walk although it is not excluded
that he would cver go for a walk. Again there is no common knowledgc necessary for
the antecedent. Depending on the hearers background ditferent responses are possible:
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(313 Why do vor say thar?
(a) Don't vou like 1o yo for o walk in generaf?
(=] A5 the sun wot shining very often here?

Let me briefly summarize what we found in this section. There are rwo different
presuppositions Lett Dislocation can induce. Both have to do with the likelihood for
a certain proposition to be true, i.e. both are scalar in nature. The first one {originaily
detected in Iatridou (1994) for Conditionals) presupposes that there are other
individuals, circumstances, for which the proposition expressed in the 'matrix-clause’
is not true. T have argued that this presupposition arises becavse the pronominal makes
the discourse referent X (the set of possible antecedents) availuble. The second
Presupposition concerns the unlikelihood tor the left-dislocated constituent to have a
certain property (or in case of cenditionals (o be true). This suggesis that there is
something like a counterpart of counterfactusls in cuse of Left Dislocation of 4 nominal
element. In that cuse we could areue that X of the pronominal is associated with the
intension’ of a proper name, i.e. the properties of a given individual.

Ler me just briefly mention that Karttunen & Peters (1979} come to a similar
conclusion w.rl the ilerpretation of even (which 1 already sketched in section
VI.2.3.). They claim that cver gives rise to two ditferent imgplicatures {presuppositions
in our terms): one cxistential and one sceler in natre. Thus consider their example
with the associated interpretation:

{82y Bl fikes even MARY

Focus of even: Muary

Scope of even: Biff likes x

Exiswntial implicature: There are other x ander consideration besides Mary
sueh thar Biff likes .

Sealar implicatwre: For gl v iinder consideraton besides Mery, ihe fikelihood
ther Bitd likes X iy grearer than the fikelitood that Bill tiles Mary.

{Karttunen & Peters, 1979: 26)

There would be many mare inferesting issues o be addressed. But this would
go beyond the scope of the present discussion. What I hive said in this chapter should
suffice to capiure the facts concerning Left Dislocation in the jight of the analysis of
Identification.
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VHI. EXTENDING THE ANALYSIS:
Other Cases of Identification

in this chapter we will extend the amalysis discussed so far to some other related
phenomena. I will argue (har all instances of semiential clements that are construed with
a correlate in the matrix clause are licensed as identifiers. The discussion in this
chapter will mainly concern result clauses, comparatives and conditionals. In addition
L will also mendon adverbial clauses of cause and place. For reasons of space 1 will
only discuss properties that are relevant in the light of my analysis. It is not the
purpase of this chapier 1o give a fullfledged anabysis of conditionals or result clauses.
1 only want to show how (some of) thelr properties can be derived by means of the
analysis of Identification.

I. Result Clauses
Let us start with result clauses. Consider the following examples:

n {a) Perer hat so viele Krifger! getrunken, daft er niche mebr nach Hause
kam.
Peter bas so many pints drunk. that he not anymore to home came.
"Peter has drunk se many pints that he couldnt go home anymore.'
(B Peter hat zit viele Kriigerl getrunken, um noch nuch Hause zu gehen,
Peter has too many pints drunk, tor still 1o hoine go
‘Peter has drunk too many pints for himn 10 be able to still go home.’

I will assume ihat the entire DP (contuining so) is the idemtifyec. However, the
presence of so has a crucial influence on the interpretation of this DP. Since this
analysis differs from cther proposals found in the literature 1 will briefly discuss an
analysis which makes use of the complement principle' (rather than Identification),
namely the one advocated in Gueron & May (1984) (henecforth G&M).

' 1 will discuss the ‘com plement'-prine iple inmore detail in secion Appendix |
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1.1. Result Clauses and the Complerment Principle

It is in fact not a new proposal to treat resull clauses and other instances of ex traposed
clauses (ie. relative clauses) in a similar fashion. The syntactic properties of result
clauges have been compared 1o relative clauses in various approaches. Here T will
discuss the analysis given in G&M, since the main point 1 am going te argue against
is advocated there in a very elaborate way. They observe that relative clause
extraposition and result clause extraposition share the property that they involve
exiraposition from "headed” constructions,” In our terms this simply means that those
are extraposed elements which have a correlate in the matrix, i.e. a clausal element
identifying a (nominal) element in the matrix clause. G&M's main point w.r.1. this
paratlelism is as follows:

"Result Clauses may be found as complements to 3o or o0 occurring as specifiers
either of AP or of NP, co-occumrence in the latter cuse being required with many or
few (for count nouns} or with mueh or fitrle (for mass nouns): as complements to
certain adverbs, like sifficiently, that can modify many or fews and as complemenits
© certain quantity phrases, such es enough, such ¢ large, and just the right, the latter
two in cooccumence with the noun mumber™ (G&M, 1984: 1)

A cnucial difference between their analysis and the one [ am proposing concerns the
nature of relation assumed to hobd between the two elements under consideration:
G&M claim that the relation between the (we clemenes can be characterized as a
complement relation whereus I argue that it is an instance of Identification.
Furthermore, following other approaches 10 result clauses (cf. Liberman 1974, Rouveret
1978} they assume that whereas in relative clauses the head is the NP, in case of result
clauses the head of the construction is the QP specifier of the whole phrase. Here we
find another difference berween standard treatmients and the analysis I am advocating

* For convenicnce lel me Just sumnwarize he dilference berween relative clause an result

Clause exiraposiyon as they anaiyze il 1 will discess G&M's approach in more detail in section
Appendix L
Extraposition from NP and extraposition [rom QP fic. resull clavse exipposition) differ in
a} the landing site of the exirapased constinsent:

cxiraposition from NP ataches to S, extraposition from QP artaches to §°
b) the landing site of QR of the hcad NPAQP in the muatrix clouse:

NP undergoes QR adwining 0 S

QP undergoes QR adjoining to &
Itis assumed that the relevant landing site of extraposition derives from the complemem principie
tholding at LF) since the relevani head has o undergo QR and agaim the relevam heads differ in
their landing site - the owput however has to result tn a configuration where the head govemns the
complement.
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here: | will argue that the comelated element is not only so but the entire DP
conmaining this (pronominal) element. Evidence for the former (i.c. G&M's) view js
provided by the following empirical facts.

1) Dropping the QPs so and too in the relevant examples is not possible (3).

2) there seems to be a restriction on several features of the ‘complement clause’
depending on the occurrence of so or tfoo, respectively (3)

{2) (1) S0 many books have been published recently, that | haven't been able
ey read them aff
(b} Too many books have been publisked recentiy, for me to he able 1o
redaed them alf
(3 {a} *Muny books have been published recently, thar [ haven's been able to
redd them olf
(b)  *Many books huve been published recentty for me io be able o reqd
them all
(4) {a) *S6 many books have been published recently, for me (o be able to
reud them all.
[{u]] *Tao muny books have been published recently, thae | haven't been
wide o read them all,

Whar G&M intend to show with these examples is Tirst that extraposed clauses are
indeed complements to QP and secondly that there are dependency relations requiring
50 to be paired with 4 iinite clause and foo with an infinitive, Given these examples
one could indeed conclude that the QP on its own (rather than the whole DP) is the
head of the construction. The feature of the resuit clause that the quantifying element
seerns to determine Is the (non-)finiteness of the extraposed clause as wekl as the namre
of the complementizer. Notice however that G&M are not really explicit as to how this
feature is determined. They only assume some sort of 'dependency’. Of course it cannot
be denied that there is some sort of dependency, however I think that something more
has to be said about the nature of this dependency relation. A refation that seems 10
show that 4 particular element determines some categorical properties of another
element is generally viewed as mvolving c-selection. In this section [ would first like
to argue thal we need not necessarily conclude that the restrictions on the nature of the
result clause sre determined by means of c-selection. Secondly T will show that
assuming only the QP Specifier as the head of the reiation rather than the entire DP
induces some severe problems.

I think that the restrictions on various features of the result clause are dependent
an some more general (semantic) properties. They need not necessacily be analyzed as
selectional restrictions of the guantifying expression. This is not an vnmaotivated
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assumption given the following facts:

3y (a) feh weill, daBi*?ob Peter gerne Bier irinkr
1 know, that/*Nf Peter likes beer drinking
(0 Jch weiff nichr, oly*2dali Peter perne Rier trinky
U know not, 1f/*Mhat Peter likes beer drinking
(c) foh wufite nicht, obidafl Peter gerne Rier irinks,
I'knew now, iffthat Peter likes beer drinking.

These examples show that the choice of the complementizer cannot only be due 10
properties of the selecting verb. Negation as well as tense seem to have an influence
on the choice of the complementizer. The following Facts about German resuli clauses
support this claim. It is true thar the result clause without a correlated so (62) sounds
quite odd (similar o what ix found in English). However, German has a
complementizer that allows for 4 result reading without : QP correlate in the matrix
{6b):

(B) () #lcl hube viele Kriiger! getrinken, duft miiv schiecht wurde
‘I have drunk many pints droak. that I got sick.’
( fch habe viele Kriigerl gerrrinken, sodafl mir scldecht wirde,
I have druink many pints, so that [ got sick’

In (6b) we find & complex complementizer consisting of ‘o’ and ‘aft’. Here the result
of getting sick is not directly related 10 a certain amownt of beer but 10 the uct of
drinking (iots of) beer in general. Again according to my unalysis this is not a
surprising effect since | will show that any kind of property {and a VP is analysed as
d property, i.e. a predicate) cun induce a scalar interpretation, ie. a certain amount of
a given property can suffice to have the effect of a1 certain resuit. In the case above it
is not even the quantifying determiner that is responsible for the amount reading. The
following sentence containing a mass noun is also wellformed with a result clause:

N {ch Babe Bier gemrunken, sodaf mir schiecht wieds.
I bave drunk beer, so that [ got sick

This means that result clauses are not only possible with “so” but with any property. We
will see some more examples supporting this claim in section V1.2 T would like
to conclude that the restriction on features of the resuit cluuse do not provide enough
evidence 1o postulate a direct (selectional) relution belween the QP and the result
clause.
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There is another problem with the view that 5o is the (c-selecting) head of the result
clawse. Notice that c-selection is normally instantiated in a very iocal way (i.e. under
sisterhood). Thus it is a surprising fact that the two elements cannot occur adjacent to
each ather {(at least not at the level of S-structure’),

(3 {a) *8o thar | havew't been able to read them all many books have been
tubdished recenity

(b} “Too for me to be able to read them aff many books have been
putdished recenrly

&) {a) =50 miany that [ haven't been able 10 read them all books have been
pubtished recently

i{b) *Too many for me o be able to read them alff Dooks have been
prblished recentty

Any account for result clavses that postulates a direct relation between so and the result
clause has to face this problem. | will now try ta show that it cannot be the case that
the result clause s solely dependent on 5o or toe respectively. 1 will argue that it
depends on (i.e. identifies) the entire DP containing these elements, Assuming this we
immediately get rid of the serialization problem concerning the ungrammaticality of
(8-9). However, it cannot be denied that so and ‘o0 do have an influence. They seem
to induce the necessity of identifying an amount in terms of a result rather than in
terms of another property (e, a relative clause), We therefore have 1o address the
uestion as to how an element which is apparently not the head of the constituent
under consideration has an influence on the nature of the identifier. The problem in
gencral seems o be reminiscent of the phenomenon of pied piping. This becomes
obvious if one looks at the constructions under discussicn in comparison with wh-
elements within pied-piped constitucnts:

{10y {fsof e fmany fhookstf,,. thar I haves't been able 1o read them alf
(b} fwith fwhomf . did vouw leoave

The problem concerning both constructions is that an element that is more deeply
embedded in a given constituent {so within DP in { 10a) and the wh-constituent within
PP in (10b)) behaves like it would be the head of that constiment. In pied-piping
constructions the problem arises that the operator hus 1o bind the variable (the gap of
wh-movement) in order to get the correct interpretation. The wh-clement must c-

¥ To be exact it mighi be possible thar ar S-xtructure they are adjacent oo each other, One

could poswiale a PF-rule to be respansible for the "anui- -adjacency-requirement’, Here we would
have an instance of an obligatory PF-rule,

239

command the variable. it is obvious that we are back 10 the problem of accessibility
(of the feature of a non-head) as discussed in section [IL6. There we have seen that
two possible ways of analyzing this preblem are possible. The first one {(which is
advocated in G&M for so many Pooks) is 1o say that the yuantifying element is moved
out of its constituent at LF. Such a view is also found for the pied-piping problem.
This sort of analysis is in a way reminiscent of Heim's (19%2) approach for
quantification in general. According to her any non-prenominal NP is adjoined to §
(NP-Prefixing in her terms, Quantifier Raising in more recent terms). Then there is an
additional rule of Qwantifier construal which states that every quantifier is attached as
a leftmost immediate constituent of S. For a sentence like {11) Heim assumes the
following representation at LF (resulting in a tripartite structure that seems necessary
for the interpretation we arrive at):

{1y {(a) Every man arrived

{b) 5
/
every ILP,\ 5

[

e, arrived (Heim. 1982: 133)

The same kind of analysis is advocated in G&M for so-NPs, The only difference is
that so is assumed to auach to §" rather than 5 {i.e. CP rather than 1PY, Consider the
LF-representation they assume for the sentence in (12a):

{12y (a) So many books have been published that I haven't been able to read
thenr alf

() /‘ \\ N
/ \
/ \

Comp

| /\/\ :

SO 2, many e1 have been published [that [ haven't...

* As we will see this will account for the fact that resuft classes have to artach higher than
telative ¢lauses.
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In both approaches the whole constituent is first moved to its scepe position at LF and
then the purely quantifying element is further moved out of this phrase to its scope
position, Now consider the relevant interpretation of quantifying elemenis:

(13} For every x [yox = a man| |4 arrived]

G&M's representation of 1o NPy i (12b) should then result in g similar tripartite
structure:

(14)  For 5o x [y x = many books] [:5 x have been published]

{14) does not scem 10 be a plausible candidate for the interpretation of so NPs. It
seems to me chat although some quantificational force is jnduced by means of 5o it is
not truc that this guantifier is restricted by the 'lefi-behind-NP'. The correct
ingerpretation can just he obizined if the whole constituent is a unit {like it is also at
S-structure). The LF-representation G&M assume to capture the syntactic facts does
not give rise to an adequate input for interpretation.

Consider now the other solution for the pied-piping problem te be found in the
literature. This is to suy that the relevant feature (here the wh-feature) is somchow
percolated further up. The entice PP inherits the wh-interpretation in case it is pied
piped atong with the wih-element. In this case the PP itscif counts as the relevant
operator binding the variable. In case of quantifying elements (and other elements that
take scope over a given domain} such a percelation approach is found in van
Riemsdijk & Williams (1981} They assume thar scope is induced by virtue of
percolation of the relevant feature’, I think that a percofation approach is preferable at
least fer pied-piping and so- NP constructions, Under this approach the constituenthood
of the whole NP can be maintained, and as we have seen it is not Jjust the syntactic
behavior but also the interpretation of the relevant constituent that supports this
(remained) constituen., v,

It has to be noticed that such an approach is also reminiscent of the compositional
interpretation of nominals I am assuming in general. Remember that [ assume that N
is associated with an index X that counts as the index of the entire NP. Additionally
D is associated with a second index x that is inherited by the emtire DP, Once this

* OF course the problems o be addressed are 1he sume. Tn both a movement and 2

percolation approach one needs 10 find (he relevant restrictivas for when and how far 1 Ceftain
feature or clement can be percolared or moved respectively.
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index appears index of NP itseilf is not accessible anymore (except N is stressed), In
case of so-MPs the quantificational pronominal se can be assumed to be associated
with an index of its own. Again this index is inherited by the entire constituent
dominating 1t (i.e. the entire 50 NP). This assumption makes an important predicion,
that creates a problem for G&M's analysis. If the noun is {contrastively) stressed it is
possible to have a relutive clause construed with a so NP, By means of stress on N X
is accessible for Idenification by the relutive clause, In addition to the relative clause
identifying X the entire constituent can be identified by a result clause:

(15} fch habe so viele MANNER geschen, die gerne Bier wrinken, duff mir gan:
sehfeckt wirde.
I bave so many men seen, who tike beer drinking that REFL wtally sick gor.

This example creates a problem for G&M (1984). They assume that the entire NP
adjoins e 8" Thus the locality constraint imposed by the complement principle is
viclated in the exanpie above. Now let me wm to the unalysis of resulr clauses in the
light of identification.

L2. Result Clauses as an instance of 1dentification.
Consider again the example {1} repeated here for convenience:

(16) {1 Peter hat so viele Krdigerl gerrinken, daft or nicht mehr noch House
kerm,
Peter has so many pints drunk. that he nat anymore to home came.
‘Peter has drunk so many pints that he couldn't go home anymore.
(b} Poter hat zu viele Kriiper! getrinken, um noch nach Hause 1 aehen.
Peter has oo many pints drunk. for still 1o home 20
Peter has drunk oo many pints for him to be able o stll go home.’

Obviously in (16; - = do nwl find an individual picked out of a set of possible
individuals by meuans of Identification as we found in the core cases of Identification.
So we have w determine the properties of the identifyee and the identifier respectively.
Descriptively we find the constituent 5o viele Krifger!” as the identifyee and the result
clause as the identifier. Crucially (he identifyee contains so. Notice that so is

* As we have dleeady scen the identityee cun also coniain =i (t00’). Here [ will mainly

concentrate on so. However. the analysis preseneed here siiould be cyually available for the other
possible (guantifying clements).
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pronrominal in nature - it can be used deictically, which is a crucial property of
identifyees in general. Remember thar it is a crocial assumption of the analysis
suggested here that the identifyes has a representation ot domain D - thus both the
identifier and the identifyee should be associated with a discourse referent, What is the
denotation in case of result clauses? Inmitively in this case the identifyee denotes a
certain amount, whereas the identifier denotes the result of doing something {(as
denoted by the VP) with this amount. For example in the sentence above it is asserted
that it was that much beer that Peter drank, that this amount sufficed to keep him from
going home. This suggests that the result clause can somchow bx (e, identify) an
amount. Let me briefly justify the claim that amounts can act as discourse referents.
The first piece of evidence invelves the already familiar test of prenominalization, We
have argued that once we find the possibility to anaphorically refer w a previously
mentioned constituent we can conclude that this constituent is associated with a
discourse referent. Amounts dre uccessible for anaphoric reselution as can be observed
in the following discourse:

(07} Peter hat 9 Kriiper! Bier geirunken. Maria har aich so el getrunken.
Peter f1as 9 pints beer drunk. Mury has aise $0 much drunk.

In the sccond sentence the pronominal element anaphorically refers to the amount of
9 pints beer. Notice that so vief cannot be interpreted as an elliptical measure phrass
because it is not necessartly the case that Mary drank 9 pints. The sentence is still true
if she drank the same amount of beer - not in pints but for example in small glasses.

Crucially there are two possible ways (o denote an amount, one is absofute and
one is refarive. 1 will argue that comparatives are an instance of the former whereas
in case of result clauses we find an instance of the latter. How can this be analysed?
Remember that | make use of an extensional definition of properties, ie. a property
denotes the set of individuals satistying this property. The denotation of an ameunt is
then the set of those sets that have one particular property in common, namely the
relevant amount. T the case above this would mean that so vie/ denotes the amount
of 4.5 liters. That it is really this amount that is denoted can be seen on basis of the
tollowing exampie:

(18} Perer b 27 Arrikel gelesen. Maria hat so viele Bicher geschrieben,
Peter has 27 articles read. Mary has so many books written

The first sentence introduces an amovnt {of articles). so viet anaphorically refers to this
fixed amount (i.e. 27 ifems) and the noun adds another property the denoted set must
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have, i.e. feing a hook. In other words the denotation of the amount above is the set
of sets that have the property of containing 27 items (of something) in common. This
is ome possibility to denote amounts, namely an absolute amount. but there is aiso
another possibility. It is a general property of properties that they can have certain
degrees, i.. they are assaciated with u scafe. Individuals instantiating a cerain propery
can vary as 10 which degree they have this property. Notice that adjectives (one
instance of a syntactic category denoting a property) show this feature guite obviousiy:
they can occur in comparative or superiarive respectively. This means that properties
arc in general not (only) an absolute notion bud they create scales according to which
the property under consideration is evaluated. [ wiil refer to the degree of a certain
property as an amaounf of this property. If resolt clavses identify amounts then it is not
surprising that it is not just absolute amounts (i.e. how many individuals are contained
in set) but aiso degrees of a certain amount. ldentitication of a certuin degree by means
of a result clavse means Lo fix a certain degree on the scale associated with the
property under consideration. Along the lines of the representation we have been
assuming tor Identification so far 1 will assume the following representation for so ¥Ps
identified by a result clause:

{19} () Pueter hat so viele Kriigerl getrunken dafi ihm ganz sellecht wurde.
Peter has so many pints drunk that REFL totally sick got

() NP X = set1 of individuals satisfying the property of being a pint
DP: % = many pings

%01 Y = set of possible amounts (of many pints)
y="?
yoy

CP: y = that amount of pints that suffices to achieve the result that
by drinking them, Peter pat sick

"This representation captures the relevant properties of Identification of so NPs we are
interested in here. As usual NP denotes the set ot individuals satisfying the property
denoted by N. The determiner »any denotes the discourse referent x which is 2 set of
many pints. As 1 said so is pronomingl in nature. Therefore it can be assumed that it
is associated with two indices as well. 1 assume that Y corresponds 10 the set of
possible amounts. The DP it is construed with is then reinterpreted as a property: it
denotes u sel of sets that contain a certain amount of pints that sutisfies the property



of heing many (pinw).” Many is not an ubsolwe notion. What counts as many is i correct prediction as exemplified below:”

relativized to a1 geven property. Therefore the set of sets of many pints could in

principle contain any number of pints. I ussume that this is an ordered ser. the first (21} Maria ist (so) eine Frau. daft ihr die Manner zu Fiiflen liegen.
member being the singleton sct {containing just one pint of beer) the second set Mary is (s0) 2 woman, that her the men 1o ﬁfet lie

contains two members and so forth, This ordered set can be taken to correspond to a Mary is such 2 woman, that men admire her

scale. This means that we can say that Y really denotes a scale of possible amounts.

. . . - . . German allows for predicative NPs 10 be associated with a result clause. The presence
30 is furthermore associated with a second index, which denotes the intended amount.

of so is opticnal as expected under the present amalysis. Any property denating
category can in principle be associated with a result clause, since the latter identifies
a cermain degree (i.e. an amount) of the property denoted by the identifyee. We might
analyze the contribution of 5o along the following lines. It seems that the elements
under consideration so and zu have the ability to rake a property interpretation
avaitable. They can be associated with constituenis that contuin property dencting
elements. Usually this property (i.e. predicative) interpretation induces a variable that
is bound by the determiner. so seems to maintain this property interpretation. The
interpretation of the nominal in (21) is such that the denoted individual is interprered
as Lo having the propenty of being a woman 1o such i degree that i1 obiains the result

In the representation above the denotation of so still contains an incompleie condition.
The exact amount {drunk by Peter} is still not fixed, Again there is one more relevant
information available, namely y < Y. The result clause identifics this incomplete
condition. It picks out a cerfain set {on the scale). However this amount is still
relativized to the drinking abilities of Pzier, Identifying the denotation of y means to
fix one particular amount on the scale thar suffices in order 1o achieve the result thag
Peter cannot go anymore.

Notice that it is not only amoums in the sense of countable cnrities. Any
property can be associated with a scale. It is therefore also possible 10 have so

. - . - of men lying in front of her. We will return to some more propertics associated with
associated with a nown that contains an adjective;

the scalar inlerpretution in the course of this chaprer, For the moment the present

(20)  Peter hat so ein guies Bier entdeckt, duff er nicht mehr aufhdren konnte 1 remazks should sutfice 1o argue that amounts are associated with a discourss referent.

frinken,

Peter has so a good beer discovered, that he not anyimoere stop could to drink. Notice that all the amounts can be questioned. We might take the possibility

'Peter has discovered such a good beer, thal he could not stop drinking question a certain entity as a further (est for being associued with a discourse referent;
anymore.’
2 () Wie viele Kritgerl hui Peter getrunken?
What we find here is a set of individuals satisfying the property denoted by N. Then ‘How many pints did Peter drink?"
an intersection with the individuals satisfying the property deneted by the adjective s (by  Wie gur ist das newe Lieblingsbier von Perer?

‘How good is the new faverite beer of Peter's?”
(€) Way fiir eine Fran ist Maria?

Whal tor a woman is Mary

“What kind of woman is Marv¥

created. Subsequently s¢ indicates that there is a cerlain degree, i.e. an amount of being
good. If it is not clear from the present context how good the beer really is then it is
identified by means of the result clause. The denotation of the identifyce is then the
beer which is good enough 1o obtain the result denoted in the result clause,

The guestion in (224} can be answered by (17} the one in (22b) has {203 as a possible

It 15 now expected 15 phen { 3 ifi - Lo
& IoW exp that this phenomenon is not only found For nouns modified answer and (20) is un answer 1o the question in (22¢).

by an adjective but also for 'bare nouns’ since they also denote properties. We therefore

predict that it is passible to have a result clause associated with simple NP. This is Let me now turn to the justification of the cluim that a resuit clavse is associated

with a discourse referent. One crucial evidence for this claim is the fact that nominals

" Nodice that this assumplion is too simplilied. Since | an not concerned with the
tepresentation of deleminers in general | will abstract away frem the problems induced by this . . ] i . ) .
notation. [ will also not address the question as o how the presence of so induces a property * English docs not allow lor this option. | canmt give an accoum lor why his should be
rcading again. s,
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in general can refor to results. Itis a well known property of nominalizations that they
can be ambiguocus between an event and a result reading. An example is given below:

(23)  Oberseizing
transiauion

The derived noun can either denote the event of tronslating or to the resuit of this
gvent, i.e. the actual book or paper translated, If nominals are always associated with
a discourse referent then it follows that abstract entities litke a result can be associated
with as discourse referent.

We can also apply the already familiar test of anaphoric reference. Resuolt
clauses are possible antecedents for anaphoric resolution. This can be seen in the
following discourse:

(24} 81: Peter hor sa vied Bier gemrunken, fdafl im schiechs wurdel,.
Peter has drunk so much beer that he ot sick.
82 Mariu hat cuch so viel Bier sennnken.
Mary has as well so mwuch beer drunk,
{u) uber fdas} ist Maria nichr passierr.
but this is Mary not happened
() aber [so weit], kam ex bel Marig niche.
hut so far came it with Mary not

Notice that the possibility o anaphorically refer to the result clause by means of so
weir (24b) indicates that 1t is really a certain point at 2 scale (a degiee) which is fixed
by the result clause.

Let me now swmmarize the core claim of the analysis the resule clause as an
instance of Identification, The identifyee establishes a set of individuals with a certain
property. Properties in general establish the possibility of creating 4 scale. A certain
point on this scale can be fixed by means of & result clause. ie. the reswit clause
identifies the amownt. Since we are dealing with Idenntication on a scule it is a relative
amownt. Tt is evaluated on basis of some other property. [n the example above it is
evaluated on basis of the drinking ability of the subject. That it is really an amount
relative the drinking abilities of the subject.under consideration is should be clear from
the example in (24}, The absolute amount of beer is presumably the same in both cascs
(the second instance of so mrch being anaphorically related to the First one). However
the drinking abilities of Mary seem to be higher. The very same (absolute} amount
does in her case not suffice to end vp in the result of getting sick, The result clause
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fixes a point ol a scafe relative w the drinking abilities of the subject. The denoted
amount is the 'sufficicnt’ amount in order to arrive at the result denoted in the resuit
clausc. An amount can also be fixed wort. some already established wnount. This is
50 in case of comparatives. Consider the following exampie:

(25)  Peter hat so viele Kritgerd petvunken, wie Muria,
Peter has so mmany pims drunk, as Mury

Here the amount is fixed by comparing it to another amount (namely the amount of
beer Mary drank). These remarks should suffice tor establishing result clauses (and as
we have just seen comparatives} as an instance of ldentification. We will new tumn to
the predictions inherent 1o this analysis.

1.3, Identification is *optional™.

1tis a crucial property of Identification that it is not syntactically obligatory. The same
15 true for so-XPs and resuit (or comparative} clauses. It the denotation of sa-XP is
clear from the context then the identifier does not occur. This can be seen in the
following examples:

(26)  {a) Feter har so viele Kriigert getrunken cdafl ihm schiecht wurde).
Peter has so many pints drunk that REFL sick was
{b) Peter har zu vicle Kritger! getrinken fam noch Alto fahren zu kénnen |
Peter has too many pirts drunk lor stilh car drive 1o can

Both sentences are wellformed (without an identifier) it there is a certain amount (of
pints) which is salient in the discourse. Either it Iras been mentioned previously or a
cenain amount of pints is present in the discourse or the uttcrance is accompanied with
an act of demonstration. Thus again we find the same paltern as in the core cases of
Identification: the pronominal can be used anaphorically. calaphorically or deictically,

The following question answer pair (showing the same kind of phenomenon) is
discussed in Williams (1974

2N Whv wousst't the wewd finished?

As Becatrse so aften me one was tere

“there is no Result cluuse. the so is undetermined. s determination is actually the
question itself.” (Williams 1974: 196}
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Identification is just necessary if the content of the pronown is not already presupposcd.
Again we see that the relation between the pronominal element and the sentential
element is nat an obligatory licensing relation, If the conteat of the pronoun (i.. the
result) is not presupposed, or already established or salient in the discourse the
occurrence of an identifier 1s again rendered obligatory.

1.4. Result Clanses and the Precedence Constraint on Identification.

If the relation between yo-XP and the result clause is an instance of Identification we
expect PCT to be obtained. This is a correct prediction as can be observed on basis of
the following examples.

The identifier cannot be left-adjoined to the identifyze:

28 @ Feter hat so viele Menschon, daff ikm ganz sctlecht wirde gesehen.
Peter has so muny people that him very sick was seen
Peter has seen so many people that he became sick
(b *Peter hat dafi ihm gan: schleche warde, so viele Menschen gesehen.
Peter has that him very sick was, so muny people seen

The identifier cannct move 1o a position preceding the identifyee:

29y () *Daff thin genz sehlechs wurde hat Peter so viele Menschen peschen
tiat him very sick became was has Peler so many people seen
() s viele Menschen, dafl ilwm gunz sehlechr wurde hat Peter gestern
qESChen.
s many people that he ger sick has Peter seen

A constituent containing the identifier cannot move to a position preceding the
identifyee:

{3y (a) *oesehen, duff ilon ganz schiecht wirde, hat Peter so viele Menschen
seen that e became sick has Peter so many people
(b sy viele Menschen yesehen, dufs m vanz schiecht wirde, hat Peter
gestarn
so many people seen. that he became sick has Peter yesrerday
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Movement out of the identifier is impossible:

3y *Weu har Peter so viele Menschen gesehen daft or 1 aapdbelte
Who has Peter so many people seen that he gor mean to 1

All the predictions of PCI are borne out in cuase of result clauses. Moreover, as
expected the only connter-example involves Left Dislocation, i.e. the identifier can be
left-adjoined to the CP containing the identifyee just in case the identifyee is
topicalized:

(32)  Dafs ikm ganz schiecht wiirde, so viefe Menschen hat Peter geselien.
That he became sick, so muny people has Peter seen

Natice that the possibility to have result clauses i left dislecated position is further
evidence for the claim that it is the entire constituent (containing so) that is identified
by the result clause. Remember that the analysis for Left Dislocation proposed in
chapter VL. suggests that a left dislocated constituent is Jicensed as a parasitic
operator. As we have seen this derives the fuct that Left Dislocation is only possible
if the two adjacent constituents ure coindexed. Assuming this generalization to be true
we can draw the follewing conclusion for result ¢lauses. Consider the representation
of the sentences in (33):

{33y (0 [Daf mir ganz schiecht wurde !, f{{saf viele] Biere], hab ich getrunken
that REFL totally sick was so many beers have T drunk
{b) [Dap mir die Luft ausging], {50l schaelt]]; bin ich gelaifen
thar REFL the breath lost so fast am [ run

se (although adjacent (o the left distocated result clavse) is not itself coindexed with
the trace of the topicalized constituent (strocturally it is oo deeply embedded). But the
left dislocated constituent can only be licensed if it is coindexed with the trace of the
topicalized constiluent. We can interpret this as another indication that it is not just the
pronominal element so that is identified but rather the entire constituent containing this
s0. Again it can be observed that if the entire constiwent (i.e. the so XP) to be
identified is more deeply cmbedded in another constituent then the sentence is not
well-formed anymore:
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(34) () [Bicher von [so schlechten  Aworerf|  wicden  kirzlich
vergffentlicht, [daft ich sie gar micht lesen wollte],.
the books by so bad authors have been lately publishcd that I
didn't want to read them at all

{b) {dufl ich sie gar niche lesen wallte],. [die Biicher von [so

schlechten Autoren} [ wisrden kiivzlich verdffentfichi.
that 1 themn not at all rend wanmted, the books of so bad authors
have been lately published

Although it is possible to identify an identifyee that is more deeply embedded in
another DP (34a)" 1.eft Dislocation is not pessible in this case. This follows from the
present analysis since the left dislocated constituent cannot be licensed by being
mapped to the trace in the matrix clavse. In order to be licensed the trace and the left
dislocated constituent would have to be coindexed. It the topicalized element only
contains the coreferent element (instead of being the coreferent element} then
coreference between the left dislocated element and the trace is blocked.

Notice moreover that in case of resuit clause Lett Dislocation the proneminal
is symactically obligatory:

(35 W =[Daft mir gunz schfechs warde] hab fch gemunken
that REFL sotally sick was have | drunk
(h) =[Baft mir die Luft ausging{ bin ich gelanfen
that REFL the breath left was 1 runoning

If there is no coreferent topicalized elerment then the result clause occupies SpecCP.
It needs to be licensed by itself (not parasitically). Any topicalized element needs 10
be somehow inherently licensed within the clause it occurs in. A resolt clause like the

one above is however not inheremly licensed. It can just be licensed as an identifier.

* Notice that (his example apparenly violates LCT. § will address this question in the next
i,

"t is however inleresting 10 notice Uiae there are consiituents (guite simila 10 result

clauses) which are inherently ficensed withou idenrifying another element, In thal case the

e
(i)

{ii)

sence of 1 pieposilional complelnentizer seems obligalory:
lch kabe bis (dafly mir ganz sehfechs wurde gefrunken.
I have until (¢haly REFL 1otally sick gin dmak
ek habe gerrunken brs (dafl) mir ganz schlecht wurde.
1 have drunk untis (hat REFL o1ally sick gor

{iii) Bis {daft} mér gaz sehlechi warde hrabe ich getrunken.

Until (thar) REFL 1otally sick 2ot have [ drunk
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1.5, Result Clauses and the Locality Constraint on Identification

let us tm to LCIL It has been noticed in the literatiure on extraposition that result
clanse extraposition seems less local than relative clavse extrapositton. This involves
twa paradigms. On the one hand result clauses seem to be adjeined higher as relative
clauses. The comman tesis involve Condition C - effects:

36y  (a) I toded Reer that so many peaple aitended (ast year's concert that | made
Marv nerveus
(b “f redd her thar mony people atended fust year's concert who made
Mury nervonus
(G&M, 1984: 2)
Recall that T have argued that Condition C effecis cannot be taken as a refiable test for
the height of adjunction. Therefore [ do not think that the exampies above are
significant for determining the height of adjunction.

On the other hand result clause exwraposition can take place out of cerain
syntactic islands, but not se extraposition from NP as discussed in G&M:

37 Plots by yo maury conspivators rave been hatched that the government
hus jaited them.
(k) “Plots by many conspirarors have been hatched who the government
fres jatled

Here we have a case where it is possible to relate an extraposed identifier with an
identifyee that is ‘'more deeply embedded’ than LI would allow. However, we have
already seen i case of extraposition out of NP thar the domain can be extended by
means of stress inducing focus. Under this light it 15 interesting (o notice that sa can
also be used as a focus particle. It seems that by the same mechanism that is
responsible for domain extension of extraposition out of NP5 (he domain can be
extended in case of result clavses since there we have a focus panicle involved.

This paradigim is similar o argumem clauses since i is relaied 1o the verb directly and not 10 a
medialing elemem (the comrelaie). In that case tapicalization of the canstituent itsell is possible
again. | do not have znything 0 say aboul the obligatoriness ol a preposition.
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Let us look at the locality properties more curefully. One prediction of the LCI is
upward boundedness. which alse holds [or result clauses:

(38)  Duff Peter so viele Frawen gesehen hat, hat Maria nicht gewifit, dufl er ganz
nervis winrde,
That Peter 50 many women seen has, has Mury not susprised. that he very
nervous got.

The sccond Prediction of LCI is the Nesting Effcct. Haider {1993) arguing for a strict
ordering constraint for multiple extraposed elements mentions the following exampie
that shows that the result clause is higher than ali 1 .- other extraposed elements:

(39)  So dasistierend hor sie Jeden pefrage, der i hegegnete. wenn sie ygerade
wieder mit Extraposition beschdftign war ofy dieser Satz grammatisch sei, daf
die Loute stets VEVSTHIRINEN .
So insisting has she everybody asked, who she met, whenever she was again
with exlcaposition busy, whether this sentence grammatical be, that peopie
always kept quiet.

However, it is not surprising that the resuit clause here is the highest constituent since
its correlate is #lso the highest element in (he matrix. The word order in the example
above is expected under the present analysis: it is always the case that the correlate in
the mawix determines the adjunction site. We have (o fook at an example where the
correlate for the result clause is deeper than an NP related to ar extraposed identifier:

iy werl der Mann so viele Biicher getesen frat, daft vr sich die Augen
verdarbenr har, der in dieser Bibliothek arbeitet.
because Ihe man 5o many books read has, thar he himself the eyes
ruined has, whoe in the libriry works

(b} “well der Mang so viele Bifcher gefesen fat, dev in dieser Bibliothek

arfelive, dafs er sich die Augen verdorben har,
because the man 50 many beoks rcad has, who in the library works,
that he himself the eyes ruined has

Although as wsual judgements are delicate with multiple extraposed constituents it
seems 10 me that the nested ordering is again the preferred one. The data seem to
indicate that domain exiension is just possible constituent internally. As soon as the
main projection line is reached there is no option anyimere: the identifier must attach
to the first maximal projection of the verbal projection line dominating the relevant
constituent. [ conclude that it is NOT a general propenty of result clauses that they are
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adjomned higher than relative clauses. Notice that this is a problem for G&M's
analysis, They predict that any relative cluuse invariantly has to precede the result
clause whereas we predict the Nesting effecr.!!

1.5.1. Bound pronouns

The interpretation of pronouns as bound variables is often used as a test for the height
of extraposition (cf, Haider 1993). I think that this test is really reliable. As { will show
it supports the analysis suggested here. The pronoun within the result clause in (41)
can reccive a bound variable interpretation:

A1)y Seder ist so sehnedl gelanfen, daft tim ganz schlechr warde
Everyone is o fast rur thut he weally sick got
‘Everyone was running so fast, that he got totally sick.'

The interpretation here is that for everybody it is the case that he ran that fast that he
became sick. The bound variable interprecation can only arise if the relevant pronoun
is in the ¢c-command domain of the quantified expression. The present analysis predicis
that in a sentence like {41) the bound pronoun interpreation can oceur since the result
clause has te he adjoined to the first maximal projection dominating so-schnell. The
quantifier is hierarchically higher than the adjunction site {or the extraposed element.
The pronoun is within the c-command domain of the quantifier. The adjunction site of
the result clause depends on the S-structure position of the comelate in the matrix.
Notice thut is is a probiem for G&M's approach. [f they would find a way that the
quantifier can c-comimand the pronoun in the result clause they predict (uader the
assumption that QR targets the same position in any case) that any NP bearing
quantificational force can bind a pronoun in a result clause resulting in the bound
variable reading. This prediction is however not berne out as can be seen in the
following example:

(42)  *Wirsind so schnell jeder Frau ensgegengetaton, dafd ihr ganz schtechr wirde
We are so fast every woman towards-run. that herself 1omlly sick beeame.

Here there is no bound variable interpretation available. The sentence cannot mean that
for every woman it is the case that we ran so Tast towards her, that she became sick.

" Again we cun uhscrve 1hat English differs from Gemman, As observed in Williams

(1974} the pasition ol the extraposed clause seems 1o be detemuned by scope propertics of the
correlate rather than the S-straclure posilion.
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The senience is nol even wellformed since the singulac pronoun coindexed with the NP
{jede Frau} is just possible if the bound proncun reading is available. Otherwise a
plural pronoun is necessary, and this is indeed possible:

{43y Wir sind so schnell jeder Fraun entgegengelaafen, dofl ibnenidenen’® gunz
schlechr warde,
We are so fast every woman towards-run, that they got wtally sick.

My analysis however makes the comrect prediction: the S-siructure position of so
determines the adjunction site of the gesult clause. In the sentence in (43) the result
clause is higher than the position of the quantifier at least at S-structure.

The same is also true it we change the relative order of $o-NP and the quantifier:

{44} (a) =50 schnell ist feder gelanfen, daff im ganz sehlects wurde
so fast is everyone run that he totally sick yot
(b} Sex schnedt ist jeder pefouten, dufi thnenldenen gunz schlecht wiirde
sa fast is everyone mun that them wtally sick got

There is a clear contrast confirming our prediction: the bound variable reading is not
available in (44a). Only the plural pronoun coreferent with the goanified phrase is
wellfonmed. Let us now look at data involving 1he reverse lest, namely a (ronted object
quantitier and a resuft clause with a proroun:

(45} Jeder Fraw sind wir 3o schaeif enrgegengelaufen, duff ihe panz Schlecht wurde,
Every woman,,, are we so fast towards-run. that her otaliy sick got.
‘We were running so fast towards every woman that they got 101ally sick.

Again my analysis makes the correct prediction. Here the pronoun in the resolt clause
can receive the bound variable interpretation. so-NFP determines the adjunction site.
Here this adjunction site is lower than the position of the NP bearing quantificational
force.” Notice also thar the S-structure position ol the yuamilied element is also
relevant for scope assignment, i.e. jeder Frau is supentor i scope to so schaell,

'* Notice 1hat she possibility for 2 d-pronoun is also expecied decause the antecedent does

not count as a syntactc aniccedent: i docs not c-command the anuphorte pronoun. Therefore i1 s a
relation of discourse anlecedence (the only possibility for a d-pronoun 1o have an antecedent),

" 1 do not have anything 10 say about the fact thar the S-structure position of the guantifier

seems 10 be mlevant for Binding the variuble,
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1.6. Resuit Clauses and Presuppositions

We can now turn to the presuppositions induced by 50-NPs and result clauses. We
have seen atready that so behaves similar to focus w.ra. LCL In previous chapiers we
have seen that stress on the determiner can extend the local domain for extraposition.
so NP5 always seem to allow for a iess local domain. Moreover we have seen that
siress on the determiner is necessarily associated with a cerain presupposition.
Consider now what happens in case of result clauses:

(48) ek habe SQ viete Krfigerl getrunken, dafl miv scifecht winde
I huve SO many pints drunk, that REFL sick gor

For convenience let me repeat Bacl's generalization that corresponds o the {(forced)
presupposition in cuse of stress on ihe determiner:

“a restrictive relative clause presupposes the existence of cntities of which the
description given in the relative clavse is not true. thus the man thar I saw presupposes
ar least one man that I didn't see.” (Bach, 1974: 272)

I have argued that this presupposition derives from the fact that the head NP is
associated with twe indices X and x. X comesponds to the set of individuals satisfying
the property denoted by N. x (the actual discourse referent) has to be a subset of X
therefore it follows that there is at least one man that does not have the property
denoted in the relative clause. What could the paralle! presupposition be 1 case we are
dealing with a result cliuse? Remember that 1 analysed so as also being associated
with two indices X .x. Here X corresponds to the set of possibie amounts (i.e. the set
of sets containing ‘many pints) that induce a scalar interpretation. Furthermore [ have
argueed that the result clawse identifies one amount at thus scale. The denoted amount
is the amount of beer that suffices to make Peter sick. Given that X corresponds to the
set of possible amounts and x has 10 be a subset of x we expect the following
presupposition in (471) paraphrased as (47b):

47y () Assernion: A NPR
Presupposition: There 15 some ANP (A, 1s not A) such that —R
is true of ANP, 1e. [ANP —R]

{b) There are amatirts of beer of which the result given in the result clause

is not true, ie. there are wmowies of beer that do not suffice that it |
drink them 1 wouid become sick.
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In (47) A corresponds 0 amount of NP and R refers to resulr. So the Presupposition
that arises is thae there is at least some other possible amount that does not obtajn the
result denoted in the result clavse. This presuppesition is clearly found in a sentence
like (46). It follows from the analysis of result clauses presented in the beginning of
this chapter. 5o as a pronominal (focussing) element induces a set of possible amounts.
The associated NP detertnines this set further. So we have u set of SCES containing
many beers. The result clause identifies the exact amount to be denoted, i.e. the
denoted amount is the one that suffices for a certain result 1o obiain. Since the denoted
ameunt is a subset of the set of possible amounts the presupposition arises that there
are other amounts of beer that do not suffice that one becemes sick, Interestingly, in
this case it is not any other amount that does not suffice to obtain the relevant result.
As [ have said the set of possible amount is ordered, i.c. it corresponds 1o a scale. The
arising presupposition only concerns less big amounts. What the phenomenon under
consideration is reminiscent of is pragmatic scaies (in the sense of Fauconnier 1975).
Later on we will see that the notion of monotamicity s related 1o the notion of
pragmatic scales. This will be important for analyzing a generalization found in
Williams (1974), namely that in English eximaposition of result clauses can trigger
Subject-Auxiliar Inversion.

1.7. Pragmatic Scales

Fanconnier { 1973) assumes that the undertying structure of a sentence may not reflect
its logrcul propertics" directly and that such properties can result form inferences of
4 pragmatnic nature. Secendly he claims that syniactic distribstional properies may
depend on these logical properties and therefore on the possibility of certain pragmatic
inferences. It is important that (he possibility for such inferences can be syntactically
restricted.

His postulation of pragmatic scales is maily based on the Following
observation. Superlatives (syntactic and pragmatic ones} can behave similarly to any,
Le. they can have guantificational force {in addition 10 a literal reading us a definiic
description). The following examples show this phencmenon:

"* Of course this was stated al a time where the inpul for interpretinon was supposed to be

D-simicture. However, | ihink that Faoconniers main point is still vaiid within a different view on
Grammar where some level ‘aller’ S-simicture (ie. LE or domain D respectivel ¥ is laken 1o be the
input for interpretation,
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(@48 @

Sacrates can wnderstund any argument

{b} Sowrates con understand the mast compler argumens
A% (2 Meno cannot undersiand any argurment
(bl Mena cannot understand the simplest aryument

(48} shows that both cuy and the superlative the mast comples argitment can have a
universal quantificational reading (i.e. Socrates can understand every argtment).
Whereas in (49), where the proposition is negated, both uny and the superlative the
simplest argument have an existential meaning (i.e. it is nor the case that there 5 an
argment which Meno  cottld  possibly  understand). Moreover in  existential
environments both «ny and superlatives can occur if they are existentially interpreted
however not if they are universally interpreted;

B @
(b) *There ix anvithe faintest notse that borhers him

There is not anyithe fuintest noise that e con stand

{c) #*There is anyithe faintest noise that my unele can hear
{d}) I there is anvithe fuimtest noise thar boshers you. please tell us

The fact that a seperiitive can occur in rhere insertion sentences is rather surprising
since normally existential contexts do not allow for definite NPs, but superlatives are
definite. Fawconnier assumes that superlatives can function semantically to signal
existential quantification.”

The question leading to the postulation of pragmatic scales is then why
superlatives {can} behave like quantifiers? Consider again o sentence like the one below
involving a superlative:

(31)  The faintest noise bothers my uncle

The universal quantified reading can be explained if ane assumes that it & certain noise

'* Nolice that Fauconnier shows that supertatives allow only tor the literal (detinite

description} reading if they oceur within synractic islands:

(i)

Mary refises 1o eat the most delicfous food

{ii) Mary refuses John's suggestion o enr the most delicious food

{(ili} Mrs. crabtree wouldi't for her daughter olope with the rvichest nian

{iv}) Mrs. Cratirce woufdin't tee her daughter and the richese man clope

{v) Johnt doubts that the maose deficious wine is equal to his father's

(vi) John doutis Jat the mose deficions wine and Riis fathor's are equally good.

[ take ihis fact lo indicate that i1 is indeed necessary 1o represent possible presuppositions st some
level of representation (which | lake 10 be dowmain D) since they are sensilive 10 symiactic
propertics.
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bathers somebody, then a louder one will too. Fauconnier thus assumes that the
predicate bather is associated with a pragmatic scale, ranging from fain to foud, along
the dimension #oise as imdicated below:

{52) the loudeast

|—— b ——]
3

the fainesi {Fauconnier, 1973: 361)

Given the noises x; and x, such shat x, is higher on the scale than x, (i.e. louder) it
follows that the truth of x, hothers y will always entil the truth of x, bothers y.
Moreaver this assumption entails that the proposition will be true for all elements on
the scale if it is true for the lowest element on the scale. The lowest element is most
naturally identified by meuns of o supetlative, in this case the faintest noise. According
to Fauconnier such

“propositional schemata huve the general form Rix,..). (The dots stund for possible
additional free variables, suck as y in x bothers y.) If X, is lower than x, on the scale
assaciated with R(x....), theu Rix.,..) implivs Rix,....0: thus, in parricudar if R holds for
the lowest element on S, it holds for alf elements of 8.7 (Fauconnier, 1975: 362)

Natice thut the notion of pragmatic scales is reminiscent of the netion of downward
entaifment. It has been argued that downward cntuiling cavironments (i.e. if it is
possible to infer from supersets to subsets) license the eccurrence of polarity items (cf.
Ladusaw 1980,1983). 1 will come back te this issue in the next section. What
Fauconnier is ablc to predict with his analysis is that the logical negation of a
proposition triggers the reversal of the corresponding scale, becuuse

(537 iF R(x,}2R(x,) then =R {x yo—=R(x.).

This means that the highest clement on the scale associated with R will become the
lowest on the scale associated with —R and the corresponding superlative will be used
to convey the meaning of universal quantificadon, This is indeed the case as shown in
the following example:

(54)  The fondest noise doesn't bother him
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For result clauses this means that 1t 1s Just the case that the presupposed amounts which
do not obtain the result denuied in the identfier are lower in the scale. Given that
resule cluuses give rise (o o scalar interpretation we expect that negation reverts the
presupposition associated with {46) similar to Fauconnier's example invoiving
supertatives. This is a correct prediction:

(55)  Ich habe niche so viel Krtiperd getrunken, daf miv schlecht warde
1 have not se many pints drunk. that REFL sick got

The presupposition associated with (55) is given in {561} parapbrased as {56b) which
15 the opposite as the one given in (47) above:

(56% {(a) Assertion: —4&;, NP R
Presupposition: There is sorme ANP (A is not A) such that R is
true of ANF, i.e. [ANP R]
(b} There are amotints of beer of winich the result given in the result clause
is true. i.e. there are amaoums of beer thal suffice that if 1 dnink them
I would boeome sick.

1.7.1. Subject Auxiliary Inversion with extraposed Result Clauses

Treating result clauses as an instance of fixing a certain ameownt on a given scale
provides an interesting interpretation of a fact that was originally observed in Williams
(1974). There it has been noted that

"nao extraposition may take place from the complementizer position tnless inversion
accurs” {Williams, 1974: 198)

The relevant examples discussed in Williams (1974) are given below:

37 () Move often than | had andvipated John woas nat theve
{1 Move often than § had gmicipated was Jothin not there
58 {0 Just enpugh to be suspicious, John was abwen frem work
(b} Too confused to accept the conseguences. fohn comminted suicide
(39 ) Too often was bt absent te finisft fis wenk
{b} oo often Joim was absenr (o finish his work
(<) Marve aften was Jodm absent than § fitd anriciputed
{d} *Mare often Joln was absent than I had anricipated
(60 So often woy no one there that we went hankeupr
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In other words, extraposition seems Lo trigger Subject Anxiliary [nversion (henceforth
SAT) in English. The relevant question we should address given this fact is: What
triggers SAIL in generad? Tt would be a surprising and rather unmotivated result if it
would be extraposition to trigger SAIL One reason to reject this conclusion is that in
general extraposition does not trigger SAL The secend conclusion we would have to
draw would be that SAT is a contextsensitive rule, But there is a more interesting
genenalization we can arrive at. SAl should rather follow from the nawre of the
topicalized element since this 15 usually the place where we should look for a trigger
of SAlL Triggers for SAIL in English are wh-movement (of an overt or a covert
operator) (63), Topicalization 1n generai does not mgger SAl except for some special
constituents. Drubig (1992) identifies the following SAl-triggering elements: ne and
other negative quantified constituents, inherent negative adverbs of frequency (seldom,
rarefy} and expressions like Aardly, few, littie, onfv. The common property of the fatter
SAl-riggering clements is their monotonicity. Let us assume that this is the comect
empirical generalization for the trigger of SAL; ‘downward entailing’ elements trigger
SAL The following examples excmplify 1his gencralization:

{61y {a} When has John Kissed Mary
(b #When John has Kissed Mary
{c) Has John kissed Maiv?
(d) *fohn frus bissed Maiy?
{62y {a) *Yesterday has John kissed Mary
{b) Yesterday fohn has kissed Mary
a3 {0 Ney book hus Johe ever read
(b Mo Dok Joln has ever read
{c) Nawhere has John ever found o feoise
(d) =Nowhere fohn has ever foapnd o honise
Ay (a) Gufv dohn kas Mary ever Kissed
(b} =Chly Jodin Moy has over Kissed
63 (ay Rerely did John go o the monvies
(b} *Rarely John went ter the movies
{(66)  (a} Hardly eavbody did John see
{b) #Hardlfv anvbody John saw

It would be desiruble if we could show that i the cases under consideration (i.c.
examples {537-6()) the sume property (1.2, downward entailonent) triggers SAL (no matier
what explanation for this fact is chosen). The peculiar ditference to other instances of
SAl is however that downward entailment in these cises seems to depend on
extraposition of the result clavse. | think that the analysis | am propesing {making use
of a scalar interprefation to derive the presuppositions) makes such an approach
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available. If we want to stick 1o the generalization that it is the downward entailing
property of the ropicalized element that triggers SAT we have to claim that se-XPs (and
other instances of identifyees construed with a result clausc) are downward enzailing
if the identifier 15 in extraposed position but that they are not 5o if the identifier is
direcily adjoined to the identifyee. (Notice that if this gencralization is on the right
track we have again evidence that extraposition cannet be a PF-phenomencn, since it
bas a crucial interpretive consequence. )

Remember that we said that the identifyee denotes a set and the identifier fixes
one entityfindividual out of this set. The first thing we have to do is to check whether
we really find a downward entailing environment. Consider:

67y Peter i 5o viet Krilgord getranken dufi thin schlecht warde.
Peter has drunk so inany pints drunk that he pot sick

The test for downward enilment is informally spoken to take a set and then take a
subset of these objects in the same environment. If the first utterance entails the second
the envirenment is downward entailing. Naticc that this can be rtranslated into the
presupposition induced by pragmutic scales. There we fonnd that once we talk about
a cenain point x, at a scale then all other points {x, ) a1 the scale up 1o the estabiished
paoint x, are implied. What does this mean for the example under consideration? First
consider the interpretation of the sentence without the result clause Peter has drunk so
gy pinds. Assume that so many pinis refers to an amown of 9 pints. Drinking ¢ pints
entails that 8 pints were drunk, 7 glasses were drunk etc. So we can infer from a
superset of amounts {9 pints) 1o a subset of amounts. So we can say that drinking so
many péms is somehow o downward entailing environment. However consider the same
clause in case the result clawse is added: Perer drank xo wmany pints that he gor sick.
What is asserted her ix. that it was exactly the amount of beer that Peter drank that was
sufficient for Peter 1o get sick. In tns casc it is not possible o downward eatail
anymore. If so many pints refers 1o nine pints and that was the amount to suffice that
Peter got sick. the sentence does not cntail that Peter drank 8 beers and got sick,
Drinking less beer than the amount denoted does not end wp in the tesult that is
denoted in the result clause. This means that the resule clause blocks the possibility for
downward entailment. T think that this gives us an answer to the question we are
interested here, numely why Subject Auxiliary Inversion is enly licensed if the result
clause is extraposed. The topicalized constitwent is only downward emailing if the
result clause is not part of the constituent. Guee the resule clavse is added downward
entailment (DE) is Hocked.
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(68)  So often was wo one there | that we went bemkrope
DE -DE

If the result clause is extruposed the identifvee (so ofien) is downward entailing.
Therefore it licenses SAL It is not before the result clause is uttered that downward
entailment is blocked. [f the result clause occurs in a positon adjacent to the identifyee
then SAI is not licensed because the whole constituent is not downward entailing.
Notice that we have 10 make an additional asssmption, which however we already
justified. It seems that facts which have to do with discourse properties t.e.
presuppositions (ind now we have to treat entailments on par with presuppositions) are
sensitive 1o S-structure properties.'* Remember thut I have argued in section 11.3.2, that
the Novelty-Familiarity condition is evaluared lineary in o siep by step manner, i.e. we
argued that interpretation is incremental. This has o be the case here oo, Thus the
difference between an extraposed and a non-extraposed result clause makes a difference
as to whether the elemnent in Spec CP (at the point when evaluation takes place) has
its reference fixed. [f the resnlt clause is extraposed the exacl amount of beer is not
fixed yet. This creates a downward entailing environment. On the other hand if the
result clause occurs in non-extraposed position the amount of beer iy already fixed and
the environment is not downwird entailing. Notice that the entire sentence do not
reccive differenl interpretations, one being downward entailing and the other not. It is
Just the case that in case of extrapasition a downward entailing environment is created
for 'a little while’,

[ think that the possibility to interpret this rather surprising fact that
extraposition apparently triggers SAT provides us with an indirect support for our
analysis. Identification and linear evaluation of the interpretation of discourse referents
can explain this phenomenon withow referring to construction specific staiements.*’

'* Nonigce thar anather phenomenon which is sensilive © downward entainent is also

sensitive 10 S-structure properties. Thus it is usnally assumed hal the licenser of a ncgative
polacity ilem has (v c-command ihe NPT ar S-structure. Although prublems with this genceralization
are easily found, T will nol pursue (his issue furthermone,

¥ 1t has to be noticed thal there are still some problems inherent to this analysis, First, one

should expect that polanty items are licensed in those envisonments.

(i) *Sa gften was anvbodv there thar we wenr bantrupt

Polarity items are licensed in downward engiling environments otherwise, The present analysis
would predict them 1o be licensed in case the result clause is exiraposed. | have no explanation for
this fact. Another problem for the present analysis is thal apparently wennitication is NCCCSSAry in
order for SAT 10 be Iriggcred:

(i} *Su aften was i oite there,

Maybe this has o do wilh the fact that in case no identifier is added then the referent is fixed by

2. Conditionals

Another instance where | think that the relation of Idemitication postulated here
is at play is conditionals,

2.1. Conditionals and I[dentification

As we have seen in chapter VIIL. in case of conditional clanses the antecedent can
occur in a position left-adjacent to the consequent. There we have argued (following
latridou 1994} that if then occurs in adjacent {i.e. topicalized) position, then we are
dealing with an instance of Left Dislocation. According 1o what we have said about
Left Dislocation und its relation to extraposition we expect to find conditionals
construed with a carrelate in the matrix. This possibility is instantiated by the following
cxample:

{69y @) [Wean die Sonne scheini],, [dannf, wird Peser spoazieren gehen
[f the sun shines, then wili Peter walking go
(Y Perer wird [dannf, spazicren gehen, fwenn dic Sonne scheintf,
Peter will then walking go. if the sun shines.

{69) shows that the coreterent pronominal found in case of conditional Left Dislocation
can also occur in the matrix clavse if the conditional is in extrapesed position, With
the pattern in (69) we have a first indication that conditionais are really licensed as
identifiers. In this section I will present some further arguments for this view. First we
have 10 show that the conditional clause and the pronominal are associated with a
discourse referent. We can make use of the already familiur test involving
intersentential anaphoric relutions. Consider in this light 1he following discourse:

M A Ach widre das xchon fwenn die Sonne scheinen wiirde |,
'Gee, 1 would be wonderful if the sun would be shining'
B: dd, ju, [dannf; witrde ich sogar mit dir spacieren pehen.

‘Indieed, then 1 would even go for o walk with you'

In (70B) the pronominal dene is anaphorically related w the "if-clavse’ in the utterance
of A. Therefore T will again assume that in example (7)) the pronominal is associated

discourse,
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with an index X and an index x 10 be identified. X denoted the set of possible
antecedents. Since detnn is associared with 3 wemporal interpretation, | assume that this
is the restriction on the possible antecedents. Informally we can say that dasn refers
to an eventoality at a given time. If it is used ‘cataphoricatly’ it is related to a set of
possible events - which we might interpret as possibilities™. Qut of some set of
possibilities the actuai possibility is identified by means of the clause in extraposed
position. So we find the following representation:

(71} Peter wird [dann], spazieren gehen, [wenn die Sonne scheint],
Peter will then walking go, if the sun shines.

Pron: X = set of possible eveutalitic-
x ="
o X

X
CP:  x = if the sun is shining

T do not want to discuss this issue in a more elaborate wity. Let me wrn (o some of the
predictigns,

2.2. Conditionals and 'vptionality'

As we expect the presence of the identifier is syntactically optional. [t s just nece=ssary
if the content of the pronominal is not clear from the context. On 1he other hand 25
expected the presence of the pronominal is not syntactically required - therefore it is
also apparently optional;

T2y (W Peter wivd dann gehen iwean Maria kammt),
Peter will then go (if Mary leaves)

(b} Poter wird (dana) gehen, wens Maria bomng
Peter will (theny go, if Marv eaves

"™ CF. also Asher (1994) Tor the claim hat ‘prssibidities’ can act ag (absieact) discourse

elerens,

2.3. Conditionals and the Precedence Constraint

All facts predicted by PCI are aiso found in case of conditienals, The identifier cannot
be left-adjoined to the identifyee:

73 (a) Poeter wird dann, wenn Mariu kommi gehen
Peter will then, when Mary comes leave
{b) *Perar wird wenn Maria kommt dann pehen
Peter will if Mary comes then go

The identifier cannot mave 1o a posilion preceding the identifyee:”

(74) () Wennr Maria kommt wird Peter gefen
If Mary comes wiil Peter leave
(b *Wenn Muria kommt wivd Peter dann gefien,
It Mary comes will Peter then leave
{e) Dann, wena Marvia kommt, wird Peter sehen.
Then. if Mary comes, will Peter leave

A constituent containing the identifier cannot mwve (o a position preceding the
identifyee:

(75y () Geher wenn Maria kosamt wird Peter
uo if Mary comes wiil Peter
(b) *ehen wenn Marig komms wird Peter dunn
Go if Mary comes will Peter then
<) Daan gehen wenn Mavig kommt wird Peter
Then ro if Mary comes will Peter

The last prediction is somehow imelevant fie. il applies vacuously) since it is in
general not possible (o move out of the antecedent in conditionals:

{76} *Wer wird Peter (daan) pehen wenn ¢ komeny
Who will Peter (then) go if t comes

" Again the only counter-example is left-dislocation, as we have already scen.
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2.4, Conditionals and the Locality Constraint

There are thres main predictions that are captured with LCT: upward boundedncss and
the nesting requirement™, Morcover LCI s akso relevam for data involving pronouns
interpreted as bound variables since this is a test concerning the adjunction sitc of
extraposed clauses.

First it can be observed that upward boundedness holds for extraposition of the
antecedent clause in conditionals as well:

77 (a) dafl Peter dann vehen wird, wenn Mavia homme war mir klar
that Peter then go will, if Mary comes, was REFL clear
That Peter would go, if Mary comes, wis clear 1o me'
{b) *daff Peter dinn gohen wird, war mir ar, wenn Maria kommi
ihat Peter then go will, was REFL, clear, if Mary comes

My account for the nesting effects suggests that it 1s simply 1 byproduct of LTI {cather
than a condition on chains, or an interpretive requirement). Since the S-structure
position of the correlate in the mawnx determines the adjunction site of the extraposed
clause it follows that it the correlate of X precedes the correlate of Y then Y has to
precede X if both X and Y are extraposed. This effect can also be observed with
multiple extraposition involving conditionals:

{78y {2) D M wiirde dann Bler rinken, wemn das frische Faf aufoemache
wird, der ein Felnspiez ist.
The man would then beer drink. if the new barrell opened will, who a
souUrmet is.

ib) *Oer Mann wiivde dann Bler winken, der ein Feinspitz ist, wenn das

frische Faf aufvemachr wird.
The man would then beer drink, who a gourmer 15, if the new barrell
opened is

* Netice that Oic * Havior of extraposition w.rt. a mome deeply embedded antcoedent is
different here. Il seews e whenever the pronomind comelate is embedded in an NP (hen the
conditional reading is nal availabie anymore. The ikerpretation induced is o purely semporal one.
This is shown in the example below, wheare the sentential element related o capr cannot coniain
The (conditional) complementizer weirt bul just the temporal complementizer afs.

{1} *Die Aussage von dann warde protokolliers, wean Marfn gekammen ist
the assertion of then was recorded, when Mary come is
(i) Dic Aussage von BANN wurde prorokoliicre. als Mavia gekemmer ist

the assertion of THEM was recorded, as Mary comc is
I have noihing 10 say gbouc this tuu,
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(i Dann wiirde der Mann ein Bier trinken, der ein Feinspitz ist, wenn das
frische Faf aufgemacht wurde.
Then would the man a beer drink, who a gourimet is, if the new barrell
opened 1s

(d) *Denn wiirde der Mann ein Bier irinken, wenn das frische Fufl
adteemacht wirde, der efin Feinspitz ist.
The rman would ther beer drink. if the new barrell apened will, who &
sourmet is.

(79 (a) {oh wiirde dann dariiber nachdenten. ofy ich kammen sofl, wenn Maria

wfchr kdme
P would then thereaver think. whether 1 come should. it Mary not came

(b} “Foh wiirde dann dartiber nachdenken, wenn Maria nichr kdme, oh ich
hommen sof!
I would then thereover think, if Mury not caune. whether I come
should.

(c} Darither wiirde ich dannt nacidenten, wenn Marvia nicht Lime, ob ich
kenmen soll
Thereover would | then think, if Mary not came, whether T come
should.

{d} *Davither wiirde ich denmn nachdenken, ot ich kommen soil, wenn
Marta nicht kime
Thereover would T then think. whether [ come should. if Mary not
came

The last two paradigms show that it ix really the S structure position ol the comrelated
that determines the adjunction site of the identifier.

2.4.1. Bound Pronouns

As we have already scen one of the most reliable traditional tests for the adjunction
site of extraposed clavses are quantifiers in the murix binding a pronoun in the
extraposed clause, resulting in the bound variable reading in case it ¢-commands the

pronoun. Let us look at conditionals.

(80)  JSedem Schaler wiirde der Lehver dann vin Bucl geben, wean er fosen kinnte
Every pupit would the teacher then a book give. if he read could

[n this sentence the pronoun in the if-claiise can have the bound variable reading, ie.
il can mean:
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(81)  Forevery x (x a student) {the teacher will give x a book if x has learned how
10 read)

The possibility Tur such an interpretation is predictcd by our analysis since the
adjunction site of the if clause is determined by damr”' Tt has 10 be adjoined in a
position satisfying LCL Theretore it is obviously lower than the quantifying element.
However, if we change the S-structure ordering resulting in a configuration where the
correlate of the conditional is higher than the quantifier 4 bound variable reading is net
available:

(82 *Dann wiirde der Lehver jedem Schiiler ein Buch geben, wenn oF lesen Eonnte.
Then would the 1eacher every pupil a book grive, if he read could

{82} is not wellformed. since the pronominal can just receive the group reading but not
the bound variable interpretation. However a singular pronoun is nol passible in this
case, If we replace the singular by a plural pronooen the sentence becomes wellformed:

(83)  Deann warde der Lehwer jedem Sehiiler ein Bueh geben, wenn siv lesen kdnnten
Then would the 1eacher every pupil a book give it they read could

Since the group reading (thus the plural pronoun) is not necessarily structurally
dependent on its antecedent i.e. It can pick jedem Schiler as a sort of discourse
antecedent, there need not be a ccommand relation between the quantifier and the
pronominal element.

2.5. Conditionals and presuppositions

MNow lct us ook at the presuppositions we expect if the relation is the samc one as in
the core cases. We said that the pronominal element mtroduces a set of possible
eventualitics. Again at the pewnt of evaluaiion of the proncun it centains an incomplete
condition x = 7. The only information available is that x < X, According 1o what we
have said so far, the following sentences should differ in the presupposition asseciaed
with them:

. Again with the provise of section VIR, 141, conceming lhe problem ol why the S-

structure position of the quantificd element is relevant for binding the pronominal.

B A L P PO PRI

{8y {a) Peter wirde dun komaten, wean Moriy pehr.
Peter would then come. it Mary left
(b} Poter wilrde kommmen, wenn Marig ginge.

The sentence with the pronominal element (84a) should have the following
presupposition:

(85)  There are eventualities/possibilities where it is not the case that Mary leaves

There seems to be a problem concerming this prediction. Witaess the following
contrast. 1f the particle awchi ('as well’) is added e preswpposition indicated in (85) is
forced. However adding auch is incompatible il the pronominal element is present:

(86) {a) #Peter wihirde dann konneir, arch wesnt Maria ginpe.
Peter will then come as well if Mary leave
{b) Peter witrde kommen, auch wenn Mariu ginge,
Peter would come. us weil if Mary left

It seems to me that the actual presupposition induced by the pronominal is as follows.
It is asserted in the conseyuence that Peter comes at a certain instance (out of the sel
of possitilities denoted by the proneminal. This prenominal is identified by the if
clanse, The presupposition that arises is that ealy if Mary feavey will Peter come, If
however the proposition denoted in the if~cfause is not true, then it is alse not true that
Peter will come. This presupposinon does not oceur it there 18 no pronomenal element.
Thus again we find a ditfference herween the two sentences, 1e. there 1S no real
optionality for the proncun to occur, but again it has 1o do with discourse properties
rather than purely syntactic constraints. Whenever we find the pronominal we get an
interpretation which is eduivalent to adding sarr {only) ¢similar o what we found in
case of Left Dislocation)

{87 [(a) Feter wiirde nnr dann konunen, wenn Maria ginge
Peter would oniy then come, if Mary letr
3] Peter wiirde nwr konwnen, wenn Mariee ginge

Peter would only come, iff Mary left

Notice that as expected aitch can also not occur in the antecedent if the consequent
containg s (even if the pronominal is not present):

(88)  HPeter wiirde nur kommen, auch wenn Mavia ochi.
Peter would only come, as welt if Mary lett

270



The presupposition we airive at can be formolated like in (89a) or (80h) below:

89 (a) out of the set of possible circumstances for Peter 10 come there is just
one where it will really be the case that Peter comes,
{b) There is at least one other circumstance where it is not true that Peter
will come.

(89D) is however quite simtlar 1o the presupposition Bach was describing with the anly
difference that it is not the property denoted in the identifying clause which does not
hold, but it is (he property deioted by the VP of the 'matrix’ clause (ie. the
consequent). Aguin the presupposition is associated with the presence of the
pronominal which is associated with twe indices.

3. Some more instances of ldentilication.

Let me just briefly mention some other cases where 1 think that Identification is the
relevant relation. Basically it involves all sorts of phenomena traditionally referred 1o
as corrclates. There are various possibilities invelving all sorts of different relations to
the matrix ¢lanse. Tuke the following instances as examples:

Adverbs of cause
90y (a) Peter ist (deswegen) gegungen, weil Maria gekommen st
Peter is (therefore) left, because Mury come is
‘Peter has left. becanse Mary cane.'
(b} Weil Maria gevangen ist {deswegen) ist Peler gekonmen
Becuuse Mary come is (therefore) is Peter comne

Adverbs of place
(91 (w) Peter har Maria dorr petraffen, wo er sie apr wenigsien erwartet hiitte
Peter has Mary there met, where he here ar least expected had
‘Peter has met Mary, where he had expected her least.’
(by  Wo er sfc am wenigsten erwgrier har, dovt hat Peter Marig getroffon
Where he her at least expected hat. there has Peter Mary met

The properties discussed for the core cases as well as result clauses and conditionals
are ulso found in these cases (ke. the syntactic properties as well as the
presuppositions). T would like 10 conclude that all cases involving u correlate in the
mairix are best analysed as Identification at domain D.
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APPENDIX 1.
A discussion of previous analyses of extraposition

0. Introduction

Most of the basic guestions concerning exiraposition that have been addressed in the
previous chapters are also addressed in previous analyses of exwraposition. n this
chapter [ want to discuss seme of the previous analyses and especially I want to
cornpare them o the approach suggested here. We will see where and how they differ
and in case my analysis makes different assumptions and predictions 1 will further
elaborate the consequences and try (o give an account for seme apparent problems that
arise through my unalysis. Moreover, this section is also intended to justify some of
the assumptions I have just taken from the literawre, without discussing them (for
cxample the claim that extraposition is not to be analyzed as an instance of move ).

It seems to me that there are two major problems with previous analyses: First
the relevant questions are asked specifically concerning extraposition - resuiting in
more or less ‘construction-specitic’ analyses. Secondly all the analyses have to stipulate
a difference between left- and rightward relations. Both of these problems 1 think are
overcome in the present analysis. Given the latter problesn we are also confronted with
one of the mest discussed problems concerning extraposition. 1t has been noticed thas
there are empirical differences between kefi- and rightward relations (the most crucial
one is that right-ward relations are at the same time more and less restricted than
leftward-relations). Facing these empirical differences there are two possibilities to
provide a solution. One could assume that there is ¢ genuine primitive difference
between lefl- and rightward relations, However, it wouid be a desirable result to derive
the empirical differences from independently awested and motivated properties that
distinguish the output of left- and rightward-relations. Notice that | have tried to give
an analysis along the sccond line. However, one prereguisite for doing so0 is to assume
that extraposed constituents are ‘hase-generafed” in the position they occur, without
explicitly arguing for such a view. The next section is intended to support this vigw,
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1. Movement or base-generation?

In giving a brief overview of the arguments for and against movement we can at the
same time present an overviéw over some of the different gnalyses given for
extraposition during the fast decades.

L.1. Transformational Grammar

Within the system of transformational grammar it was assumed that deep structure is
the relevant level for interpretation. To relate deep structure with the relevant surface
structure several rules were proposed, all of them being language- and construction
specific.

1.1.1. Ross 1967

One of the first most elaborate discussions of extraposition is found in Ross {1967).
He states three different rules of extraposition that relatc the sentences in (a) 1o the
ones in (b):

(1) Exmrapositien from NP

X w[NP - Sk - Y
1 2 3> OPT
1 0 32 {Ross 1967 1.10}

2y. (a} A gun which I hove cleaned went off
(b} A g went off which I khave cleuned (Ross. 1967 1.1-1.2)

(3) Exmaposition'
X-  updit- She- Y

1 2 3 4
1 2 a 443 {Ross, 1967: 4.126)
{4y I claimed that Bof is o nut {Ross, 1967 4.127)

" This rule is followed by an obligatory deletion of
extraposition may not apply vacuously.

and resiricled through the cendition that

(%)
]
L

(3) Exoaposition of PP°

X - |P NPlg- Y
l 2 3 --» UPT
1 It} 3+2 (Ross, 1967 5.46)
(6} (a) A review of this ariicle came ont vesterduy
(b} A review came owt vesierdav of this urticle (Ross. 1967: 5.45)

All these rules state that a specified constituent {8 or PP) sister-adjoins to 4 variable
to the right of the underlying position. The main goal in Ross {1967} is 1o find
constraings on rules. This attempt can also be seen for the three reles of extraposition.
His main claims concerning the resiriction on extraposition rules arg the following
ones:
I All Extraposition miles are upward bounded
11, All Extaposition rules are last cyclic
. The three Extraposiion rules cannot be collapsed

All these propertics arc sull important for the discussion of extraposition in general.
However concerning the question about the movement- or base-generation nature of
extraposition the sort of answer given in the manstormationat framework is only
important in order to see where and how the following discussion 10 be found in the
litcrature departed from.

As it is clear trom this brief summary of Ross' analysis, extraposition was
supposed 1o be a transformation, thus a movement rule. However. there was no real
possibilily 10 assume extraposition to be a base-generated construction since as already
mentioned it was assumed that a sentence which seems to be ‘related’ to another
sentence is derived from the wunderlying configuration by the transformational
componcnt. Thus the guestion of base-generation vs. movement did not really arise.

1.1.2. Koster (1978)

One of the main sreps to provide 2 basis for the discussion on movement vs. base-
2eneration was the invention of traces (Chomsky 1977). Once traces are introduced the
input for the interpretation of a sentence can be S-structure (as opposed o D-structure).,
Koster (1978) argues that the availability of traces undermines the waditional arguments

? This wle is stated as NP shift 1o gencralize PP exizaposition with Heavy NP shift
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for movement rules. The question that arises then is whether the properties and
conditions of movement rules diffcr from properties of rules of constrmal, Koster
(1978} explicitly argues against a transformational approach to exrraposition, He claims
that it is possible for traces to be base-generated. {As we will see the discussion on
mavement vs, base-generation in the last few years is more a question on whether we
find a tracc or not).

At the time Koster (1978} argues for extraposition as a base-generated
construction the main argument for extraposition as being derived by (he
transformational component (ie. an instance of a movement rule) is that subjacency -
a restriction assumed 1o hold for movement - seems o hold for extraposition. Vatious
locality constraints on extraposition were derived from subjocency indicating that
movement is involved. [ will now preseni some of the relevant data. Chomsky {1975)
for example gives the following data as evidence that extraposition obeys subjacency:

(7} Extraposition from NP
(a} The ondy one that | like of Tolstor's novels is out of prim
(b} The onty one of Tolstol's novels thar I like [s our of prim,
() *The only one of Tolstol's novels is out of prine thar | like,
(Chomsky 1975: 85)

In the examples above the sentence in (7¢) violates sebjacency as formulated in (8)
{given the D-8 as indicared in (9)):

(8) Subjacency Condition
No rule can relate X, Y in the struciwre
X Yo (0T LY ] X0

where ¢, f§ are bounding nodes.” {vanRiemsdijk& Williams 1986)

(%) {vp Lup the only onc that I tike] of Telswi's novels] is out of print
A stmilar argument for extraposition obeying subjacency is given in |‘1_;_k£r-naiian;(l975)
on basis of the fact that extraposition of PP prevents one rcading of an underlying

ambiguous NP:

{10y A review of o book by three authors appeared tasi vear,
(b} A review of o ook appeared lust veor by Hiree authors.

* The relevant bouncling nodes assumed for English are S {IP) and NP.
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The ambiguity of (1(k} depends on where by thiee wuthors is attached, ie. it can
modify either hoak or review. However, example (10b) is just grammatical under Lhe
reading where by three atthors modifies review. Subjacency excludes the other reading
if one assumes the following derived structure:

(11} [ areview of |y a book t]| appeared by three authors.

In both types of examples (7) and (10) extraposition would involve movement crossing
two cyclic boundaries (2 NPs). A% l{ostea(l‘J?S) notices there are two problemns with
this approach. First, why can (7c) not be derived via (7b) i.¢. why can the extraposed
clause not first attach to the first NP and then move further to adjein to its final
posilion.J Second. referring to Guerdn (1976} he shows that extraposition out of NPs
is just possible under very limited conditions: only the complements of those NPs that
are new information in a discourse may be extraposed, ;Jsualiy; these are indefinite NPs
that are the focus of the senience,” As for@, only very special ones qualify as
contexts for extraposition. Extraposition from the subject NP, for inswance, is oniy
possible with verfis of appearance. Theretore (7¢) is ruled out because no predicate of
appearance is involved,

12 Ethe novels tare ot of pring that 1 like mast
r

The sentence in (12) is not well-formed although there is just one NP boundary and
the ill-formedness cannot be reduced to a viclation of subjacency. Guerdn furthermore

argues that extraposed PPs or Ss are linked only to the focus of the sentence, and it is
assumed by Koster that linking is possible without a movement ransformation. In
assuming this Koster can explain several dat previously analyzed by means of
subjacency.® Moreover, Koster argues that the derived PP position is a possible D-

* This problem is relaled 10 the well knawn distinetion between right- and lefiward relations,

naniely that extrapos#tion cannot undergo successive cvelic movemnent {is upward hosnded) bul

leftward movemen can.

* Notice that this assamplion is also a prerequisile for my analysis: ldentification is assumed to

be licensed in case the identilyee is a new discourse referent. obeying the Novelty Condition,

* On basis of the following cxamples he argues that this sor of linking is independently necessary,

and not a construction specilic rule.

A hook appeared
Abovr refational prammar?
N abour Riesing aguin,

(i} This hook is oue of prim

*Abour releeional grammar?



structure position. Therefore he concludes that extraposuion of PP is redundant - no
necessity for assuming subjacency and thus no motivation for assuming a movement
process. (We will discuss Koster's analysis lor getling the locality effects as welf as
Guerdn's Focus-based-linking approach later on.)

However, there is an even more full-fledged' base-generating approach
available, i.e. we can even do withount traces. If one adopls a strictly representational
view of Grammar the question of movement vs, base-generation becomes a question
on whether we do have to assume a trace or not. The first analysis that tries to make
use of this ‘tulifledged’ base-generation analysis is the one given in Culicover &
Rachement (1990} (henceforth C&R). The locality consteaint on extraposition, i.e. the
subjacency and upward boundedness ctfects respectively are captured by the
complement principlte, which I will discuss at length in the course of this chapter. Let
me just briefly give an overview of the development ot this constraint.

1.2. Extraposition within the Principles and Parameters framework
1.2.1. Guperan 1930.

Tt was first suggested in Guerdn (1978, 1980) that the relation between an extraposed
constitpent and the element it is linked to has to obey the following tocality constraint
{assumed to hold at LF):

{13) The complement principle:
The compiement of X is 3 constituent governed by X

With this locality constraing {together with the Focus finking rule) Guerdn tries to
derive the properties previously captured by subjucency. However, Guerdn siill argues
that extraposition is ¢ movement rule (althesgh the previous main argwment namely
Lthat it obeys subjacency is not valid anymore), She claims ihat the following facts are
at feast indications the {PP)-extraposition s a movement ruie.

1. Move caregory und Suractire preservingness. If the sole residue of transformation

rules is move category {later on replaced by move a) then - so she claims - sentences
like

(14 (a) A appedred with preen eves,
(h) Jevden vead @ Book aver the summer by Chomyky

witl be automatically derived by the transformational component. She concludes that
it would be redundant 1o generate them in the base as well.” Obviousty this line of
argumentation implies that extraposition is 4 non-structure preserving rule. Structure
preserving rules can just mave an elerment to a position where it could ulso be base-
generated. (In this case the assumption of movement would be undermined - as Koster
(1993) notices). Guerdn is aware of Lhis implication and she goes even further w statc
that the non-structure-preserving nasure of the rule argoes for its existence. Before we
will see that even within the framework Guerdn is assuming the argument presented
above is not valid, [ would like to discuss briefly whether it is sull o valid argument
within the Principles and Parameters framework,

The notion of swocture preservingness was intreduced in Emonds {1976} and
is defined as follows:

{15} Structure Preserving Constraint:
Major grammaticel Transformations are oither root or struciure-preserving
aperarions.

{16) Structure Preserving Transformation:®
A transformation thar imtrodices oF substiuces o constituent C info a position
i @ phrase marker hedd by o node C is cadled siructire-preserving,

"Itis inicresling 1o notice at 1his poing tThar C&R argue aganst te assumption of a mace 12 by

extraposilion on exactly the same line of reasoning: I linking is done anyway then it is not necessary
10 assume a trace a8 well, since the principle of bl imempreration is {ulfilled withoul postulating a
trace. We will return to this issue dater on.

* For completeness sce the following relevant definitions given in Emonds {1976;

{iii} A review of a buek appeared.

By Bill again?

No. by Sl thes time,
In these examples (invoelving yuestion answer pairs with an clfect best described by the linking rule -
however, impossible to capture via subjacency) Dy Biff can only be linked 10 the enlire NP, A
discourse Tule of Linking 0 Focus is argued to be independently mativaied.
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Roat Sentence:
A voor S is an 8 thar is woi daminared by o node other than S

Raat Transformaiton:
A mrangformation thal mieves, vopies o inveris a node © inn a position in which C s
tmmediarely dominated v @ roor § i derived SIFUCINee 55 0 reest iRansformmation.

Loced Transformeion:
A Transformarient i effecis onfv an inpur sequence of a Single non-phrase node C and of
ane adigeens constitiens O thar is specificd withour & vaviable. such that the operation is not
subject 30 any condition exterior o C and C' iy catted a local wangformarion”.
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This amounts to saying that serutcture preserving transformations are transformations
that derive structures that would be in principle atlowed 1o be derived in the base - ie.
they neither build new structure nor do they change structure. Obvicusly it is crucial
to determine what counts as a possible base-structure. Guerdn {1980 claims that it is
not a possibility (in Duich) o huve PPs following the verb in final position in the base
and therefore she concludes that exiraposition is not structure preserving, This is
howcver a conclusion which is not valid. Since adjunction is not only a configuration
which can be derived via movement but base-generated adjunction is also a possibility
Guerén's necessary presupposition is undermined. Le. it is not clear why extraposed
PPs even in Dutch should not be base-generated in the position they occur in. (Recall
that Koster 1978 explicitly argues that they can.) It is rrue that extraposition cannot be
substitution (i.e. structure-preserving in the pure sensc) because then one would have
to assurme a specifier position to the right. Moreaver it would have 1o be assumed that
there is a projection {with such 2 right-ward specifier} between cvery projection
(remember that one can show that there are several different positions available for
extraposition). But this fact as well as the fact that it is not possible for any constituent
to occur in the pasition following the verb does not necessarily imply that it has to be
a derived structure. We just have to determine whether an clement is ailowed (ie.
licensed) in right-adjoined position or not - under the base-generation anmalysis it must
already be licensed there at D-structure under 2 movement-approach it must be licensed
there at S-suructure. The difference between the two approaches can just be detected
on basis of finding & truce or not and on basis of finding some real constaints helding
for movement. As we will see below, the assumption that exteaposition feaves a trace
creates several problems (no matter whether subjacency or the complement principle
is assumed to derive the locality constraine).

I therefore conclude that the first argument for the movement-approach is not
valid anymore in the framework we are dealing with now. In addition there is a secend
empirical problem for this argument (which also constimutes a problem within the
transformational view),

2. Split Antecedents. Guerén argues that the impossibility for extraposed PPs and
relative clauses to have a split antecedent is an argument for the mavement approach:

@ FA men met o woptan yesterday from pwo different regions of fndiu
iwho were similar.

{b) A DI B g Womun Vesterdi

There are two imporant points to criticize here. The first point is mentioned in Guerdn
(1980} in a footnote (citing Chomsky p.c. for this conclusion). k is
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“the fact that Comparative Extraposition and Consecutive Extraposition do aliow spiit
ankecedents. as in —
(1) .50 mey bovs were tatking io Ser iy enf\‘dra.r the room was very noisy
Iwhwh] sugeests that these Lust Structures are basederived.”

{Guerdn. p.648.Fn.12).

However, this argumentation undermines Guerdn's first (and presumably mair)
argument, i.e. that the possibility to base-generate Ss {and PPs) in right-adjained
position would be redundant. If however the base allows for Ss to be right-adjoined it
should not play a role what sort of 5 we are dealing with. And if this sort of
configuration is already possible in the base, then extraposition would not be non-
structure-preserving - thus its non-structure-preservingness cannot argue for its
existence.

The second peint (which is related) is the following: it has been observed in
Perlmutter & Ross (1970) that even extraposed relatives (and not just comparative and
consecutive extraposition) can have split antecedents:

,.) (18) A men cutered the reom and o womean wend ont whe were quire similar.

Given the grammaticality of this example aleng the same line of reasoning as in
Cierén's footnote we can say that we have 10 deal with a basederived construction. If
so, then again the first argument of Guerdn completely fails. even for relative clause
extraposition and the same ix true for the second argument. Thus we are left with a last
(theory-internal) argument for the movement approach mentioned in Guerdn,

3. The Name Constraim. In order to derive the impossibility to extrapose oul of certuin
NPs Guerdn's anabysis crucially hinges on the assumption that a trace is left in the
relevant cases. She statey that a complete referring expression cannot contain a variable
that is not bound within it (i.c. the Nume Constraint). Since extraposition would be an
instance of A™-movement its trace would be a variable and movement out of a complete
referring expression is prohibited. {Thus with her analysis Gueron tries to capture the
fact that extraposition is not possible for non-Testrictive constituents.)* Of course the
argumentation here is theory-internal and crucially hinges on the empirical and
theoretical adequacy of the Name Constraint. However. there is counter-evidence

¥ This follows since it is abways the case that a sen-restrictive relattve clause is relaied 10 a full

relerring expression. ie. it is not an inhered feature of a relative clause 1o be restrictive ar hon-
restriclve, rather it is a maiter of whether the head NP is a full referring expression. I it is then the
relative clause can obvicusly not be interpreted as restriclive.
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against is theoretical and against its empirical adequacy.

Although Guerdn does not give an exact definition of Names and the Name
Constraint, the following theoretical question still arises. Traces of A'-movement are
defined as variables und vardables arc considered to behave on a par with R-
expressions. This assumption however could cause a probiem for the Name Conswaint,
namely if being a trace’ would be cquated with ‘conaining a trace’, Especially under
a view where traces bear categorical information (which is necessary under the
assumnption that there is no relevant distinction for binding theory between overt and
covert NPs) then the representation of the variable would be |y, t}, which looks like
an NP containing a trace - (thus contradicting the Name Constrainr.”®

An empirical problem for the Name Constraint is the fact that it s passible 1o
extrapose out of definite fully referring NPs, Especially the exampics we discussed
arguing that a definite NP introduces a discourse referent are relevant. In that case the
definitc DP refers to a unique individual by virtue of the identificr tas we have
argued). Thus | take it that the Name Constraint has empirical as well as theoretical
problems. An additional theoretical problem has 1o do with the fact that Baltin {1987)
argues that the assumption of a trace causcs problems far Guerén's analysis. If the irace
has to be deleted (which Baltin argues to be a necessary couclusion), then the Name
Constraint could not really exclude the data Guerdn wants t capture with it.

Of course if one does not make vse of a movernent analysis of extraposition an
adequate anaiysts for the facts captured by Guerdn's Name Constraint must be captured
by some explanation which provides us with a prohibition on extruposed elements to
relate 1o elements having a certain property. As we have seen the analysis suggested
here crucially predicts such a difference. A complete referring expression can never
induce the need for Identification. In these contexts extraposed constituents can never
be licensed as identifiers. However, although our approach can capture the data the
Name Constraint is intended to caprure it is not the case that we capture exactly the
same empirical domain. Notice that both of the problems for the Name Constraint
discussed above do not creatc a problem for the Idemification analysis, We can
dispense with Guerén's Name Constraint. | therefore conclude that there are ng

* As mentioned bofore. it is not ciear 10 me what really counts 4s 3 Name {ihe definitien being

that a Name is a full referring expression). One could do away with the problem just mentioned if one
weuld clain that Names arc only a subsel of R-expressions. It scems 1o me that the definition Guernsn
Erives can explain the behavior of real varables, but nol of varizbles that are leit behingd for exampie
by topicalization,

281

argurnents left for the assumption that extraposition ks o involve movement. Now let
us turn 1o the positive evidence that extraposition is in fact basegeneration.

1.2.2. Baltin (1981-1987)

Paradoxically as it may seem evidence for (he base-generation approach can be drawn
from Baltin (1587) arguing explicitly for extraposition as an instunce of movement
obeying subjacency. Two arguments are relevant here: one is his argument against
Guerdn and the problems her complement principle has to face if ane assumes traces.
The other is drawn from a critique given in C&R concerning Baltin’s analysis. Let me
just briefly sammarize the main points in Baltin's analysis. He rries to reduce the more

restrictive property of extraposition (as opposed to lefiward movement) to a specific
definition of subjac

) (/lly' [ c( {pﬂf.f i F‘(’r(f"t‘{.{/]’j

(% Generalized Subjacency
In the configuration X f .. fo. Y. b [ X,
{u} X eind ¥ cannet be related where A und B = ane of NP PP, and either
af et af S and 57
{0} X' and Y canmor be refared wheve A agnd B are beth mazimal
Brojections

On the onc hand under this definition rightward movenent 1s more restricted than
lettward movement as the nodes counting for subjacency are assimed 1o be any
maximal projection dominating the base-position wherens for deftward movement
specific bounding nodes are mentioned. On the other hand Baltin suggests that the_lgi
Testrictive hehavior of extraposition can be reduced 10 the fuct that cxtraposed
consittuents have the character of adjuncts. Making wse of the assumption in Lasnik
& Saito (1984) that movement leaves traces just in case they arc required by
independent principle of Grammar, Baltin (1987} suggests that traces of exiraposed
phrases need not be visible to satisfy any principle. Therefore the ECP is not relevant
for extraposition. To conclude: strict boundedness is reduced 10 (a specific formulation
of} the subjacency requirement. the possibility for rightward movement out of subject
NPs is reduced to the adjunct character of the extraposcd phrase.

First let me mention that both assumptions can be rejected on empirical reasons,
For the first assumption concerning Generalized Subjucency it hus 100 be noted that
upward boundedness is not obeyed if the extraposed phrase maves out of an infinitival
complement:
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200 () Pueter hat {dem Mden den Compurer zir vingen, fdew or nickl mehr
braveht [} versprochen
P. his the man DAT the computer (ACCY w bring {which he not
anyrmore needs| promised
{b} Peter hat [dem Mann den Computer zu bringen} versprochen, den er
niche mehr breuciy
21 (a) Peter hat dern Mann cu sapen versprochen, wann das Fest statfinder.
P. has the man DAT to say promised, when the patty takes place
(b} Peter har dem Mann zie sagen, wann das Fest statifinder verprochen,
Peter has the man to say when the Pariy takes-place promised

Either an argument CP (21) or a relative clause (20} can be adjoined to the infinitival
ctanse or to the mawrix CP. Furthermore the left- right asymmertry has a stipulated
character (which Baltin alse admits but cannot dispense with to arrive at an empitically
adequate theory of extraposition). It has to be assumed that there is a genuing primitive
difference between left- and rightward relations, a resull we want to avaid trom the
beginning. Moreover he can not explain why extrapaosition cannot undergo successive
T e — . s e m———

cyclic movement (like it is possible for rightward movement),

T Movernen)

The s¢cond problem is hat not all extraposed constituents are adjuncts (as also
mentioned in a footnote in {;&11":{]990)) and it is not plausible why the projection
principle should not demand the trace of the extraposed element. C&R (1990) discuss
the problem of assuming the deletion of the truce in general. They consider it as a
vialation of the Principle of Full Interpreration. In their view an extraposed constifuent
is neither an arglment of 1 the Tigad of the projection to which it is adjoined, nor is it
a predicate nor an operator. It can therefore only receive an interpretation via the trace
(if a movement account is pursued).

Let me now summarize the facts leading 10 the conclusion that extraposition
does not invalve movement. First | have shown that some version of the complement
principle (although formulated differently in the account suggested here, namely the
Locality Constraint on Identification) can explain the iocality conditions on extraposed
elemems. If so ten subjacency as a constraint holding for extrapasition can be
dispensed with. Secondly 1 have argued above that a representational view of Grammar
suggests that the question of whether we are dealing with movement or with base-
generation amounts to asking whether we find a trace or not’ Thirdly Baltin explicitly
argues against positing a trace for two reasons: First, it is o NCCCSSary assumption
within his analysts in order to derive the less restrictive behavior of extraposition.
Scenndly Baltin also argues against positing traces in an approach which mokes use
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of some version of the complement principle (I will present his critique below).
Thercfore we can conclude that extraposition does not involve movement but is fully
base-generated.

Baltin's argument against postuliating traces is as tollows, The data discossed in
Guerdn indicatie that she has to assume that only overt constituents can count as
complements far the complement principle. This is 5o since the trace of the extraposed
element would be governed by constituent left behind (the head which has to govern
its cornplement), and the umacceptable sentences she wants w exclude by the
complement principle would all be predicted to be grammatical. But this assumption -
as Baltin convincingly argues - leads Guerdn to an inconsistency since waces from
leftward movement must be allowed to be visible for the complement principle in order
1o get a cotrect result. Olherwisc a moved ;;n:Mm would not be governed by its
head anymore. Guerdn also has to make o distinction Lelween lgft- und rightwarg
relations and is therefore st superior to assuming (wo different versions of subjacency

- one which is abeyed by lefeward relations and one which is obeyed by rightward

relations. However, if lefiward relations (as opposed 1o rnghiward relations} need (o
leave 4 trace (they are movement relatiens in most cases - 4 matter we will return to)
but rightward relations do not leave traces then the problem mentioned in Baltin does
not anse. In arguing against the complement principle Baltin argues against the
movement nature of extraposition. Finally let ws look more closer at (he argument
against the movernent nature of extrapesition discussed in C&R.

1.2.3. Culicover & Rochemont (1999)

The first argument against Baltin's approach has already been mentioned, namely that
it leads 1o a contradiction to assume that the trace of extraposition (considered 10 be
an adjunct) is deleted since this would violate the Principle of Full Interpretation (PFD.
The way out C&R are proposing is to assume that

“an extraposed phrase conld receive an interpretsion without bLinmfing o trace within
the NP with whose head it iy constrived. Thess the PEI conld e saeisfied withowt anv
ieed for pastulating a trace within NP and the lack of ECP cffeets with extraposition
votild be praperly accommodated - ithant jeopardizing the ECP accotnt of the
restricted interpretation of distocaied adjuncts.” (C&R, 1990): 26)
At this point the complement principle suggested in Guerdn comes into play again: it
is supposed to be responsible for the extraposed element satisfying PF1. For doing se
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they claim that if the extraposed element is in a government relation with the head it
is construcd with. PF1 s satisfied. The extraposed element can be interpreted properly.
By Occam’s razor {in addition to the above discussed problems with the assumption
of traces) C&R couclude that no race is needed and thos extraposition is better
analyzed as an instance of a base-generated construction and the complement principle
is preferable over the subjacency account,

This conclusion seems to be supported by the following typological observation
cited from Downing (1978):

“Irt other lanyuages, as we have seen, co-refative clauses may be seracnirally identical
with adverbial clauses rather than being associared with ad-refative clauses in the
Same langnage. This sitwanon suggests agam thad co-relative claises should not be
loaked upon in peneral as merely relocated varioms of embedded clatses. ™
{Downing 1978: 410}

Moreaver for ‘extraposed’ relative clauses in Walbiri he states thar

“There Is no syntactic evidence thar Rel NP forms o coustituent with the modified NP
al any fevel.” (Downing 1978: 406)

Tudging from this generalizations the claim that cxtraposition is not detived by an
instance of move « is supported also on basis of cross-linguistic evidence.

1.3. Movement vs, basegeneration and lefi- vs. rightward retations

Having argued for the base-generation approach tewards extraposition we have 1o
address the question whether the sort of arguments presented so far would also imply
that {certain) leftward retations are basc-generated rather than derived via movement.
Here 1 simply want to refer to the analysis presented here where the output referred to
as extraposition 15 a result of the Precedence Constraint interacting with the Locality
Constraint on ldentification. The basic question is always whether und how an element
is licensed in the position it occurs in. If for example an element occurs in SpecCP it
is not jocal enough to be licensed via Identification thus it can just be licensed by a
trace (which is in most cases also necessary for satisfying the projection principle) in

" ad-relative clause refers to relative clauses which occur adjacent o the head NP, whereas co-

relative clauses refer (0 ‘dislecatcd’ (ic. eximposed) relative clauses.
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order to be mapped trom its A’-position into an A-position. Assume that a potential
identifier is adjeined to u position satisfying LCI but is lincarized to the left rather than
the right of the main projection line. Then this identifier would be in the very same
hierarchical coafiguration. This cutput should in principie be possible (and it is
possible in case there is no identifyee, as we have seen in chapier VI.). However, this
output vialates the PCI. So I take it that for all the relevant examples discussed here
there would be no possible leftward-relation to be established in order to license the
left-adjoined element as base-generated. Notice 1that C&R cannot derive this. Under
their approach it should not make any difference whether the ‘complement is adjoined
to the left or 10 the rigit, the only constraint being that it is in a government relation
to its head.

Let me briefly mention the only other attempt to capture the difference hetween
left- and rightward relations, i.e. the only account that wries to derive the prohibition
against leftward-moventent in case rightward-movement s allowed. Such an account
is given in Guerdn (1980). She claims that the obligatory righiness does not have to
be stipulated. In principle move o would allow for the relevant elements to be moved
leftwards. Guerdn assumes that independent conseraints rule out leftward movemeit in
the appropriate cases. However, she does not really give a satisfying account for those
independent principles. She claims that an example like:

{22} g, | With green eyesllgle, a man lp.el] appeared (Guerdn. 1980 §30)
is fillered out by an merpretive rule having the following effect:

(23 In the structure X© |, NP, where n indicates o number of hars, X" is the
Topic of 5",

Given this rule of interpretation she concludes that on the level of cornpleie semantic
interpretation, (22) will then be ruled out because with green eves is not a suitable
Topic for the 8 & man appeared. Notice that my analysis makes s diffcrent prediction.
in fact it does not rule our (22). PCI cannot apply because PP and NP are not
coindexed in the same way as other identifiers are, but PCT is reduced to the Novelty
Condition and therefore it can only apply if the two constituenis are really coindexed.
In the case above the PP does not bear the same index as the correlated NF. So there
i no previous occurrence of this very index and Novelty is satisfied. This also means
that the topicalized PP is licensed differently - it is not an instance of Identification in
the same way as the core cases discussed here are. Moreover, here we presumably are
dealing with an instance of movement, i.e. the PP is moved 10 Spec CP and therefore
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inherenty licensed because it is in a chain-configuration with the trace in base-position.
So we expect (22) to be well-formed. It seems to me that in German this is really what
we find. If it is in principle allowed to move out of an NP then a configuration like
{22} is well-formed:

24y (a) IMie griinen Augen habe ich einen Mann geschen,
with green eyes have [ a man looked-for.
{b) FDer grine Aigen hatte, hade ich einca Mann geschen
who green eyes had, have I 3 man seen

As we expect, there is a striking contrast between (24a) and {24h) predicted by the
present analysis. Topicalization is only ruled out (by PCI) if the topicalized element
and its correlate are coindexed.”

Moreover, notice that Guerdn's approach only captures a subset of the empirical
domain PCI captures, i.e. it cannot explain why it is not possible to topicalize an
otherwise appropriate topic as soon as the identifier is topicalized along with this
constituent but the retated element is left behind in the marrix. | take it thar PCI, that
is reduced to the Novelty Condition is empirically and theoretically superior to
Guerén’s account, which is however, the only attempt 1 am aware of w0 address this
problem - all other analyses have fo stipulate the obligatory nature of rightness in the
cases we are interested at,

To sum up leftward relations wihich are assumed 1o be created via movement
can be divided into: A'-relations, A-relations and X°-refations. For ali of those relations
postulating a trace is unavoidable shmply given the projection principle. In addition for
A'-relations postulating a trace is necessary in order to make sure that case-assignment
can take place. For A-relations the trace is in the position where theta-assignmen? takes
place - thus the theta-criterion is just salisfied if a wace is assumed. And for X°-
movement the trace is necessary since otherwise we would get a result where a
projection would not have o head. On the other band for rightward relations it is the
case {at least in German) that it is jusa possible for elements which do not need case
10 occur in extraposed position. All of the relevant exampies (as | have argued also
apparenty cemplement CPs) are licensed as identifiers rather than bemng directly theta-
marked. Thus the main reasons for postulating a trace within a relation are not fiven
in rightward-relations.

21t was peinted out 1o me by Edwin Williams {p.c.) that the sentence in (22} (judged ill-formed

by Guertn} is well-formed in case the PP is interpreted as non-restictive.
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1. Locality Restrictions on Extrapusition

As we have already seen above exwraposition shows several locality constraints. One
of them has already been discussed briefly, i.e. the subjacency effect (captured via the
complement principle in Guerdn (1980), Guerén & May (1984) as well as C&R or by
the LCI suggesied here). Since we have argued against extraposition as a base-
generated configuration [ will not go into the subjacency accounts any further. Let me
Just mention that one advantage of some version of the compiement principle (i.e. a
wells-formedness condition deriving the correct result rather than 2 constraing on
movement) is that it can capture both, the ‘subjacency cifects' and the apparent failure
of rightward movemens te undergo successive cyelic movement, Let me briefly discuss
this locality constraint and its predictions.

2.1. Upward houndedness

Upward boundedness has first been introduccd in Ross (1967) as cited above. This
praperty has been reduced by a constraint involving conymand. Later it has been tried
to be derived via subjacency. However, there is one more problem for an account like
that. Upward boundedness does not hold for leftward movement, 1.e. leftward
moevement can take place successive cyelically via SpecCP (acting as some sort of an
escape hatch). This option does not seem to be available for rightward movement
although there is no a priori reason as te why SpecCP should not be available for
rfightward movement - as in terms of hierarchy left and right should not make any
difference.’’ There are two different wavs out of the problem o be found in the
analyses involving movement.

Ross tries to explain this fact by claiming that extraposition is a last-cyclic rule.
There has been a big discussion in the seventies on the cyclicity or last cyclic nature
of extraposition respectively (cf, section V1.1.4.2. for a discussion}. The main resuit of
this discussion was that extraposition is a cyclic rute {conirary 10 Ross claim). As we
have already seen most of (he arguments can be taken as arguments  against
extraposition as PF-phenomenon. If extraposition is a cyclic rule then the possibility
for moving through mtermediate SpecCPs should not be in principle excluded.

" See section 3, for 2 discussion oF Miiller (19931 who clainss that there is a genuine difference

between Ieft and rigini. however, withoul motivating this approach.
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Baltin (1987) is aware of this problem (especially given the argument in Guerdn 1980
for extraposition as a syntactic rule as apposed to a stylistic rule) and argues for the
following way out (alrcady suggested in Baltin 1982). He posits the following notion
of proper government for the ECP:

(25) A properly governs B ilif A miniinally c-commands B and

a) A is the aniecedent of B. or

o) .!,J_l is contained within a maximul projection of A, and A sclects
B,
] \

T b

Assuming this definition successive cyclic movement is blocked by lllt% ECP since the
intermediate trace, not being c-commanded by a calegoey tl]_:;‘l__g:g_l_gu;’lél_"_'[t, will not be
properly governed. It Es crucialufnr“lﬁi“&i“;ibﬁﬁﬁéﬁ that extraposition is 4 movement rule.
Besides the genuine problem with the assumption that extraposition is 2 movement rule
there is another problem with the approach suggested in Baltin. It has to be assumed
that intermediate traces of leftward movement behave differently in order to get the

result that leftward movement is not upward bounded.

Notice however that the complement principle immediately predicts upward
boundedness as well as apparent violations of upward boundedaess (in cuse the related
element of the matrix clause is itself moved like in the example below):

(260 [fopfAuf DEN Bergf sloufy ich nicht fdaf Peier 1. gegangen ist], {der Maria
o hoch war f,
Ao ke mountain believe 1 net that Peter gone is, which Mary too high was

Here the identifyee is moved out of an embedded clausc to SpecCP of the matrix
clause. One of the main empirical difference between the subjacency approach and the
complement principle concerns sentences like (260): as soom as the idenufyee is moved
10 & higher position the two approaches make different predictions, The complement
principle predicts them to be good, the strict upward boundedness approach (derived
via some version of subjacency or the ECP ruling our the imtermediate traces) predicts
them to be bad'’. Again we find that the S-structure position of the identifyee
determines the adjunction site. In (26) the identifier can be adjoined to the matrix

" The enty possibility for the laucr approach 1o predict thiese data 10 be 2ood s W assume that

[
..‘. ol

extraposinon {akes place [nun the pusition the element the exteaposed phrase is relaled 10 is moved
10 {cf. Ross 1967 for such a view). This would imply a strictiy derivationat and rule-ordering approach
ur that extraposition is last-cyclic. resp. & PF-phenomenon - an altemalive we have alteady rejecied
(cf. scction YL1.4.2.).
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clavse (i.e. to CP) apparently violating upward boundedness. since the base position
of the identifyee 15 in an embedded cluvse. The datz under consideration faver the
complement-principle approach as has already been mentioned by May & Guerdn
(1984) on basis of the foliowing example:

(27} [sWhich spy ¢ does ey [does Angelton Delieve | ¢4 that ., Burgess recruited
eIl who wliimately became a mole,]] (G&M 1984, (32) p.t6)

Fconclude that some version of the complement principle is clearly preferable over any
version of the subjacency account since it is both theoretically and empirically supetior.

Before I will o into a more elaborate discussion on the various versions of the
complement principle let me briefly discuss some analyses which seem (o me to be the
precestors of this sarr of explanation.

2.1.1, Koster 1978

I have already given an overview of Kosters (1978) analysis and his arguments for
base-generation (still with the assumption that we are dealing with an empty category -
a trace to which the extraposed element is linked via some mechanism of Focus
Linking). Now let me briefly present his aceount for the locality constraint. The
problcm he has to face in claiming that extraposition is constraint by an interpretive
construal rule rather than a condition on movement is (he following one; the alleged
movement rules seem to be more island-sensitive than interpretive rules such as bound
anaphora. This difference is exempiified by examples Tike:

(28)  (a} Soha said thot o picture of himself was hanging in the office.
(b} *Wha did he say rhur a picture of 1was hanging in the office.

Another problem is that in many languages (most) phrases of type XP are istands for
raovement rules, but not fur rules of construal like Bound Anaphora (i.e. few languages
allow for P-stranding but reflexivization into PPs is a well atiested phenomenon).
Koster accounts for this fact in claiming that the more limited distribution of emply
nodes is not due 10 the fact that they are created by a different class of rules
(movements), but simply to u property of the empty wodes. Empty nodes introduce
essential complexities that are naturally absent in the case of lexically filled nodes {this
approach anticipates more or Jess the core insight underlying the ECP). Koster posits
the following rule:
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(29)  The Muin Projection Rule
In core grammar, empty nodes are only possible in positions immediately
dominated by categories of the main projection {i.e. ¥ or 8% 3 » Lj=0)

The MPR determines that all phrase nodes that are not directly dominated by the main
projection line are oo deeply embedded to be emply in core grammar. This sort of
lecality constraini is more or less puraltel to the LCI assuined here, namely that the
identifyee can be linked to an element which is directly adjoined to it or one maximal
projection further up - anything else being 1o deeply embedded - i e. too far away for
Identification to be licensed. So empirically Koster's approach for the locality constraint
and the one suggested here are similar. The difference being that Koster (1978)
asswmes (base-generated) empty categories that induce this locality constraint whereas
I'do not assume any empty categories left behind by extraposition. Rather the locality
constraint is induced by the relation of Identificaton.

Moreover, as we have secn there is one crucial exception for this generalization
- e if the identifyee carries (conuwastive) siress the locatity cendition becomes
weakened and the identifyee can be more deeply embedded. [nterestingly Koster
discusses the possibility 10 extend cersain locality domains - in this context he talks
abour core and marked phenomena. He observes the following cross-linguistic
gencralizations:
a) many languages have maximation strategies (e.g. pied piping)
b) few lunguages have P-stranding
€} underlined nodes may all be empty, but only a limited subset of the non-underlined
nodcs may be empty and if they are it is always at a cost.
It appears that phrase internul empty nodes occur only in maximatly simple, accessible
positions. Well-knewn complexity factors, like depth of embedding and nesting, govern
the heavy restrictions on the distribution of empty nodes.'” (He then tries o assimilate
binding theory and ECP - a line of research which is still going on in the recent
fiterature).

"* Koster argues for the following complexity fewmures:

Features ol marked constrctions:

- differentiation acess languages

- ¥ariation in judgement

- suscepribility to fexical and non-granvmatical complexity fealures

Marked structures. which are themselves complex in the sense of the evalualion metric are less stable
and more sensitive o the disturbing influence of non-grammaticat cognitive factors. Notice that this
is cxactly whar we find in many of the data involving extraposition.
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2.1.2. Asakawa (197

A similar locality constraint still stated in a rule-like (movement) account is given in
Asakawa (1979):

{30} The element which is exmacted oul of NP is adjoined (o the node which
inmediately dominaies thar NP,

Notice that this approach is rather simidar 1o what 1 am proposing here, namely that the
extraposed element is always higher than the element it is related to. This is a property
of my analysis which differentiates it from any previous version of a complement-
principle accotat. 1n the latter the exwaposed element can or must be lower than the
element it is relaed to. Let me just mention one of “sakuwa's (1979) empirical
evidence for his claim since it is alse an argument for CCI and against the various
other proposals suggested in the literawre,

Asakawa deals with relative cluuse extraposition, extraposition from ‘the cloim’
as well as extraposition of PPs {(exact for the last ones {i.e. PPs) all of them are
instances of Tdentification). The most crucial piece of evidence concerns extraposition
from subjecr position where it has been argued that the extraposed element attaches o
VP (ie. it is lower than the related consrituent in the marrix):

31 The brickluver appeared on TV who earned more monev than a college
professor
32y (W) The gardener gppeared on TV who varned less maoney than o
carpenter, and the bricklaver did who earned more monev than u
celleye professor
(b *The gardener appeared on TV wito varied mare money than a college
preffessor, and the bricklaver did. teas,

The following example involves ua extraposed constituent which is related to the ebject
of the matrix clause showing that it is in that case adjeined to VP:'*

1 will discuss some wone instances of VP-clhipses later in this chapler. There & wilk be shown

thw VP-clipses cannot be taken 3 4 siraighiforward tes1 for the adjunction site of extraposed
clements,
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(33) (@) [ sew the bricklaver vesterday who earned more mone than a college
prafessor, and my wife did, o,
{b) * saw the bricklayer yesterday who edrned mare money ihan a colicge
wrofesser, and piy wife did, who earned less money thun a carpenter.
34y Sam picked those packayes up which are to he marled omerrioe Jase nichr, bur
he didu’t wanrt 1o do so untél it hod stopped raining. (Ross, 1967
(35) I comldn’t believe that there wax @ person wnder this roof whe hod afready
killed five times and who was preparing te kill again, although the detective
teld me with canfidence that there wus.
(36) 1 oxplained the Juct 1o my sou that money doesn't grow on rees, and myv wife
did, taa,
(37} Zodn sent u phorograph to the professor of the canal on the surface of Mars,
dud { think that Fred did, 1o,

What is mainly important about Asakawua's analysis is that he already realizes the
prablem of positing a certain node for extraposition like for example Baltin (1978) has
argued. Asakawa explicitly criticizes Baltin for the following rute:

(38  Mowve S 1o the right bracker of S or VP {Baiun, 1978)
Explicitly mentioning S or VP is theoretically undesirable. However with Asakawa's
locality constraint the landing site for exwaposed constituents is automatecally
determined by the position of the correlated element. Let us now turn to the discussion
of the varioas versions of the complement principle.

2.2. The Complement Principle

There are three main proponents of the Complement Principle: Guerdn (1980), Guerén
& May (1984} and C&R (1990} ail of them differing in various important aspects.
What they all have in common is Lhat they capture the locality constraints on
extraposed constituents by menns of an interpretive relation between the element in the
matrix and the extraposed constituent rather than via movement, Hereby they also
caplure some interprelive consequences of cxtrapesition.

2.2.1, Guerdn 1980

For canvenience let me briefly recapitulate Guerdu's main claim to get the locality
constraint for extraposed constituents. Her analysis basically consists of two parts.
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First, the complement principle is supposed to regulate the possible adjuncion site for
the extraposed constituent. Secondly, a Linking Rule which relies crucially on Tapic-
Focus relations makes sure that the extraposed constituent "finds™ its appropriate
antecedent.

(39 The complement principie:
The complement of X is a constituent governed by X (Guerén, 1980: 642)

Government is defined in the sense of Chomsky's Pisa lectures:

{40) Government
a governs B iff oo wninimally c-commands P (thac is. ¢ c-commands B und
there is no 'y such that o c-commands ¥ and ¥ c-commands B and not ¥ ¢-
cominands o)

(41} Focus Marking
(1} Mark the last argument in the c-command domain of the verb "Focus

of 8"

{b) Mark the VP "Focus of S5

{42) Complement Linkage
Mark the PP (or relative clause) o the right of $ "Complement of Focus NP,

There are several problems with this account. First let me address (he theoretical
problems, What this analysis amounts to saying is that the antecedent has to be found
{by a syntactic principle) somehow buckwards. In a second step, if the appropriate
anteccdent is found the complement relation is established. 1t is not before this peint
that the relevant site for adjoining the extraposed element can be determined. Within
my account the identifyee inherently determines the relevant adjunction site. There is
no need for an additional rule of Focus Marking and Focus Linking.

The next problem for all ¢he complement principle approaches is that i is a1
least not clear to me what a complement actually is. The complement principle is just
a necessary buot not at all a sufficient condition for being a complement (and it is Far
from being an exact definition for being a complemenn. If it would be a necessary and
sufficient condirion for an element Y to be a compiement of another element X to be
governed by X then every Y7 would be a complement of SpecYP (notice that Guerdn
has i0 assume that maximal projections can be governors). It is mot just any
government relation that defines a complement relation bur the complement relation
has to be introduccd as a primitive Telation, not to be reduced te independently
motivaied principles or locality relations. Although it sounds preny much established
to speak of a complement relation it is not ar all superier 1o our Identification relation,
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which I argued to be independendy necessary as 2 primitive relation in the theory of
Gramrmar. Notice moreover that Idenufication ts also a necessary component in
licensing relations for empty categaries, For example it has been argued in Rizzi
(1950} that licensing of pre consisis of two parts: a formal and an ldentificational
component. The same is true for various versions of the ECP. [ have already argped
that there are various ways for Idemification to be instantiated. Here [ was talking
about Idenrification at domain D. Identification of empty categories might be a case
of Identification at S-structure, whereas for example binding could be interpreted as an
instance of Identification at LF (cf. section 116

Comparing the assumption of Focus Linking with Identification there is an
interesting point at issue. A prediction Guerdn's analysis makes is that extraposition is
only possible from focus NPs. On the other hand my anabysis predicts a similar but
still different set of data. [ am claiming that exwaposition is licensed via Identification
and Identification is a rclation that identifies an individual which has not been
identified previously, Thercfore the interpretation is somehow linked to being new
information. New information is something which is clearly related 10 being the focus
of a sentence, but it is not the same. Elements which ure the focus of a sentence are
a subset of elements which constitute "new information”. Thus [ do not predict that
extraposition is just possible out of focus NPs. It turns out that the [dentification
approach makes the correct prediciion. Consider under this light the following
paradigm of question-answer pairs. (C&R take guestion-answer patirs fo be the crucial
test for focussed constituent}. The following examples seem to confirm Guerén's
prediction:

43 Waus habe ibr Maria verkauft?
What have you Mary sold
A Wir haben Muaria das BILD verkawgt, dus in der Austaee fag.
We have Mary th¢ PICTURE sold, which in the window lied
44y 3 Wem warde dus Bild, dus in der Auslage torg, verkaufe?
Who was the picture, which in the window lied. soid
A: (a) *Wir huben das Bild MARIA verkauft, das in der Auslage lag,
We have the piciure MARY sold, which in the window lied
L)) *Das Bild haben wir MARIA verkauft, das in der Auslage fag.
The picture have we MARY sold. which in the window lied

Butif we change whe relative ordering of the direct and the indirect object we see that
her gencralization is not borne out any more:
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4y Q Wem whirde das Bila, dos in der Austave fog, verkanft?
Who was the picture, which in the window lied sold
Az Wir haben MARIA das Bitd verkaxft, dos in der Austage lag.
We have MARY the picture sold, which in the window lied

The example above tells us that we can have an extruposed relative that is not
construed with the focus constituent of the matrix. The ungrammaticality of the
answers in (44} indicates that the relevant generalization is atong the following lines
"a focussed constituent cannot intervene in the relation between the head NP and its
relative”. In fact this generalization secms to be correct as exemplified by the following
data;

(46) Q: Woer bt dus Bild gekauft, das in der Ausiage fau?
Who has the pictare bought, which in the window lied!
A {a} MARIA kur das Bild gekauft, dus in der Austuge lag.

Mary has the picture bought, which in the window lied

(b} *Das Bild hat MARIA gekauft, dux in der Auslape lag.
The picture has MARY bought. which in the window lied

{c) Ich gluibe, dafi MARIA das Bild gekauft hat, das in der
Anstuge fayg.
I believe that MARY the picture bought has, which in the
window tied

(d) Hoh glaube, dafl dos Bild MARIA sekauft hat, das in der
Atstage fyg,
1 believe that the picture MARY bought has, which in the
window lied.

“n O Was hat die Frau gekouft, die eben im Geoschdfr war?
What has the woman boupht, who just in-the shop was
A {w) *Die Fran hat dus Brild ven RENOIR cekarft, die eben im

Gosclidft war
The wemun has the picture of RENOIR bought. who just in-the
shop was

ih) Das Bild von RENOIR hat dic Frau gekawft, die eben im
Geschdft war,
The picture of RENOIR has the woman bought, who just in the
shop was

Another problem Guerdn's analysis has to face is the facr that it is generally assumed
that there is just one single focus in a given sentence. It would then be predicted that
it is just possible to have only one extraposed constituent (if extraposition is just
licensed by being linked to a focus NP). However, ay we have seen in previous
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chapters it is possible to have more than one element in extraposed position (obeying
the nesting requirement, as a byproduct of the locality constraine). Guerdn would have
to admit two tocussed constifuents within one sentence. Even it this could be done it
i still not clear anymore how complement linking should take place since then two
elements would be marked as focus. Complement linking could not unambiguously
determing the relevant compiement relation. If one would stick to "one focus NP per
sentence” then it is also not clear how the sccond extraposed constituent could be
linked to its related element since then complement linking via focus could not apply
Anymore:,

Moreover, Guerén cannot acceunt for examples wlhere the correlated element
is more deeply embedded in another constituent, In all those cases the government
relation between the two elements does not hold anymore. She would have to postulate
some sort of LF movement of the "complement taker™ in order to establish the
complement relation. However, we have shown that it is S-structure rather than LF
where the locality constraint helds. Notice that this is also a crucial peint where my
account differs from Guerdn's since she ¢laims that the complement principle holds at
LF. As we will sec any approach assuming LF to be the relevant level for the given
locality constraint has o face the problem of why covert extraposition (i.e. further
movement of the exiraposed element at LF) is not possible, given that it should in
principle be an instance of free application of move o. It should be possible to
rightward move at LF. All the analyses (i.c. Guerdn 1980 as well as Gueron & May
1984) suggesting that the complement principle is established at LF stilt have to
assume that it is somchow the S-structure position of the cxtraposed clement that is
relevant,

On the other hand the account suggested here gets the interpretational properties
by virtue of the assumption that Identification is & primitive relation at domain D,
however in purely steuctural terms the output is checked ar S-srructure. This
assumplion however is ulso implicit in Guerdn's analysis since she assumes that there
is an additional level {where NP interpretation takes place) which has ro do with
discourse and topic-tocus relations respectively. Guerdn's analysis has crucial
restrictions on 3 levels where we can dispense with one of those levels, just making
use of S-structure aud o level which has o do with the nlecpretation.
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The next analysis that makes use of a version the complement principle is found in
Guerén & May (1984) although their account is slightly different. They particularly
focus on the difference between relative (and complement) clause extraposition as
opposed to result clanse extraposition (however both of these relations are supposed
to be complement relations - again the critique on the exact definition of
complementhoad arises). The main points of their anabysis can be summarized as
follows:

- Extrapesition 1s derived via movement

Here it has to be noticed that especially in case of result clauses they do not give any
real argument and it seems to me that again a base-generation approach would be
preferable even within their approach for the follewing reason: the dependency relation
(ie. the complement relation and its locality restriction) is established (or rather
checked) at LF - the leve] where interpretation is assumed to take place. At D-structure
the relevant eiements need not be in a head-complement relation (being a complement
is not really a necessary lexical information). Thercfore it is not Necessary 10 postulate
a trace, ig. a basegeucration appreach would be possible,

- The head-complement-retation hus to be reconstructed at LF. This is done by
means of quantifier raising (QR) ot the head NP (to a position where it governs
the complement in extrapased position).

- Extraposition from NP and extraposition from QP (i.e. result clause extraposition)
differ in

a) the landing site of the extraposed constituent:
extraposition from NP auaches to §
extraposition from QP artaches 1o §

b) the landing site of QR of the head NP/QP in the mawrix clause
NP endergoes QR adjoining 10 §
QF undergoes QR adjoining to §

G&M assume that the relevant landing site of extraposition derives from the
complement principle (holding at LF) since the relevant head has to undergo QR and



the relevant heads differ in their landing site'” - the output however has to result in a
configuration where the head governs the complement™, A similar criticism as the one
briefly mentioned in the previous section is at stuke here. There is nothing to prevent
LF extraposition in order 1o fulfill the complement principle. Thus at S-structure the
relevant adjunction site has to he already determined. Therefore the difference in
adjunction site at S-structure is a construction specific statement, which is meant in
order to capture the empirical data, However it is not the case that the S-structure
position of extraposition is derived by any independently motivated principle.

The second point of criticism has o do with the main spirit of this account,
namely that the complement principle is fulfilled at LF by virtue of QR. This
phenomenen is motivated by assuming that the complement relation has to be
reconstrucied at the level where interpretation takes place, However, under standard
assumptions reconstruction is a different phenomenon. An element which is overtly
moved can bebave as if it would still sit in its buse-position for some phenomenon
(e.g. binding). Especially since G&M assume that extrapesition is derived via
movemeni, nothing in principle woukd prohibit reconstruction in this sense. The
complement principle could easily be {fulfilled by reconstructing the moved
(extraposed) elemeat in the first place {presumably followed by QR of NP pied piping
it along). This then creates the same problem mentioned before: the complement
principle (holding at LF) cannot really detennine the landing site of the extraposed
element (at S-structure). In addition w the problem that there is no principled reason
to exclude further rightward movement of the extraposed element at LF there is also
an empirical evidence showing that they even have w assame the possibility to
‘extrapose’ al LF. Conzider the following sentence with its S-structure representation:

(48Y  fep {vpfomvivie Biicher gesehent [die or niche lesen konmelf,, [ hat Peter
gesrernf]

7 Conceming this assumprion they do ot give any independent reason or motivation for 1his

ciaitn. The only reason they give has 1o do with ihe definition of varipbles, which is by oo mcans an
undisputable assuniption {but | will net go into a dewiled discussion here).

" The relevant detiaitions are wiven below (1 will nof discuss them in more detaily:
fna sequence of caregories o, B, B in 6 steoctive o, 87, 8 are COMPICMCG 10 &, sy
if o, poverns 825 40

Assuming that 5. NP, VP, AP and PP are maximal projections, govermment is delined as below:

a governs f =, . B are dominared by all the same maximal projections, and there are o
maxinial prajection oandarics bemween o and .

They furthermore assume that the choice of B in (i) is limited 1o maximal projections. The choice of
o however may viry - cstablishing different kinds of completnentation relations.
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As the sentence in (48) shows, itis a possible option for VP-topicalization o move the
‘extraposed’ relative clause along as long as the coindexed element of the matrix is
within the VP. This imposes several problems for G&R. First (48} clearly shows that
1t is the S-structure position of the head NP that is relevant for determining the
adjunction site. Under their approach the relative clause in (48) is not in a position
where the complement principle can be fulfilled at LF. In addition o that this sentence
also suggests that they have 10 assume the possibility for LF-exiraposition for the
following reason: The (head)-NP viele Biicher occurs within the VP that occupies
SpecCP. Therefore QR has to take place from u right branch. Moreover recall that
G&R assume that both the head NP and the relative clause adjoin to $ (i.e. IP). This
is a crucial assumption for deriving the differences between extraposition from QP,
This means that in (48) the NP has 10 lower to adjoin to [P. If they would allow for
adjunction of NP 1o 5" (i.e. CP)in this case then there is no abvious reason to have the
restriction they postulute in the first place. If it would however adjoin to IP then the
wace of the NP would not be c-commanded. In order to fulfill the complement
principle the relative clause that is adjoined to VP (ic. extraposed) would have 10
adjoin to IP at LF. wo. This indicates that ‘exraposition’ at LF must be a posstble
option. If it is possible in (48) then theee cannot be any principled reason to exclude
LF-movement of the ‘complement’ 1o a position where it is governed by its head at LF
i all other cases as well. A potential pessibility o solve this problem would be to
claim that before QR (and LF-extraposition) takes piace the fronted VP is reconstructed
10 its base-position. 1f so then we would overcome the problem of LF lowering of the
QRed NP. However, in order to fulfill the complement principle the relative clause
waould sull have (o move at LF 10 a position where it is poverned by the QRed head.

Under both theoretical possible options LF-extraposition is a necessary
assumption. Notice that the second choice (where the VP is reconstructed) is creating
anather problem for Guerdn & May. If this would be a pessible derivation then there
is no way to explain the ungrammaticality of VP topicalization leaving the head of the
complement relation behind at S-structure:

(49) Tgesehen, die e wicht tesen konnte. hat Feger gestern viele Biicher
sean. who hie not reud could, hus Peter yesterday many books
(b} vesehen har Peter pestern viele Biicher, die er nirlit lesen konnte
seen has Pewer vesterday many books. who he not read eould

Under G&M's analysis the S-structure position of the head NP should not make any

difference for the grammaticality of the minimal pair above, since in all of the relevant
sentences the complement principle could equally be Fulfilled at LF,
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Another problem is again the stipulative character of the obligatory rightness of
extraposition. There is nothing at ail in this account to prevent the elcment which is
extraposed io left-adjoin to the position it can be nght-adjoined ro. Thus the analysis
in G&M does net overcome the problem of construction specific statements concerning
extraposition.'®

2.2.3. Culicover & Rochemont {1990)

Although C&R's analysis differs in various respects of the previous analyses
overcoming some of the problems discussed above it siill has some theoretical and
empirical problems. The main points where C&R depart from the analyses presented
so far are summarized below:

- Extraposition does not invelve movemene, There is no trace left.
- The complement relation is primitive relation - not to be equited with th@
marking relations (as it is for example assumed in G&M).

C&R argue for the latter property parily on basis of Baltin's (1983) already discussed
criticism that the Compiemnent principle is required to hold only between lexically
filled maximal projections, whereas theta marking may also hold between empry
clements. However, they conclude that the complement principle is independently
motivated by predication, They argue that the complemen principle

- makes mavement redundant ithe principle of [ull interpretation is satisfied by
virtue of the complement principle)

- explains the subjacency effects

- is the only way to licensc xtraposed elements (whick are neither arguments nor
predicates nar operators)

Al this latter properties of their analysis are similar to the proposal suggested here the
only difference being thar | am not using the complementation relation but
ldentification (which as [ argued 1o be independently motivaied), Moreover, the
criticism already mentioned concerning the nature of the complementation relation also

" Notice (hal 'upward boundedness' receives an imieresting interpretation in their account. QR is

independenily asswmed w be clanse bound. Extraposition cannot adjoin o a higher clause since QR
is clause bounded. Therefore the cxiraposed consiituent will never move bevond the clause its
anieccdent occurs in.
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applies here, it is still not clear what a complement really is. C&R give the fellowing
description of a ‘complement’;
-
‘the ‘eorypement’ to a maximal profection Is o pluase vhat holds an adjuncr or
argiement relation fo the head of the phrase it takes o5 anlecedent.

{C&R 1990, Fr4: 26}

Again being a complament is both structurally defined (by virue of the complement
principle) and w.r.t. the rclation between the two elements. However, a precise
definition of being a complement is still missing. It is still not clear how it is
determined whether an element can take another element as its complement-takes.

An additional difference to the previous analyses is that it is assumed that the
complement principle halds a1 S5-structure {(rather than LFY. This is similar to whart [
am proposing and thus overcoming the problems discussed above wart. G&R's
analysis. One piece of empirical evidence they give is the following sentence™:

(503 {(a) *Wha told fer, that Sam was raking a stridenr to the dance | that [the
teecher] likedf?
(h) Wha told her, that Sam was taking [uhich siudentf to the dance [,
thart fthe teacherf, liked]?

According o standard assumptions about wh-in sito phrases they are moved at LF to
SpecCP. 1If the complement principle would not be fulfilled before LF, then the
exiraposed constituent would necessarily be adjoined ul the marrix LP or higher at S-
structure on par with the following example, where the wh-phrase has been moved
overtly:

(31y  How sy givle did . ke, invite 1o the parivff , thar Jolm, dated in high
schoolf

" Let me Just mention an other picce of evidenee thal could suggest that she cotiplenient principle

hotds at S-struclure rather than LE. This argumend is dee to Baltin (19%7). Apparent anleccdent-
cohtained deletion of YP in the examples below would be hetter analyzed as invoiving VP ellipsis
within an extraposed complement adjoined to VP gince 1he dssumption thar there may be no
antecedent-contained deletion of VP can explain the lack of ambiguity in {ii);

{n BEfL hir the ma who asked him io

{ii} Who thought that Fred read how many of the Books thar Bilf cid?

The sentence in (i) can just have the reading given in (2} below bul not the ore in (b);

{a) Wha thought that Fred reid how many of the books thor Bilf read?

{b} Whe theught that Fred read how many of the books thar Bifl thenighs be read?

However, C&R notice that this argument is nol unproblematic. See also Diesing ¢ 992} for a criticism.
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(i)
(i}

Now let us turn to the last impertant ditference between C&R's approach and the
previous analyses. This difference concemns the definition of the complement principle
itself and the locality condition for extraposed constituents. The formulation of the
complement principle they prnliose i5 given below:
i
(52) B is a porensial complemenr of @ (off = X™%), only if o« and §§ are in a
government relation.”

This definition of the complement principle is both stronger and weaker than the ones
that were previously proposed. As they point out, it is stronger since it requires a c-
commind relation berween the two elements, which was not the case in the previons
formulations, On the other hand it is weaker since it does not require that the
‘antecedent’ governs the exiraposed element - it is enough for the complemcnt relation
that there is 2 government relation, no matier which element governs which,

Let me brietly mention the theeretical problems with such a view. Since I am
assuming that relarions have to be asymmetric this weaker formulation seems 1o me
problematic since it implies a potential symmetry, Notice that my analysis involves an
apparent symmetry, both elements seem te depend on cach other - but | concluded that
this apparent symmetry is indeed to be amalyzed as involving two asymmetric relations
{as discussed in chapter [} A second problem is the siipulative character of the
obligatory rightness of extraposition. Again there is no way te make it follow from any
principle that the extraposed constiteent has to right-adjein rather than left-adjoin. We
still hind a constrection specific statement.

Now I will wim 1¢ some empirical problems. Moreover [ will compare the
analysis | am proposing with C&R's “ormulation of the complement principle. It is a
result of their proposal that the extraymsed element can either be hierarchically higher
or lower than its amecedent whereas in my uccount it has to be higher. Notice that
under my account the nesting effect is immediately predicted whereas they have 1o
introduce an additional {intcrpretive) constraint. My analysis captures more data with
one principle.

! For completeness let e give the definition of govermment they are assuming:
¢ governs Bl o c-conunands b and there is no A, A a barrier for B, 1hat excludes a.
A is a harvier Tor B 31T (1) A is an X" thae dominates foand (i) A is not theta-govemed
{directly theta-imarked).

(i) A A = X™M exclndes o if mo sooment of A dominates o,
{iv) A (A = X™ domingicy o only il every scement of A contains «x,
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The reason for allowing both options is mainiy based on data involving VP-
eilipsis. Their claim is that the extraposed element is adjomed to VP if it is related to
the object and adjoined to either VI or [P il it is related 1o the subject. According 10
C&R, in this case it can be lower than its antecedent. Siace the analysis I am
proposing here does not allow for an identifier to be lower than the identifyee [ have
to address the apparent evidence for VP-adjunction of a subject-related identifier. 1 will
devote the next section to a discussion of VP-ellipsis in order to justify the analysis
given here and alse to show that VP-ellipsis cannot be used as a reliable test for the
adjunctien site of exwuposition.

2.3. YP-ellipsis and the Locality Coenstraint on Identification.

There are two different paradigms discussed in C&R which are intended to show that
subject-related relative clauses can be adjoined 10 VP in which case they would be
lower than their antecedents. First consider the following paradigm apparenily showing
that extraposed elements which are consirued with subjects can be adjcined to VP
(rather then TP):

e
(53) A MAN cume r'n'{lw'fh tond hair, and ¢ WOMAN did fe] TOO.
(34 Althoush none of the MEN jdidU Several of the WOMEN went 1o the concert
who were visining from Bostoy) i
35 (@ A MAN came in with BLOND hair. and a WOMAN did fe] with
BROWN hair,
i)} Altheuph none of the MEN did who were visiting from NEW YORK,
several of the WOMEN went to the concert witn were visiing from
ROSTON

(C&R 1990: 30)

These examples are intended to show ihat when extraposition is from subject-posivion,
VP ellipsis apparently may but need not take the extraposed constituent. This behavior
is argued 10 be expected under their assumption: i|1é-éw§i}'?lp05ed constituent is analyzed
as being adjoined 10 VP. Then VP-ellipses is assumed to apply 1o either node of the
two VPs created via adjunction. Notice that C&R mention the crucial fuct that for these
sentences to be well-formed they have to involve somel contrasfive Stress on the
relevant terms. Without giving an explanation for this phenomar_cﬁim that it
should not make a difference w.r.t. the adjunction sitc. i.e. they claim that this fact
does not undermine their point that extraposition from subject position can adjoin to
WVP. This fact is however crucial and it follows from the analysis [ will propose for
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these sentences.

The second piece of evidence (again involving VP-ellipsis) is as follows. I it
can be shown that a particulur constituent C must be attached to VP and if a subject
related relative clause in extraposed position can Erecedmuem then it follows
that the extraposed subject relative clause must be aitached o VE as well {(i.e. it must

at least be lower than the constituent that follows it). The following data show that an -

element that is arguably adjoined 1o VP follows an extraposed subject relative clause.
In (56) we find an adverbial clause that is analyzed as being adjoined to VP. C&R
again use VP-ellipscs as well as VP wopicalization in order to show that those
adverbials are indeed adjoined 10 VP,
(367 {a) My came fnio the roem a8 quickly as possible, and John diefhioa.
(b) They wsked kim o come into the room as quickly as possible aaia\e_qme
into the room  as quickly as pessibld he did
v
On basis of the above mentioned argumentation, ie. (hat 4 (right-adjoined) element
preceding another (right-adjoined) constituent must be lower (ie. as well being
adjoined 1o VP) the following examples are presenied in C&R:

Some women came In ffwho were) Ppom Chicago Erf quickiy as

S5
pr).\'.\'ih.‘c."'s
(b} A mun cane Do the r(:amrrhar Muary recognized E.t quickly ds he
L -
voded.

In addition it is shown that VP-ellipsis may include both the adverb phrase and the
extraposed constituent:

* The second picee of evidence for assuming that the adverbial is adjoined 1o VP involves
condition C cllccts:

(i) #He, came imto the rovr ag guickly as Johin, cowld

I1 is mot possible ta consirue a subject pranoun in ihe matrix as being corcterent with an R-expression
in the adverbisl imlicating that the pronoun ¢-commands the R-expression. T have aready addressed
the problematic aspects of condition C-cifects as 4 1est [or rhe adjunction sic in section 11.4.3. 1 have
argucd 1hat it cannot be taken as a rediable test

¥ It was pointed out 10 me by Edwin Williams (p.c.) that the sentence in ((57a) does nol sound
perlectly well-formed. This 5% in aceordance with my analysis, Mareover i suggests again (hat
Idenufication by a PP (i.e. a non-coindexed constijuent} is a ditlerent phenomenon. that | have not
wldressed.
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(3%)  (a) Some womeit came In (whe were) from Chivaye as quickly as possible
wnd seme men did foo.
{b) A mgtn come into the room that Mary recogaized as grickly as possible,

und a waman did e

Let me summarize the problem we have o address on basis of the examples given in
C&R. According to my analysis any extraposed constituent related to i constituent in
the matrix clause has to be higher as its correlate (i.e. it has to be adjoined to the fizst
maximal projection dominating the identifyee (39a)). LCI predicts that a subject-
relative clause is adjoined to TP if ihe subject occurs in IP whereas C&R argue that it
can also be adjoined to VP as indicated in (59b) below:

Mw CEe
(59 () P (b /IP

P

P - Re; Subj, ~ r

N RN

Suby, I ° VP

7N SN
1" VP VP Rel

If VP-cllipsis is analyzed as deletion of VP the structure in (5%a) obviously creates a
problem. If the extrapesed clement is deleted along with the rest of the deleted
constituent { VP) then obviously it cunnot be adjoined higher than the subject NP before
deletion has taken place. My analysis can only account for the cases where the subject
related constituent remains. Notice that this seems to be the unmarked cuse since then

l no special stress 15 needed. LCI cannot account for the examples where the subject
relative clause is apparently delered along with the VP, the subject NP being stitl
overtly present. The subject itselt would have o be deieted as well since it is lower
and thus dominuted by the constituent to be deleted.

The problem we are confronted with here retlects the generai problem to
determine the relation between examples like:

60y A Who can do nr?
B: Sodue can.

Any analysis for this phenomenon has (o capture the fact that the VP in B is-the-same
than the VP in A. in general there are several possible ways to analyze;t’]*e]lipsis i:md
S N
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its properties. There is the 'deletion’- analysis discussed in Ross (1967) where at some
level of representation B includes a full VP {John can do i), The rule of VP-deletion
applies (o this representation. Deletion can take place under identity with some other
VP (the general restriction being recoverability of defetion). Interpretation here would
take place prior to deletion. In a principle and parameters framewaork assuming the T-
model and LF as the relevant level of interpretation this would ranslate into claiming
that VP-deletion is a PF-phcnomenon, Thus at LF the full VP would still be available
since PF-processes do not have any refiex at LF I

The alternative (interpretive) proposal (e.g. suggested in Williams (1977)) is to
say that B has an S-structure representation where the VP is occupied by a
phono]ogically nudl elcment which is anaphorically relar M The empty

- ———

2.3.1. A possible solution

A stricily interpretive account for the facts under discussion has t+ capiure the fact tha
the empty VP cun be aamphomally relatcd Lo an apparently discuntinuous constitieent
(1.e. the VP and the ext@.msed conbtuugl__} In other words we have 1o give an
exphnauon for when and why the property the telative clause denoctes can be
understond as a property of the subject of the second conjunct even if the Telative
chause is not overtly present {i.e. apparently deicted). Under such an approach it would
not be a matter as to whether the relative clause is adjoined 1o the phrasal constituent
that is deleted (a1 least before PF) but a maiter as to.whether an NP can be interpreted
as having Ihe: sime property as .u1 NP in the first C(]IULII’IC[ Tiiis dmatinis to saying that

ldenufy:n‘g twe—mdtpf‘dénl NP% This poq‘ublllty is |ndependenliy atlcsted B—}; the
‘EXistence of Splif anecedents (dncusacd in chapter V1), We have seen that split
antecedenls are apparently only possible in coordinated structures. Notice that the
examples above cruciaily involve coordinated structures. Thus the existence of split
antecedents can be used as a first evidence for a strictly inlerpretive account.
However, the preseat data, involving stress on N still behave somehow differently, ie.
there is something else going on here. It seems that in case of stress on N the
possibility 10 identify two independent coustituents is ot contingent on VP-ellipses,
Consider the following sentences: T T———
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GINE Y] Ein MANN, der bionde Huare hatte, raf eestern eine FRAL,
i MAN, who,,,.. blond hair had. met yesterday 3 WOMAN.
(b)Y  Ein MANN praf gesiern cine FRAU, dic blonde Haare harte™
a MAN met yesterday a WOMAN, wheo,,, blond hair had.

Both in (61a-b) there is an interpretation available where both individuais (i.e. the
wommn and the man) are intcrpreted as having blond hair. This example indicates that
stress on N makes it possible to have two interpret two separatc NP5 ‘identified’ by the
relative clause, Both individuals denoted by the twe NPs under consideration are
interpreted as having the property denoted in the relative clause. We will sce that the
analysis for contrastive stress presented in 1V.7.2. can account for this phenomenon.

A second piece of evidence for the claim that it is necessary to assume that the
interpretation of VP-ellipsis can involve discontinnous constitueni is the following
paradiéﬁljlg;e this phenomenonr is independent of extraposition. The data are
discussed in Prist, Scha & van den Berg (1994):

(62)  {a) Wcrafh’l_{fkfs betlv- dmrr‘mgﬂ'j K Tor

{b) St fates ww’rm&] e TR
(<) Sctshia dm’v F 7 - :

The sentence in (62¢) is ambiguous. Under one reading the elliptical VP 1ukes the VP
in {62b) as its antecedent (where Suskia fates walizing). The ether interpretation resuits
from anaphorically relating the VP in (62¢) 10 both (622} and (62b} (where Saskia
hates walizing and likes hellv dancing). This phenomenon indicates that it cannot
simply be deletion of a particular constituent that is responsible for the interpretive
propertics auesied in (62), Here we have two (heavily) discontinuous constituents that
can be used as the antecedent for the elliprical ¥YP: they can even occur in two scparate
senences. On basis of these examples Priist, Scha & van den Berg (1994) conclude
that the problem of VP-anaphora must be viewed from a general discourse perspective.

* Notice thal the ungranumaticality of the following sentence does nan vxuse a problem for the

present analysis:

Ein MANN traf vestern ving FRAU, der hlonde Haare harre.
A MAN met yesierday o WOMAN, who,,. blond hair had

The relative clause cannat ‘dircctly” identily the NP cin Manr. ic. the sebaive pronoun has 1o agree
in gender with the sccond NP eine FRAU. This is expecied since we have already seen in seciion
2.2 1. dhar a focussed conslituen cannol linearly iniervene between Lhe identifyee and Lhe identifier,
In {i} the second NP eine FRAL would linearly imervene.
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Morcover, consider the foflowing paradigm that involves the same problem as the data
we have to give an account for.

63 () Jobw foys in the street in the moraing

{b) {ened) Mary does din the park
[GE YR Y] Jabhn jogs in the Sﬂ{m in the meraing

) fand) Mary does in” ARK e e e e
{63} (a) John fogs in the sireet il the morning

{by and Mary does in the evening.

First it is intzresting to notice that according to Priist, Scha & van den Berg (1994)
some speakers preter (64} over (65). In @ we find contrastive stress. The preferred
reading in (64) is that Mary jogs in the park i rh(qu_?ﬁésides another less
preferred interpretation where Mary fous in the street in the park). These cases are
parallel 1@ our exampies but without invelving extraposition. In this case it seems to
be unavoidable 1o allow a discontinuows constitwent to count as the antecedent for
anaphoric relations. Pescriptively in this case the VP-anaphor under consideration
oceupies one or more deletion sites:

66} (4} Sodr jogs in the street
(by  and Bitl does & roo.

a7 (a) Sohn jogs in the streer in the morning
(b aud Mary does & in the park &,

On basis of these cxamples {umong others)y Priist, Scha & van den Berg (1994) come
1o the conciusion that:

“en adeguate treanment of VPA regnires the whofe enaphoric clause 1o be marched
with s amecedent, Complex embedded VP anaphora in amfiiguous quantifier
structures fnguces clansal pavailefisem with regard ro quantifier and binding striciures.
Frathermore it (s necessary (o exiabiish parafled end non-paraliel efements, boih of
witich mav be located ouiside tie VP [ .}
the sementic relation berween elements of the anaphoric clause ancd the elemenss of
the gutecedent strongly influcnces the inteypretution of the anaphoric clauses in these
examples. {...} As In the case of ulterances thar exhibit Gapping, these instances of
VPA cannar be explained by some prefudwicated structive with holestvariables in i
neither the nmber, nar the tpes nor the places of the saps (the deletion sites) can
be specified befarehand, they have ta full out of the tnrerpretadion process...*
(Priast, Scha & van den Berg 1994: 323)
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I take their evidence 1o be convincing enough to establish an analysis along their bines,
i.e, allowing for discontinuous constituents to function as antecedent for VP-anaphora.
Moreover, the paradigms discussed above suggest thui the possibility for apparently
identifying two independent NPs with only one identifier is seither contingent an
extraposition nor is it contingent on VP-ellipsis. As the duata discussed so lar indicale.,
the crucial factor seemns 1o be stress on N,

A final argument against a simple deletion or copying theory is the fact that the
relevant constituent in the second conjunct can contain differend features as the one in
the first conjunct {thus we find a violation of the strict identity requirement). This
involves for exampie different phi-features as in:

(68)  Eimg FRAU kawr herein, die onde Haare hotte wind ein MANN auch,
A woman came in, who blond hinr had, and a man wo.

German relative clawses contain relative pronouns which have 1o match in phi-features
{t.e. gender and number} with their head NPs. If the two aniecedents differ in gender
the selative pronoun would have to be different. bt cannot be argued that it is really the
very same censiituent which is copied (or deleted) that is responsible for rhe correct
interpretation. If it would be we would ger:

{69y Line FRAU Lom herewn, die Blonde Haare harte wad cin MANN Lam heretn die
Blonde Heare hatte,
A womnan came in, whaog, blond har had. and & man came in who,,, blond
hair had.

A parailel phenomenen is discussed in Williams (1977} concerning different Tense
features:

(70} A: Bob lef1.
B: BilF will. 100

These data show that cerain featwres can differ withoul violating the identity
requiremen.

Moreover, it is interesting to mention that Williams {1977} assumes a rule of
Discourse Grammar to be responsible for VP-ellipsis in general. This has to do with
the fact that VP-ellipsis - as already shown - can take discourse amecedents. l.e. the
relevant antecedent need not be in the same sentence (and moreover the anaphoric
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relation can violate scveral locality constraints which hold for other relations, like e.g.
the complex NP constraint of (he coordinate structure constraint). However, Williams
(still assuming a derivational system) assumes a level of discourse representation to be
ordered after the level of LF where sentence interpretation takes place. 1 argued that
it is domain D where such phenomena should be capeured.

I will now give u brief sketch {afthough much less efaborated than the account
given in Priist, Scha & van den Berg) of a possible way to look at the apparently
problematic data invelving extraposition. On basis of the dat discussed so far 1
concluded that stress an N is the crucial property allowing for one identifier identifying
two different NPs. Consider again the analysis we gave for the interpretation of a
relative {or ‘complement’ clause} identifying an NP which bears contristive stress on
N like in the example below:

(71)  Peter hat das AUTO pekauft, das bei Egon in der Werkstare lag, und nicht duas
Maotorrad.
Peter has the CAR bough, which at Egon in the garage stood. and not the
motor bike.

I have argued that in this case we are talking about a particular set of individuals that
is further restricted. In this case the superset is identified by the relative clavse rather
than the actual discourse referent. 1 have argued that in case of contrastive stress on
N the identifier is necessarily associated with X (i.e. the index of N). Furthermore [
said that this identified X corresponds to the set of altctnatives to which the denoted
DP is conwrasted. Moreover we have seen that the presupposition we amive at is as
follows: there are other individuals satisfying the property denated by the identifier. In
other words Edentification of X by the relative clause provides a set of individuals that
have the same property (namely the one dencted by the relative clause). Contrastive
stress indicates that the property denoted by N is contrasted to some other possible
properties the individuals of the established set have in common. For {71) this means
that DP denotes an individual whose distinguishing propenty is being ¢ car. The set of
alternatives has one particular praperty in common, that is all of them are assumed to
have the property of stunding fn Egon’s garage. Theretore the second DP occurring in
the example above (i.e. ein Motorrad) is also interpreted as having 1his property, which
is denoted by the relative clause, (Notice that (71) is aiso a case where one relative
ciause can he associated with two different NPs. In this case this phenomenon is again
neither contingent on extrapositien nor on VP-cllipscs, The only zelevant property
seems 1o be contrastive stress on N

3
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Given the analysis of contrustive stress in interaction with identification we can derive
C&R's facis without having to say that the relative clause is adjoined to VP, Consider
again the relevant sentence repeated below for convenience:

{72)  Eine FRAL bkam herein, die Mlonde Haare hatie und oin MANN auch.
A WOMAN came in, who biond hair had, and a man 106.

The relative clause adjeined to the first conjunct identifies the index X, which is
associated with the DP cine FRAU. This means that the superser (ie. the sct of
alternatives) is inlerpreted as having the propenty denoted by the relative clause in
common, The second DP efn Mann mvolves contrastive stress on N as well. This
means that it has to be contrasted to a set of alternatives as wefl. There is a set of
aliermatives available, i.e. a salient ser of alernatives. This is the very set of
alternatives that the previously mentioned individual was contrasted 0. This superset
is restricted by the relative clause. Therefore the imterpretation arises that all the
members of this set have the property denoted in the relative clause in common. The
second individval under consideration is most naturally assumed to being picked out
of the same set of alternatives. Therefore the imerpretation arises that ein MANN is
interpreted as having the property denoted in the relative clause. It is not necessary to
assume thit the relative clause is adjoined 10 the second conjunct before deletion takes
place. The set of alternatives is simply salient enough by virtue of being associated
with a DP in the first conjunct.

This means that we can explain that this phenomenon is not depend on VP-
deletion. Rather, it is depend on the discourse sulience ot a property of individuals
within a given set (the set of aliernatives), We predict that the same effect can also
occur inter-sententially. This prediction is confirmed by the following discourse:

(F3)  Es giby efnfach zu viele Menschen mit sclhwarzen Lederjacken. Gestern kam dg
eiit MANN ins Lokal der etine schwarze Lederjacke truy. Tia wnd spédter kam
dann sogar noch ein kieines MADCHEN.

‘There are simply wo muny people with black leather jackets. Yesterday a
MAN came into the pub. whe was wearing a black leather jacket. Well, and
later even a lide GIRL come iy

One possible interpretation for the last sentence within the example in (73} is that the
little girl was also wearing a leather jacket. Here it cannot be argued that deletion is
responsibie for this interpretation. Rather it is more an implication which can be drawn
from the discourse salience of individuals wearing Buck leather jackets, The new
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discourse referent (¢ e girly can be imterpreted as being a member of ¢his set of
individuals. This explanation can also explain the following effect. Consider again the
example in (35) where we find contrastive stress on N but a second relative clavse is
still present. This example is repeated below for convenience

74) A MAN came in with BLOND hair, aned @ WOMAN did {e] with
BROWN hair.
1:)] Afthough none of the MEN did who were visitng from NEW YORK,
several of the WOMEN wenr to the concert whao were visiting from
BOSTON

If a second relative clause (the identifier) is overtly present it is necessarily the casc
that some element within this identifier is (contrastively} stressed. This means that the
{salient) common propenty of individuals must be centrosted 1o some other property of
anather set of individuals. We can also explain the following example again taken from
C&R, where a rather stipulative account is given 1o explain this fact:

{75}y A MAN weth blond hadr came inte the room, end ¢ WOMAN did TOQ.

{75) allows for a reading where the NP of the second conjunct is interpreted as having
the same property as the subject of the first conjunct. In order to justify the claim that
VP-cllipses (deleting the extraposed VP-adjoined PP along with the VP) shows that
extraposition from subject can adjoin to VP C&R have to assume that {75) is derived
from the sentence in (76). They assumne that the PP within the second conjunct must
cccur in exmaposed position before VP-¢llipsis tukes place:

{76y A MAN with Blond hair came into the room and & WOMAN came into the
roum with Moad hotr TOO.

The assumption of "vacuous’ extraposition {which is of course a necessary assumption
for C&R} creates scveral problems. Consider the following sentence. Here again two
apparent different sites of 'deletion” occur:

(7Y Peter isi vestern uaachemitioy SCHNELL ins Zimmer getonzt und Mearia

LANGSAM
Peter is yesterday afterncon quickly into the room danced and Mary slowiy

Here C&Rs line of reusoning cannot be maintained since the jdverbial element schnelf
catl not occur in extraposed position. In general these adverbials seem too 'light' to be

extraposed in German. This is exemplified by the following ifl-formed sentence:
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(TRY  *Peter fx1 gestern nachmittog ins Zimmer vetanzt SCHNELL
Peter is yesterday afternoon into the room danced quoickly

C&R have to allow extraposition (before deletion) also for elements that are not
possible in extraposed position otherwise. Notice that they have to admit {in a foolnate)
thai

"in order for (23} =70] 10 be derived from 25[=77f. the principles licensing the
interpretation of an ellipred VP must make reference 1o the interpretation of the entive
sentence comgining the amteceden VP

(C&R 1990 Fn.22: 32)

They have to assume some Interpretational device in addition to VP-deletion. Therefore
[ take the account suggested here as being superiar to C&R's analysis. First, it captures
the data with simply one mechanism (whereas C&R need two different devices).
Secondly we also have an explanation as to why conirastive stress is & necessary
prerequisile for the interpretation we arrive at {C&R however cannot explain this fact).

There is one problem left for the present analysis. We have said that the
possibility for identilying two discontinuous NPs with only one identifier is neither
contingent on VP-ellipses nor on extraposition, (Notice that we have already seen
empirical evidence supporting this view), The following sentence seems to contradict
this prediction.

(79 A MAN with Dlond hair came Into the room, and o WOMAN came into the
room TOO.

The sentence in (79) does not atlow for the reading that the woman had blond hair,
toc. This conld suggesi that ‘adjunct deletion’ is really a function of VP-ellipses.
Itowever, I think that this might be true in the case above but for different grounds
than C&R claim. Notice that the sentence above differs from the ones we have been
used as evidence that there is no such contingency of VP-ellipsis and "adjunci-deletion’.
In (79) we find a coordinated IP. The reason lor why it is not possible 1o interpret the
NP {a woman} abave as ‘g womian with blond hair’ could be as follows. [F the whole
VP is repeated. thew the relevant information about the woman is ‘that she also came
imta the room’, In the case above the PP “with Hlond fair’ could be argued to not
restricting the set of alleratives. I is rather nterpreted a5 an additional information
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(more or less a nonrestrictive modification tor the man®} the relevant information is
that a particular individval (who had blond hair) came into the room (as opposed to
some other individeals who didnt come in). Naotice that Friist, Scha & van den Berg
come to a similar conclusion. They assume that

‘mastly ondy non pasditel efements o the antecedent coneribuse to o fidl interpretation
of the anaphoric clause”. ™ (Priist. Scha & van den Berg, 1994)

What this amonnts to saying is that if the second conjunct does not have a paralicl then
the element under consideration is interpreted along with the ellipted element no marter
whether this is a full constiment or a discontinuous one, However if the relevant
element is repeated then the interpretation of a constituent in the first conjunct is not
available anymore. This can also be seen on basts of the following example:

B0 John jogs in the swreet
(b Bilt does tao

In (B0} “ine the sereer’ does not have a parallel in the second conjunct. Tt contributes to
the full interpretation of {80b). I take it that the explanation for this lact can also give
an explanation for the generalization in C&R that the relevany VP-ellipsis facis are
contingent on extraposition.”

Wharever the exact conditions for the interpretation of conjunction, VP-gllipses,
contrastive stress elc. are (which goes beyond the scope of the present discussion)
conciude that the data nsed by C&R cannet be taken as evidence that extraposition
from subject-NPs can adjoin 1o VP. Moreover [ have urgued that there is another

* The same is true for the [oltowing sentence:

{i) A blowd-haived MAN came imo the room, and g WOMAN did TOO.
Again 1he adjective has to be inlcrpreted a5 not restacting the set of allemalives, bul as nonresirictive
modification for the individual w man’,

* 'Parallel” here is intepreted as being “pardlel in thematic mles', Cf. Williams {19943 for a similat
conclusion,

* Natice that this line of reasoning does nor imply that the follawing sentence is well-formed:
) Sohn saw a man who laughed and Mavy didd who cried
In that case there is not possible adjuncrion site available for the relalive clause inthe second comjunce,
There has to be an overt ideatilyee prescnt.
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account available (which | could just sketch) which caplures even more data”® There
is no reason left 1o assume thar the identifier cun adjoin (o o position lower than the
identifyee,

3. Miiller (1994)

Since it is one of the most recent approaches to deriving the peculiar difference
between left- and rightward relations [ will discuss Miiller (1994) in more detail. What
can be said in advance is that he does again face the problem that he has to assume
a genuine diffcrence between left- and rightward movement - a view [ have already
argued to be problematic.

Let me briefly introduce the main claimy of his analysis. Then | will discuss the
theoretical and empirical problems for such an approach. Miiller assumes that the
asymmetry between left- and rightward movemem derives from the prohibition against
impreper movernent. This is formully implemented as the so called Principle of
Unambigrous Biuding (cf, Miiller & Sternefeld (1993));

(81} Prnncipie of Unambiguous Binding (PUB):
A variable that is a-bound must be f-free in the domain of the head of its
chain. (where & and [ refer to different types of positions),

‘This principle s1ates that movement to an A-bar position of a certain type o may never
be followed by movement w0 another type of position fi. Different rypes of pesitions
are of course A and A'-positions, as well as different A’-positions derived via wh-
mavemenl, topicalization or scrambling respectively. With this principle Miiller &
Sternefeld {1993} try to give an artempt for some instances of Improper movement,
Srong cross over et¢, It was oniginally proposed to derive the ill-formedness of the
following representations:

(82} *[A manf, seems {op U (that} {in there was Killed ]

Successive cyclic superraising is excluded since the (contextually determined) variable
t, is {ambiguosly} bound by the intermediate race 1, in the embedded SpecCP position

* Notice that the second cvidence CER give as evidence thar subject-relmed relanve clauses ¢an
adjoin to VP has to do with VP-cllipses and the imerpresation of VP-adveshs. Without discussing this
Turther [ assume that a similar account as ebe one just skeiched can be piven for these data,
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AND by the chaio anteccdent ¢ mian, in the matrix SpeciP position,

PUB also rules out successive cyclic long distance scrambling. to this case the
scrambied element is first moved (o an A'-position of a certain type (SpecCP) and then
this movement is followed by A'-naovement of another type (adjunction to VP, ie,
scrambling):

(83)  *duf wiemand [, Pudding, |\ sagt . €, daf sie 1. man}}]
that nobody jelly says that she likes

Given this principled account for ruling out improper {A'-movement} Miiller then tries
to reduce the properties of extraposition to an extended version of PUB. He argues that
adjunction 1o the right is a fourth type of position - as we will sec more clearly below.
However, [ think that most of his necessary prerequisites in order for this analysis to
work rely on problematic assumptions.

First notice that this account crucially depends on the assumption that
extraposition is derived via movement. All the arguments against a movement approach
tor extraposition discussed in section 1. apply. Moreover 1 do not agree with his fine
of reasoning for the nceessity of movement especially to derive the clause boundedness
of extraposition. Discussing the analysis of C&R, Miiller states:

"Under this assumption the apparent NPviolations are srraighiforwardly accounted
Jor - there is no movement in the first place. However, as concerns the clatse-
botindediness of extraposition. one has to resart o sorte sdditional condition, CER
(1990, 20&4 1), for instance stipulate that the NP and the extrapesed iten must govern
each other | ... Ideally. though, the cluse-Dotndedness of exivaposition should folfow
withowt addiional assiwmptions from independentty atrested principles af movemaent”.

(Miiller 1994: 121}

There are several problems with this line of reasoning. First, if there are two properties
Xand Y, wherc X apparently suggests an analysis A and Y suggests an analysis B it
cannot simply be concluded that one of the properties A or B respectively has priority
over the other onc. Secondly, it is not clear at all why it should “ideally” be the case
that if a relatien is clause bounded it shoutd indicate that this is a relation derived via
movement. Notice that there arc instances of movement which are NOT clause bound.
On the other hand there are base-generated relations that are clause bound (as for
example binding of anaphora). Thus if a relation is clavse bound it cannot be
concluded that it should be derived by 4 movement analysis. Thirdby, it is exactly this
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clause boundedness which does not really fall out from the PUB. [1 is rue that under
this account ‘standard-successive-cyclic' mmevement is not an option. In that case the
variable would first be bound by the trace in SpecCP and then it would be bound by
the exsraposed constituent which is right-adjoined. Thus the original trace would be
ambiguously bound by twe elements in two different types of positions. Towever,
Miiller has to stipulate that (aithough right-adjunction 1o NP and TP is aliowed) right-
adjunction to CP is nor an option. Miiller admits that there is no straightforward reason
for this preperty (which would fall out from the PUB). The oniy (empirical) evidence
for this stipulation is that apparently overt right-adjunction to CP is also not possible.
However, as we have scen there is o counter-example to this generalization, i.e. the
cases where upward-boundedness is apparently viclated. The relevant example is
repeated here for convenience:

(Rd) [ Which spy ¢ does ez fdoes Angelion believe [ oo thae f, Buryess recruired
esf] who nlrimarely became a mode.f | (G&M 1934.: 16)

Since Miiller assumes that the extraposed constiment has o antecedent-govem its trace
he would have to assume that adjunction to CP is an option. His stipulation does not
even receive full empirical support.

Fourth, Miiller cannot account for the Nesting Effect in a straight-forward way.
He assumes cxtraposed constitnents to invariantly adjoin 1o IP - and this is again a
rather constractions specific statement. 1 conclude that even the first argument in favor
of his unalysis is not a legitimate argument, Clause-boundedness does not necessarily
imply movement - i.e. to the contrary it suggests base-generation. In order for the
analysis o really work he has w add a stipulation, which is neither theoretically nor
empirically justified. Another crucial assumption for his analysis o work is the
following:

The point thut will mern out o be dmportant | however, is that wi-movement,
serambling, und topicalization are all movement operdations that are formally different
from extraposition, in the sense thar the fanding site of extraposition is not the same
us the landing site of any of the other movement rpes. And indeed, given that
extraposition is rightward  movement, whereas wh-movement. scrambling, and
topicalization are all instances of lefward movemens, this follows withour further
stipulation. { ...} us & consequence the landing site of extrapasition is formally different

from the landing site of anv feftward movemens fype.” (Miilicr 1994: 16)
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T do not think that this point is legicimate either. 1 have aleeady discussed the
interaction of linear ordering and hierarchical structure in previous sections. There |
have concluded that within hierarchical steucture left- wnd righiness should not play a
role at all, T vake reference to rightness a construction specific statement, However, the
claim that right-adjunction is formally different to left-adjunction is not the only part
in Miiller's amalysis where he has to explicitly refer 1o rightness, Tn order for his
proposal to work he has 1o stipulate thac right-adjunction (to NP and IP) is an option
(in German) whereas left-adjunction is not. In order for PUB to derive the comect
result he has to first stipulate that right-adjunction is a formally different landing site
and second he has to stipulate that elements (which can be extraposed) can only right-
adjoin but not left-adjoin. Moreover, the main goal, namely to derive the properties of
extraposition from independent principles is undermined, in that there are purely
construction-specific statcments invelved.

Miiller however argues that the empirical facts suppori the view that for certain
constituents it is only possible to right-adjoin but not to left-adjoin. (Netice thae the
precedence constraint derives this empirical generalization). This part of the analysis
accounts for apparant island-violations. Mitller assumes that NPs in general are barriers
for movement. One possibility o circumvent this barrierhood is tuken to be the
possibility of adjunction te this barrier (in the sense of Chomsky 1986). If adjunction
to the right is a possible option then right-ward movement is predicted to be less
restricted (i.e. it can cross apparent barriers)™.

Besides these main theoretical problems there arc also some empirical problems
which T will briefly discuss. First, it seems to me that if the properties of extraposition
are reaily to be derived by the PUB then it is predicted that wh-islands should still
make a difference in judgements. First consider "long-distance-scrambling:

{8%) L ek habe einen Pudding wesags dafd ich esse.
T huve o jelly said that T ea
(b ek habe einen Pudding gesdgt, woann ich esse.
I have a jelly said, when T eat

There is a clear contrast between the sentences in (85a) and (85b), the lanter being
degraded. (85) could suggest that a PUB violation is less strong tham a wh-island
violation. In {85a) long-distant scrambling can apply successive cyclically violating
only the PUB. In (85b) no such option is available, The sentence can be argued to be

¥ Notice that it is crucial here that dght-asdjunchon io CP is nol an aption. as discussed above.
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1 wh-istand violation. The sentence is degraded. Thus long distance scrambling without
the intermediate step via SpecCP is worse than the PUB-violation. This seems 10 be
an empirically forced resuit. Hewever, then there should alse be a contrast between
extraposition violating upwind boundedness depending on whether an element is
already occupying SpecCP (the intermediate landing site} and extraposition violating
only PUB. This is not a correct prediction:

(86) (a3} *Anrje har immer tugegeben duft der Versuch schettérn mufl wenn sie
wrter Leaune war, mit vier Bdllen zu jonglieren.
Antje hus always admined that the atempt fail must when she good
moad was, with four balls to balance

(b) FAntje hat gefracl, wann der Versuch scheiterie, als sie grter Laune

war, mit vier Béllen u jonglicren
Antje hus always admitted when the arempt fail must when she goad
mood was, with four balls to balance

Both sentences are equally ili-formed no matter whether the intermediate lunding site
is available or not.

Another problem for Miiller's analysis is that he necessarily has o assume that
relative clauses arc generated in a position dominated by N°, Otherwise the NP would
not count as a barrier and he couldn’t derive the left-right asymmetries. An NP
construed with a velative would have 3 D-§ represenation like below:

(¥ __NP
Spec’ ; N
N CP

Under such an approach the determiner and the NP would not create a constituent
withowt the CP. It seems however that under such an approach similur arguments as
against the Raising (right-branching) analysis for relative clauses. obtain. Those
arguments will be discussed in Appendix Il A similar problem arises because Miiller
has 0 asswme that CPs can be in complement position of es in German, Tt is however
in general impessible for a pronoun, to have a complement, Morcover since Miiller
assumes possible S-structures to be support for covert representations he has to face
the problem for why it is not so good w have the CP in adjacent position to this
pronoun. The same cbrains o ProPPs. Tlowever here 1 will not ge inlo a detailed
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discussion of an appropriate analysis for ProPP™.

There is another problem for Miiller. Remember the paradigms PCI can explain
(cf. section VI.L): 1) no Icft'-adjunction of the identifier, 2) no movement of the
identifier 1o a positien preceding the identifyee 3) no movement of i constituent
contzining the identifier to a position preceding the identifyee (and 4) no movement
out of the identifier). Miiller's constraints involving reference ta rightness can only
account for the first two properties. Neither the PUB nor the prohibition of left-
adjunction can account for the third property. Considar again an cxample where the
extraposed constituent is adjoined 10 a opicalized VP the antecedent being left behind
in the matrix.

(8B8)  fgeglanbr {daft Maria Bier irinktf . hat Peter (*daranf*es,) nicht f
[believed [that Mary beer drinks), has Peter {*therean/*it) not,

PUB cannot rule out (88). There is no ambiguous binding since there is no subseguent
movement of the ‘extraposed element’ itself, rather it moves along comained in a
different constituent,

4. On some propertics of the correlate

The last sections were dealing with the properties and restriction of the relation vnder
consideration. In this section [ want to now address the question of the natre and the
restriction of the correlate (ic. the identifyee) and the various acconnis for the
properties that arc to be detected.

We have already sccm some of the accounts given far the problem of the
restriction imposed on the identifyee. 1 will thus priefly repeat the main properties of
these accounts und wrn towards a criticism of them. There are in principle two
different possibilities to account for the properties: a structural one (which as far as [
can see is restricted 10 a movement appraach). Under such a view the question 1o be
addressed is whether or not XP allows for movement out of it, resp. whether & trace
Is licensed within XP. (For such an account | will again discuss Guerdn (1980). The
other approach is more or less an interpretational account where the (uestion arises as
to whether XP itself can be refated to another constituent in the demain established in
previcus sections, i.c. whether XP licenses YP in a position which is not adjacent (to

* &I, Wiltschko (1993) for an anmalysis.

321

B T T o P e PR M PR T

choose a rather newtral tecm), This approach is possible in 4 movement as well as in
a base-generation approach, The restriction on XP can be empirically described as the
foHowing well known property of extraposition:

(89) A nonrestrictive relative cannot be extraposed.’”

[t might seem a bit strange 10 describe the property of the identifyec by making
reference to a property of the identifier or rather a preoperty of the relation between the
ientifyee and the identifier respectively. Notice however, that the interpretation of
restrictive vs. nonrestrictive modification is also (or maybe totally} a function of the
interpretation of the identifyee. Thus we cun state the claim above differently, t.c. just
referring to a property of the identifyee self:

{90} A fully referring/denoting expression does not hicense EXITaposition.

Gueerdin's (1980} Nanre Constraimt. As we have already discussed, Guerdn's analysis
i$ within 4 movement approuch towards extraposition. Her account for the
generalization in (90} is captured by the so called Narte constraint:

(91) The Name Constraing (first version)
A complete referring expression cannot contain a varabke which is not bound
within ic
The Name Coastraine (second version)
A Name may not conmin an empty argument position  (Guerdn 1980; 666)

For the Name Constraint to exclude extraposition out of Names Guerdn has to assuime
that relative ¢lauses and other elements ‘classified as identifiers are base-generated
within the NP where it already counts as a complement. However, if 3 complement can
be any constituent governed by the complement-taker then it is not obvious that there
is really a reason 1o assume this constitent as base-generated within the NP in the first
place. Notice moreover that variables are defined as follows:

¥ Of course it is Tt only rebive clauses that constilule our empirical domain - thus we should

extend this claim to saying that 4 non-restrictive nandificr cannot be exdraposed. However as we will
see the exact formulation of this restriction docs nol really marter since 11 is rather 4 restriction on the
element to which the extraposed clement is rlared.
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92y Variable =, el i A-position locaily A-bound and operator bound.”
(Cinque, 1991)

This means that the complement must be buse-generatcd within an A-position, ie. it
counts as an argument. [t seems (0 me that the definition of the Name-Constraint
implies that being a complement implics being an argument. [ think that this
undermines the necessity of the compiement principle, i.c. introducing the complement
relation as a primitive relation. Either the definition of the Name Constraint {and with
it the definition of variables) is reconsidered or the Name Constraint cannat exclude
cases where a non-argumeat (that should still be a complement in the sense of the
complement-principle] is extracted. So let us suppose that this inherent problem can
be dispensed with. However there are some more problems to be detected within
Guerdn's account which are not as general as the one just discussed but which are
particular to her analysis. Consider Guerén's assumptions concerning the interpretation
of NPs:

(O3 NP Interpretation;

A Name is o complere referving expression. It designates a unigue object or
Individuad (or set of these) in the world of the discotirse, either directly
trough the use of proper nomes ov deictic expressions (Joha, that
mant, or indirectly. by means of complements comaining  divect
referring expressions (the girl who sits nexi to you, some of those
Iooksi

A gquanafying phrase is wi opevador ranging over a set of entivies. It does nor
designate a unigue indivieuat.

1 have already discussed some theorctical problems with this account w.rt. the
assumption of traces. The spirit of this account is intuitively plausible: it seems to be

R At this point Ici me brietly mention that ihere is an inherent problem in the last formulation of

an inherent contradiction to be a full referring expression and ai the same time
containing a variable - which needs to be hound from oniside. However it is not really
clear why this really provides ws with an explanation for the facis: containing a
variable could also vender an otherwise complete referring expression into a nen-
complete-referring expression, without necessarily resulting in ungrammaticality.™
Moreover, there seems to be a contradictory claim in the definition Guerdn gives which
has 1o do with the assumption concerning the possibility 1o indirectly designate a
unique object or individual by means of complements containing direct referring
expressions, As we have seen definite NPs can be used w0 introduce a new discourse
referent by means of an identifier as in the example below (repeated from chapter 1V,
for convenience):

4y O Weifit du of Maria ein Buch getesen hur?
‘Do you know whether Mary has read a book™
Al: Sy, Maria har eint*das Buch velesen.
Yes Mary has read af*the book!
AL Ja, Maria hat einidas Buch gelesen, dus Huans ihr geschenkt hat
‘Yes, Mary has read wihe book John pave 10 her)

In this case the identifier does exactly what Guerdn meuns with indirectly designaring
a unique object, At the level where NP-interpretation takes place {Guerdn's second LF-
level, which is imended 10 do similar things as domain D used in the approach
defended here) the NP under consideratton is referring to a unique object, by virtue of
the identifier, i.e. it would fall under the definiton of 'Names’ in the sense of Guerdn.
Howewver, as we can see above, cxtraposition is still possible - although it should
vielute the Name Constraint. ™

In addition [ have argued (following proposals by Bennis 1987, Cardinaletti
1990) that in case of ‘ex" or a ProPP serving as the correlate within the matrix we find
the same situation, In these cases Guerdn is confronted with a severe problem: she
would have o say that the extraposed element is moved out from a position which is

the Name Constraind which is however o problem concerning the definition ol 2 variable in general.
Nolice that this sost of definition is cquivalent to the litst definition she gives under the assumption
that the defimtion of variables is a8 1ollows:
(i} Variable = [ee] in A-position, locally A'-bound by an operalor

{cf. Chomsky 19813
The gencral problem at stake here is arising from the detinition of vanables on ihe one hand and the
prohibition against vacuous quantitication on the other hand, Of course it is perfecily grommatical to
wh-move adjuncts. So we cnd up wilh a conlradiction: wh-words are inherenl operarors ang eperalors
have 10 bind a variable but vanables are defined as cecupying an A-position. However the trace of
adpencts (the varable we would needy dogs not occupy an A-position (21 least under standard
assumpiions). The most appropriale way for a solution sgems 1o be o rethinking of the delinition of
A- vs, A-pOSilions, which seems (0 be necessary anyway (cl. Chomsky (1992},
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¥ Notice that Guerdn's analysis is somehow encoding an interpretive accoum into a apparenity
siructural account, i.e. it is assumed that within a given domain (which is defined imerpretive) a trace
is not licensed (because ol some interpretational propenies of this dorin, i.e. 1he complete referring
expression).

¥ Notice that Guerdn is Just dealing with instances of PP-zxtrapositun and the examples given
here os counterevidence involve relative clause -(or ‘argument’ cluuse) exiraposition. The Name
Constraint is formutated generally cnough that it should equally apply to these instances of
extraposition.
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somehow adjacent to the pronoun (the CP being a complement 1o the pronoun),
However, pronouns presumably fall under the deflinition of Names (within Guerdn's
assumption)} thus extrapesition should be ungrammatical - violating the Name
consiraint. In this case Guerén could still argue that the Name Constraint does not
apply since pronouns do not count as Names. However, as we have seen there are also
deictic pronouns that can serve as the correlate in the matrix clavse as for example in
(95) below:

(95)  Ich habe das geglaudr, dafi Maria gerne Bier trinkt.
P have d-pron, believed. that Mary likes beer drinking.

Moreover we have seen that it is a property of {certain} cataphoric elements that they
behave similar 10 deictic expressions.

But now let me turn to the data Guerdn discusses as evidence for the adequacy
of the Name Constraint. She starts with the following minimal pair:

(96) () A book was published about lnsuistics,
(b) *That book was published abour fingristicy.

At first sight it might seem that the relevant generalization is the definiteness of the
determiner of NP from which extrapaosition 1akes place. However. this generalization
is not even empirically adequate as Guerdn notices:

O (a) *A particnlar book came out by Chomsky,
(b} EA corain hook came our by Chomasky,
{c) *A hook we had been looking forward 1o came out by Bill,
{d) *An ardicte in the Times was circtilated on fingoistics.

Guerdn continues her argumentation in showing that the definiteness vs. indefiniteness
of the determiner is not enough for determining the referential properties of u given
NP. She claims that indefinites can differ as to whether they are interpreted as being
specific or nonspecific whereas definite NPs can differ w.r.i. being referential vs, non-
referential (attributively vsed (o use more traditional terms). Consider the following
paradigm, especially the intended interpretation of the underlined NP:

(98)  (a) Mary wernts o marry o Swede {armbiguous)
(b) She mer him in Paris (specific)

{c) Lolthotigh she's never mer any (nonspecificy
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(M9 @y Fwenled Bike 1o read the revivw of John's ook (amb goous)
(b dhar's iving e the table over there (referentiai)
(] LAf Yot ever write if trenreferennall

Following Partee (1972) Guerdn assumes:

“that the specitic-nenspecific ambiguity of indetinite NPs should be reated on a par
with the referential-atiributive ambiguity ef definite NPs discerned by Donnellan
(1206). Adopting this suggestion, May (1977 suggests that specific indefinites and
[referential]™ definites be considered Names, in the Fregean sense: complete referring
expressions. Nonspecific indefinites and attributive definites on the other hand, would
be treated as Cheaniifving Phrases. This distinction is crocial at the level of logical
form.” {Guerén, 1980: 666)

Agsuming this Guerdn gets the result that wh-movement {lefiward movement} on the
one hand as well as extraposition (rightward mevement in her terms) are restricted by
the same constraint (i.e. the Name Constraint). The following data suggest that this
prediction is indeed empirically confirmed. It seems to be motivated that the movement
approach is en the right track. The following facts involving wh-mavement should be
captared by the same generalizarion that is responsible for the possibility or
impaossibility to extrapose:

{100y {a) Whar sufecs did they publish a book abour?
(b) *Whert suhpect did thev publish that book abour?
(c) *What subject did they prblish a certain book abowt?
(d) “Wher subject did they publish o book vou had been looking forward
o abowt?

The LF-representation for wh-movement, QR (movement at LF) and extrapositien is
given below 1o show how the Name Constraint derives these facts:

wh-mevement:
{101} () Wha did youe see a picriore of?
(b} *Whn did you see thar piciwre of?
(e} LE: For which %, you saw ( that picture of x)

" in the 1ex1 it slys “altribulive’ definites. However, this is clearly a typo.
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QR;

(102} (1) ok took ¢ pictire of everyone (where evervane has wide scope)
(b “fahn 1oak that piciure of everyane
(c) LF: For ail x, John took {p that picture of x)

Extrapesigon;

(103) () Books were sofd on lingwistic theory

(b} *These books were sold on fingnistic theory
{c) LF: ({5 were sold, {5(yp those books [y 2])yp ..V, )} 00 linguistic
thenry g ))

In all these examples we get an LE-representation where a variable is free within the
Name. Moreaver, the Name Constraint also captures the following facts where a
prenoun acting as a bound variable ts just wellformed if it is not contained in 2 Name
rather it has to be within an attributive NP - it is again relevant that the definite
determiner does not necessarily give rise to a Name {i.e. referential} interpretation:

{104) {(a) Any dog loves the person who foeds i
()] *Anv dag loves Biff, the person who feeds it
fc) FAnw dog foves the fellow vou intradiced me 1o, whe feeds i,

The sentence in (104a) is wellformed although the object NP (the person who foeds ity
containg a variable bound by the guantifying exprassion outside it - however this NP
is considered to be attributive rather than referential. On the other hand the Name in
(104b) and the deictic expressions in (104¢) force a referential interpretation of the NP
resulting in a non-wellformed representation ar LF. It secems to me that this paradigm
is not so straightforward as Guerén claims it 1o be. First of all it is not clear why the
relative pronoun {being an operator) does not intervene in the binding relation between
the quantifying expression and the pronoun {that is 10 be interpreted us a bound
vaniable). This is however true in all the examples in (104}, So i1 is pot clear to me
how the contrast realy arises. The ‘variable’ interpretation could also be dependent on
the interpretation of the head NP ag in the example below discussed in Williams
(1994);

{105y Every haspitad administrator haies the hospiial

In (103} the interpretation of the hospital is dependent on every Aaspital administraror.
This fact is argeed by Williams to be crucial evidence for the assumption that
dependency and cereference are to be analyzed as different relations {governed by
different constraint}. If true, then it in the examples above can be analyzed as being
dependent {without being coreferent) on the interpretation of the head NP. Since the

iz7

reference of this NP varies dependent on the guantifying expression any dog the
rcference of it can also vary. Coreference is however an independent propeny. In case
of the non-resirictive relative clauses, the reference of the head NP doecs not depend
on the quantifying expression. Therefore the pronoun cannot be gither. It would have
to be anaphoncally related to the quantifying expression. In this case it is however not
a interpreted as a variable anymore. It would not violate the Name Constraint. Notice
however that it is in general not possible to anaphorically relaie a proncun to a
quantifying expression as exemplified below;

(106 Any dog tovex John, *He feedy it well enceh

This suggests that the sentences in {104) are independently ruled out. [n addition the
Name Constraint has severe problems in deriving the contrasts detected there.

The last fact Guerdn discusses as evidence for the Name Constraint is the
ambiguity of the NP in {107a) below, us opposed to the non-ambiguity of the same NP
if the modifying relative clause accurs in extraposed position:

(107 (a)  Those people whom you want may come,
(b)  Thise prople may come whon you vwanr.

The distinction between Names and Quaalitying Phrases - Guerdn continues to argue -
must be stated in the Grammar independently of extraction operations {implying that
the Name Caonstraint is not 4 construction specific constraint). She mentions some facts
where the distinction becomes relevant:
(108) (a) Properties may onty be predicated of Names. ™
(b} Buckwusds coreference is possible only with Names.
(¢} Certain syntactic frames allow ondy Quantifying Phrases (i.e. rthere
Insertion i English}

At first sight the fact that Jeftward movement seems to be constraint by the same
restricion a5 extraposition seems to be evidence for the movement natre of

W% . . . R | . X
This generalization scems 1o be problematic w.rt, the tollowing paradigm.
ARY b with @ hat {5 e
Thar man is tice.

Especially on basis of the previous arpumentation conceming cxirapesition and the impassibility to
have a bound variable within o Name this paradigin does not foltow straightforwardly. (Thanks 10
Edwin Williams {p.c.) for pointing this probdem our}.
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extraposition. However, 1 have already rejected the movement analysis. Therefore we
loose the explanation which would generalize two similar phenomena. What we have
to do is showing that both facts are just similar at surface, The rejection of this claim
would be even more convincing if we would find data where the generalization does
not hold anymore, i.¢. for supporting our clalm we have to find examples where wh-
extraction {or leftward movement in general) is possible, but extraposition is not. A
second piece of evidence would be examples where we find the reverse situation:
extraposition being possible but lefiward-movement leading to ungrammaticality,”

Concerning the latter cuse we have already seen that leftward-movement always
lcads to ungrammaticality if the moved element is coindexed with an element (i.e. the
identifyee in our terms) in sthe marrix whereas extraposition results in a wellformed
canfiguration.

An instance of the other potential counter-evidence to Guerdn's claim is the fact
that preposition stranding in English is alfowed in case of left-ward movement but is
disallowed in case of extraposition (i.e. rightwurd movement):

(109 (o) Who did Peter tafk {a. ubout 1],
(b} *Peter tatked [, about if yesterday Mary,

Notice that Gueran assumes that:

“the PP prgoe [ has the same status as o variable on the feve! of §1-2%
(Guerdn, 1980: 666)

This seems to suggest that PPs and NPs are equated. So PPs presumably count as
Names. Assuming this Guerdn can not correctly rule out (1(9b) but at the same time
it would be predicted that (10%) is egually ruled out. If it is not assumed that the
Name Constraint applies 1o extraction out of PPs, then Guerén still has a problem with
the asymmetey of left- vs. rightward movement in case of P-stranding. There is no
siraightforward reasen as 10 why (109b) should be ill-formed if one assumes a
movement approach for extraposition - both (1092) and {1098) involve an A'-chain. In
a basegeneration approach the ill-formedness of (109b) could be reduced fo an instance
of a violation of the cuse filter. If 4 trace is assumed to be left by exiruposition we find

* Notice that Guertn shows thal (he dislinction between Names and Quanulying phrases is

4 chain. The foot of the chain sits in case position and therefore the case filter i
satisfied. | take this as another cvidence of assuming extraposition 1o be a base-
generated phenomenon.™

Another instance where the Name Constraint is apparently violated is the
phenemenon known as Split Topicalization. (Of course the following argument against
the Name Constraint only applies under the assumption that Split Topicalization is an
instance of mave alpha™. Censider the following German example:

(110)  {Schuhe] hube ich hewte fdie braunen 1f gn
shoes have [ wuday the brown on
"As for shoes, woday T aim wearing the brown ones’

The NP falls under the definition of Names, however it contans a trace (which is
presumably a variable}, However the extraction is wellformed - contradicting the Name
Constrain,

Notice that the analysis suggested here captures the inwitive plavsible
assumption of Guerdn, namely that fully ceferring expressions cannet contain an open
position, by means of the following assumprions. It has been argued that a DP can
induce the need of further licensing it it dees not ave enough descriplive content to
pick out the relevant discourse referent. The identifier provides further descriptive
content in order to pick out the intended discourse referent. Therefore it is expected
that fulty referring expressions, i.e. expressions that have enough descriptive content
to pick out the intended referent, do not induce the need for identification. Therefore
it follows that adding turther modification (e.g. a relative clavse) is not an instance of
Identification. A non-restrictive relative clause dees not pravide content to identify the
discourse referent, rather it adds further nformation about the discourse referent.
Therefore we expect different licensing conditions. Although 1 have not been
addressing the issue of non-restrictive modification it is ot least expected that they
behave differently. 1 will leave the exact analysis of non-restrictive medification (in the
light of the present proposal} us a matter of future research.

™ OF course assumng s we would have say something about Heavy NP shitt - 2 phenobisnon

relevant for the well-lonnedness wort. ill-fomedness of the element in cemain other symiactic T do not address in this disscitation,
envioaments e involving movemenr {i.c. the environments mentionzd in (108a-c). Thereiore Ihe

evidence for the movement approach is already wndenmined. Pef. Haiden 1994 for a discussion of the prablems with this assuiption.
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5. Conclusion

The discussion in this Appendix was intended 10 shaw how the analysis presented in
this dissertation differs from previous analyses of extraposition. The main and crucial
difference is that it can derive a stipulation which is found in all previous analyses.
This concerns the ebligarory rightness of extraposition. The second difference o most
of the traditional analyses is that it does not have 1o mention a specified adjunction site
ol extraposition.
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APPENDIX I1.
Against a rightbranching analysis for extraposition,

. Intraduction

One of the main goal of the present dissertation is to give an adequate analysis of
extraposition. We have seen seme theoretical and also empirical reasons to assume
right-adjunction for extraposed constitvents. In recent develapments there are some
debates as to whether right-adjunction (or adjunction in general) is an option for
UG. Therefore an analysis which heavily makes use of the possibility to right-adjoin
constituents should at least address this issue moare carefully. T will give a brief
overview over the Tight-branching’-propesals found in the liternsure. Then | will
compare the ‘right-branching’ analysis with the (traditional) right-adjunction analysis._
1 will present some empirical facts thar support the laner approach.’ Finally, 1 wiil
briefly sketch how the analysis presented here could be interpreted in accordance
with the main claim in Kayne (1993) thar leads him to assume a sirictly right-
branching analysis in the first place.

1. The right-branching analysis (Kayne 1993, Zwart 1992, Haider 1993)

In recent developments within syntactic theory there are three main proponents of
the right-branching analysis. Kayne (1993} argues for a strictly right-branching
phrase-structure on hasis of considerations having to do with linearization. He argues
that hierarchical structure unambiguously determines linear ordering. The main claim
is that asymmetric c-command maps into linear precedence. Therefore it is predicted
that movement and alse basc-generated adjunction 1o dhe right is not an option for
UG. Right-adjunction would result in an output wihere an clement X asymmetrically
c-commanding an element Y does not precede Y but rather X follows Y. The
secand prediction is that phrase-siructure is universally head-initial. Zwart (1992)
applics the idea thut X'-structure is universally head-initial. He argues that this is
also wwe for Dutch (and German} VPs, which traditionally have been analyzed as
being head-final, Elements to the right of the verb are assumed to occupy their base-
position, i.e, the complement position of the verb. Zwart's main empisical arguments

' Cf. also Biring & Hanmann (1994) far empirical arguments for the right-adjunction

analysis as opposed to the right-branching malysis.
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for the assumption that Dutch and German have head-initial VPs are as follows:

- If complements are generated as a sister to the right of the head it is expected
that certain constituents can occur in this position. He claims that so called
‘extraposed’ CPs and PPs are really occupying their base-position. The reason
that NPs never occur in this position is that they have to move to the
Specifier of a functional projection in order to receive case under Spec Head
Agreement. CPs and PPs do not need case and therefore they can stay in it

- Complement CPs in 'extraposed' position do not induce an island for
extraction. Therefore it sccms reasonable 1o assume that they occupy an
argument position.

Furthermore he assumies thai the verb moves 1o the head of a projection immediaely
domtnating the VP; he calls this projection PredP* (=Predicate Phrase) which | will
discuss later on.

Natice that the first argument is also valid within a right-adjunction analysis.
It can be assumed that extraposition is only possible for elements that do not need
case. Therefore it can be assumed thar at S-structure there has to be a strict local
relation between the case-assigner and -assignee at S-structure. Zwart's second
argument is similar to the one in Bennis (1986) and Cardinaleti (1990) discussed
in section VI.1.4.1. There it has been shown that even under a head-initial approach
one has to assume the possibility for extraposition. Extractability was shown to not
being influenced by extrapesition. The evidence has to do with the fact that an
intervening (preceding) extraposed clause does not render extraction ungrammatical.

Haider (1993} explicitly argues against extraposition as right-adjunction. He
also assumes that phrase-structure is strictly rightbranching, The difference between
him and Kayne (resp. Zwar) is however that Haider still assumes a head-final VP
for German. In his approach the serialization {V CP] results from movement of the
verb to a position preceding the ‘extraposed’ element. For deing so he assumes VP-
shells in the sense of Larson (1988).

Most of the argumenrs presented below hold against both approaches and if
it is not nccessary to distinguish them 1 will refer to all of 1them as the right-
branching analysis. Notice that all the arpuments presented in this appendix are
evidence for the necessity of right-adjunction. They are not necessarity arguments
against a head-initial VP. It will simply be shown that even within a head-initial
approuch extraposition us right-adjunction has to be a possible option. As was shewn
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in Appendix L. a movement approach to extraposition has a lot of problems on its
own. Therefore it follows that right-adjunction must be possible in the base.
Moreover I will also present some arguments indicaung thit the head-initial analysis
for German VPs has some problems of its own.

2. Rightbranching vs. Right-adjunction

It was implhicitly shown 1n the previous chaplers that there are several empirical
arguments for a right-adjunction analysis of extraposition. Before | will go inte
detail T will summarize the dilference between the right-branching and the right-
adjunction anatysis. First compare the two different phrase-structures resulting from
cither approach:

I AP
XP A
A" “pp
-
YP B
‘ { B’ ™ ozp
| [
X il ¥ h A
(2) AP
AP i \'ZP
AP_—" YP
-~ e
XP A
X BP l
k r
X d b ¥ F4

It is clear that the relation between dominance and precedence is mirrored in these
structures: In a right-branching tree (1) the linearly {irst element is hierarchically the
highest, The lager an clement occurs the lower it is. Right-adjunction mirrers this
sitacion (2). The element that is dominated by the lowest node linearly precedes
every other element: the higher an element is thie latter @t occurs within the linear
order, Of course this crucial difference is expected to have an effect in various
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syntactic environments.” The difference in hierarchical stractuere has some
consequences concerning constituenthood. In a right-branching analysis an element
that follows all other elements in linear ordering is expected to be within the lowest
maximal projection. Therefore it is expected that it forms a constituent with the
lowest head. [n the structure in (1) above ZP should fortm a constituent with B® and
YP, namely BP, However, under the right-adjunction analysis (as represented in (2))
YP can form u constituent with AP but it need not. Adjunction creates a
configuration where this option arises. In addition it is expected that ZP can also
form a constituent with AP. However, if it forms a constituent with AP then by
transitivity of the dominance relation it is necessarily the case that ull constituents
linearty occumring between A® and ZP (i.c. all elements adjoined o0 AP below ZP)
have to be part of this constitucnt as well. ZP is part of the highest projection of
AP.

Given this sitmation we can apply the traditional tests for constituency to
decide berween the two approaches: these tests concern 1) mevement, 2) deletion
and pronominalization and 3) coordination. As we will see all these tests favor a
right-adjunction analysis for extraposition.

2.1. VP-topicalization

Let us tirst tura to the movement-test. [n o right-branching analysis (like (1)) the
following situation is expected: it BP is moved then ZP has to be moved ajong with
BP since it necessarily forms a constituens. On the other hand under the right-
adjunction analysis (us represented in (2)) we expect a different behavior: If AP is
moved, then YP is expected te be able to either move along with AP or alternatively
to stay behind in ity base-position. What we find is exactly the latter behavior
indicating that the right-adjunction analyxis is oo the right track.

A crucial empirical problem for the base-generation analysis invoives VP-
topicalization. As the paradigm below shows it is either possible to move a
complement CP along with the wopicalized VP or 1 leave it behind (in extraposed
position):

* Notice that we have alrcady seen a crueial evidence ior this mirroring eltecr in scction

V1.3. There 1 presemicd data where the scope of adverbials suggested that hierarchical struclure is
indead symmetrical.
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(3)  {a)  [Der Maria gesagil,e hat Hans. [da Perer ein Spion ist] o,
[the Mary said] has John [that Peter a spy is]
"...and said 10 Mary has John that Peter is a spy'
(b HDer Maria gesagify, (daff Peter gin Spion ist] o} e, Rt Hans.
The Mary said, that Peter a spy is, has John

The sentence in (3a) receives a straightforward cxpianation under the right-
adjunction analysis. Under the right-branching analysis things do not fellow quite
so simply®. Assuming that the lakter an element ocours the deeper it is embedded
one has to assume that the equivalent sentence without topicalization has the
following structure:

(C)] (a} weil Hans der Maria gesage hat, daff Peter ein Spion ist
sinee John the Mary said has, that Peter a spy is

(b} VP @ vp
vl N ep o

e ™ y
1,
Under the assumption that the German VP is head-initial the structure in (4b) has
to be assumed for 10 the sentence in (4a}. Under Haider's analysis, assuming a head-
final VP, (d¢) weuld be the corresponding phrase-structure for (4a). The verb is
moved to a position preceding the complement CP which itself stays in its base-
position. However, if the VP is topicalized one would expect that the complement
CP obligatority has 10 move along with the VP, Although this is also a possible
derivatien (as (3b) indicates) it is not the only one available (as the sentence in (3a)
shows). It is evident that under a right-adjunction analysis for extraposition there is
no problem with the paradigm in {3) since the complement CP is adjoined 1o VP
and topicalization can move the higher or the lower VP node as expected. However,
{3a) creates a serious problem for the right-adjunction analysis. There is no obvious

way to move the VP stranding behind the complement CP that is ¢contained within
this VP.

A possible solution for the right-branching analysis would be o assume that
(like NP complements} the complement CP is moved put of the VP into the

? Culicover & Rochemont (1994) discuss some possibilities to derive some of the sentences

in 2 Aght-branching analysis. Here T will not present these possibilities.
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Specifier of a functional projection. However, if this would be possible we would
expect this sentence to have the same status (w.rt, interprelation as well as well-
forinedness) as the equivelent sentence where the VP stays in situ and the
compiement CP occupics a position preceding the verb. As the following example
shows there is a difference between extraposed CPs and CPs that occur in a position
preceding the verb {i.c. in the ‘Mitelfeld’):

{5) (a) JPHany har fdaff Perer ein Spion isef,» der Maria gesagt
John has. that Peter a spy is, the Mary said
(hy 2Huns hat der Maria fdaff Peter ein Spionfes ist gosapt
John has the Mary that Peter a spy is said

There is a clear contrast between (4), which is fully grammatical and the sentences
in (5}, which are degraded {especially when the complement CP occurs in a position
preceding the indirect object (5a)). Moreover in case the CP is not extraposed then
the interpretation is different (as discussed in section VI4.}". The same argument
can also be used for an analysis that does not make use of head-imitial VPs like it
is assumed in Haider (1993). Again there is no possible derivation for the sentence
in (3a).}

The same problem arises in case of extraposed relative clauses (which are not
analyzed in Zwart ( 1992) but in Haider (1993} and in Kayne (1993)). Kayne (1993)
makes use of an analysis for relative clauses that is in the spirit of Vergnaud (1974).
It is suggested thut extraposition of refative clauses has to be rethought much like

* of. Trinker (in preparation) for an elaborale analysis fur CPs uccurring within (he Genpan
‘Mittelfeld',

* Haider mentions the fact that Left-dislocaiion of the ¥P is not possible when the
complement CP stays in its final posilion;
[} ¥{Gesanf, das hat dev Mann kefnem freimiliiy, wo ich wohne

siid, d-pron, has the man nobody voluntarily, where 1 live

*{Das Haws gereigl] das hat der Mann keinem fretwillig, in dem ich wohne

the house shown d-pron. has the man nokkxly volumarily. in which 1 Live

(Haider 1993; 8a/b)

Haider uses these examiples as evidence for the rightbranching analyse since all (hese senfences are
gratnamalical if the comploment CP is moved along with the VP:
{if) [Gesage. wo ich wohnef. idas) hai der Manm Leinemt freiwifliy

{Das Haus gezcige. in dem fch wokinef (das) har der Man keinem freiwiflig,
His argument is comeci for Lelt Dislocation bat il does nol hotd tor VP ropicalization since the
senfences in (3) are grammatical. 1 do not have an analysis (or the paradigm in (i), The marginality
of these sentences might have (o do with the fact thar the lefi-dislocared element hehaves more like
a discourse anfccedenl {as discussed in chapler VIE).
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the process of guantifier floating was reanalyzed a8 gaaniifior streomding. Therefore
he has to assumne that the head of the relalive is base-generated within the relative
clanse® and subsequently moves out of it. The relative pronoun is analyzed as a copy
of the trace. Therefore extraposed relative clauses are in base-generated position (i.e.
within the complement pesition of the verb). The head-NP maoves to a position
preceding the verb (i.e. into the specifier of a functional projection} in order to
receive case.

Again the problem concerning extraposition and VP-topicalization is as
follows: If a VP contuining an object NP that is the head of a relative clause the
relative clause can be lefl stranded behind:

(6) {a) HiDen Mann|, gesehen fder um Fest rauchie] J] . hat Maria nicht
The man sesn who at the party smoked has Mary not
"..angd seen the man who smoked ar the party Mary has not'
{b) [{Ben Mann]; gesehenfyp hat Maria niche {der am Fest rauchie},.
the man seen has Mary not who at the party simoked

Again under the right-adjenction analysis one would have to assume that the retative
clause that occurs in sentence-final position {6b) is stranded behind in a specifier
position of a functional projection. This possihility can easily be rejected. Relative
clauses can never occur in such a position if the head NP is topicalized on its own:

(7} (a} *{Das Mddchenf, har niemand {das serne raiuchr], gesehen
the giti has nebody who likes to smoke secn
L} {{Dus Midchen], gesehentee hat femand [das gerne vauciif .
the pirl seen has nobody who likes 1o simoke

The right-adjunction anatysis derives these data in a swaighiforward way,

2,2, More deeply embedded antccedenis

There are several different constructions that constitute the same problem for the
stranding analysis of extraposaed relatives. All of these data involve an antecedent
which is somehow more deeply embedded. Again the empirical data favor a right-

* Vergnaud ( (9743 argues lor sach an analysis mainty because ol the possigilily o bave a
relative clauses within an idiom chunk. This suggests that the releviu NP can only be generated
within the relative where the verb of the idios occurs.
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adjunction analysis. The simplest case are relative clauses with a head NP embedded
ina PP

(8) Peter (st [ouf feinen Bergl [, gestiegen, {der sehr hoch ist)..
Peter is on a mountain climbed which very high is

Under a stranding analysis one has to assume that it is just the NP that was moved
out of the relative cluuse. The relativized constituent is only an NP (der Berg). It
car be assumed that the NP adjoins to the relative clause forming an NP projecticn
that acts as a complement of the preposition:

©) PP
s ™~
pec P
pe NP
af NP “~ep

den Berg der sehr hoch ist

Assuming such a structure it is not at all clear how the NP or the PP should
be moved stranding the relative behind. The PP thal has to be moved contains both
the NP and the relative clause. The same line of argumentation can be used for a
case where the head-NP of the relative clause is a complement of another NP:

(D) Ich habe fdie Frau [DES Birgermeistevs [ fpp gekanar, fder in unserer Stadt
pefebr hatf,.
I have the wife theg,, mayor's known who in our town Fvexl
T have seen the mayor's wife, who has lived in our t1own

The head-NP (des Biirgermeisters) would move out of the relative clause adjoining
to it and thereby forming an NP projection which acts ay the complement of the
dominating NP;

(L1} /NP

Spec N

.
PN
N® NP

-
dic  Frau NP Th~—p

des Biirgermeisters der in unserer Stadi gelebr hat
IF the NP has to move to SpecAgrQ (in order to receive case) and the relative clause

is stranded behind it is unciear where the remaining relative should be attached to
(if it were not by means of right-adjunction).
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This is also true for the possessive construction found in the southern German
dialects. Here the possessor NP is dative and presumably in a specifier position of
the entire DP;

12y [pp [ppdem Mann] [, {p.5eine] | pFrauli]
thep,r man  his wife

As has been mentioned already it is possible to construe a relative clause with the
possessor phrase in SpecDP:

13y () Peter har [{dem Mann den er nicht leiden konnte] seine Frauj

pekifit
Peter has thep,; man, who he nol stand could his wife kissed.
‘Peter has the man who he couidn't sand's wife kissed

(h) FPerer hat H{DEM Mann|; seine Frauf fden er vicht leiden konnie],
pekiife.
Peter has thep,; man his wife who he not stand could kissed

(<) Perer hat [[DEM Mann], seine Frauf gekiific fden er niche (eiden
konnte. ],
Peter has theg,; man his wife kissed. who he not stand couid

The possibility to extrapose the relative clause 'constiment-intemally' (13b) or
alternatively to a position following the verb creates a problem for the right-
branching analysis. In this case we find the following base structure:

{14y P DP\
P DPH_ )
DP CP,, v \
D NP
dem Mann der.... seine Frau

The DP (der Mann) moves out of the relative clause and adjoins to it. The relative
clause should only be pessible in a position preceding the possessive determiner. Lt
is not obvious how it could be stranded behind. Another similar example is the
following one;

(15) (a) day Argument, daf pi irvational ist, das Peter prdsentiert hat
the argument that pi irational is, which Peter presented has

(b)  das Argument, das Peter prdsentiert hat, da@ pi irrational ist
the argument which Peter presented has, that pi imational is
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Here we find an NP that contains an argument clanse, Presumably the entire NP is
moved out of the relative clawse. If one assumes that right-adjunction is not an
option then one would have 10 assume for the sentence in (13) thas the relative
clause adjoins 1o CP. But in that case it is not clear anymore how the complement
clause could be stranded behind as it is below:

(163 Ich habe DAS Argument, das Peter préisenticrt he, gehdrt, dufi pi irrational
185t
[ have the argument which Peter presented has, heard, that pi irrational is

Again the compiement CP has no possible detachment site availuble if right-
adjunction is excluded, All the exampies discussed in the previous section constitute
no problem for an analysis which makes use of right-adjunction, they all behave
sirmilar, {cf. scciion V1.2.3))

2,3, The Nesting Requirement

Another difficulty for the stranding analysis is the constraint on the relative ordering
of relative clauses discussed in section V2.2, (i.e. the nesting effect). Although this
constraint does not have anything to do with movement it sdll creates similar
preblems concerning the predictions about constituenthood. If the subject precedes
the object in the matrix clause the extraposed subject relative has to follow the
extraposed ebject relative cliuse:

(N () tatfd feder Muann eine Frau kennt, die rote Haare hat, der weiffs wo's
lung geht
that every man a4 woman knows, who red hair has, who knows
where to go
{h) *daft jeder Mann eing Frau keant, der werfl we's fang gehr, die roie
Huare hir

A rightbranching analysis would predict just the wrong linear output (even if we
assume an analysis which involves movement of the infinite verb to a higher
position than the subject relative) as can be observed on basis of the following
representation:

8} e € Lwesr Subj IAI;rUi’ Obj V" [u. RelSubj L, |, RGIObj
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2.4, No further stranding

The relative clausc does not have to occur in the position following the verb but can
move along with the NP. As noticed in Haider (1993) it is not a1 all clear why
relative cluuses cannet be stranded in the position the NP has w0 move 1o in order
to receive case. According to Kayne {1993) stranding the relative clause should be
possible in beth positions. Data involving floated quamtifiers show that in general
it is not impossible to strand certain elements in this position (SpecAgrOY:;

(19 (a} wetl Peter viele Frawen gekiifit hat.
stnce Peter many women Kissed has
{b) Viele Fraguen hat Perer gekiift.
Many women bas Peter kissed
{c) [Fraven], hat Peter fvicle ¢} gekiafe
Woinen has Peter many kissed

The paradigm in {19) shows that a quantified NP cun either be topicatized on its
own (stranding the quantifier behind (19¢) or the whole QP is topicalized (19b).
There cannot be any principled reason why stranding in SpecAgrQO should be
prohibited. This can also be exemplified through the following paradigm:

(20) {a) [Fratienf; hat Peter friele ol wekift, [die er lichee],;
waomen has Peter many kissed, who he loved
(b) [Viele Frauon], hat Peter gekiife [die er liebie],
many woman has Peter kissed, who he loved
() {Fraiten}, it Peter fviele fd; [die or lichef,,
woinen has Peter many who he loved kissed
(d} H Frauen), [dic er liebtef] hat Peter fvivie f gekiifit
woimen who he leved has Peter many Kisse
(e) *Vicle fFrawen,f hut Peter fdie er livhie ], gekith
many women has Peter who e loved kissed
() *[Franrenf, hat Poter 1, fdie e liebte], sekiifit
wormen has Peter, who he loved kissed

pekipr

Here we find a quantified NP muodified by a relative clause. The relative clause can
occur in extraposed position, ne matter whether the guantifier is stranded (20a) or
topicalized along with the NP (20b). It can also occur in a position adjacent 1o the
stranded QP (20¢) or adjacent to the topicalized NP (20d}. However, the relative
cannot occur in stranded position on its own (20e/f). (Notice that these data are also
independent support for the present analysis. First, it shows that the relative clause
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can either be associated with NP {X) or DP (x). This also means that we can
interpret Split topicalization as amother instance of making X available for
identification. Second it also shows that the S-structure position of the identifyee
determines the adjunction site for the idenrifier,

The same phenomenon can also be seen w.rt, split wopicalization.” Here we
tind an NP which is moved to SpecCP swranding some material (e.g. the determiner
and an adjective) behind. Again the same paradigm concerning the possibility for
stranding the relative clause can be observed:

21 () {Fraul, har Peter [eine schone 1], gekiift, {die blave Awgen hat], .

Woman has Perer a beautiful kissed, who blue eyes has

{b) {Eine schine Frauf, hae Peter gekiift {die Dlaue Attgen hatf.,
A beauwtiful woman has Peter kissed. who blue eyes had.

) [Fran}, hit Peter feine schéne ol fdie blane Augen b} | gekif
Woman has Peter 2 beautiful, who blue eves has kissed

(d) fFranf; fdiv blaie Augen hatf,, hat Peter feine schine L4, pekift
Woman who blue eyes has, has Peter 1 beauriful kissed

{e) *fFrauf;, hat Peter 1 [die Mawe Angen], but pekifr
Womin has Peter, who blue eyes had kissed

Under a right-adjunciion analysis these data follow immediately: S-structure serves
as the inpus for the LCI. [n case of Split Topicalization two possible identifyees are
available. We can explain the ambiguity of the relative clause in extraposed position
{whether it is interpreted as modifying the entire DP or just the (topicalized) NP.
Both clements can serve as adjunction site for the relative clause, That fat that the
relative clause cannot occur in siranded position is expected since in that case it is
not adjoined to a profection dominating an identifyee. However, under the stranding
analysis something needs to be said o exclude stranding in the specifier position of
AgrQP.

2.5. An Ambiguity
There is another empirical problem for the right-branching analysis concerning the

predicted comstituency the right-branching represenmation arives at. Consider the
following sentence:

" Here [ will nol £0 inte a discussion of how split Topicalizaion is best analyzed (ie, by

tmeans of movement or base-pencration),
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(22}  Die Tutsache, fDIE Tatsache,; habe ich geglaubt, { - da Hans bedavert
hat [cpdaf§ Marta gekommen 1811,
the fact/THE fact have 1 believed that John regretted has that Mary come
is

There arc wo different readings available in case the determiner is contrastively
siressed. The different readings correspond 1o two different representations. Under
one reading (where no stress is necessary) the DP die Tursache is identified by CP,
{daf Hans bedauert hat duff Maria gekommen ist). The second reading corresponds
to Identification of this DF only by the more decply embedded CP, (dafl Maria
gekommien ist). According to our analysis this corresponds to the following 1wo
Tepresentations respectively

23 @ CP
—~
o cP,
T
<~ N L Tcr
DP, c
cr < P
T
habe DP . I ~
VP Iy
~ v
1 -~ ™~ o
geglaubt
(b} CP
(?P: T v,
-
DP, c
: S
oo P
habe DP v~ [|‘-~. .
.
vp-~ CP,
Ve
peglanbt

In (23a) the DP is identified by the entire CP, (including CP,). The DP the fact is
extracted out of the matrix clause. Fherefore the interpretation arises that [ believed
the fact and the fact is that John regretted that Mary has come. In (23b) the DP is
only identified by CP,. In this case it is opicalized (successive cyclically) out of
CP,. It is interpreted as a complement of the verb hedaiers rather than the matrix
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verb helieve, This resnlts in the interpretation that [ belicved that John regretted the
fact. The fact is that Mary has come.

Now consider the representation an advocate of the right-branching analysis
has to assume. It must be strictly right-branching in both cases. This means that the
sentence receives the same representation for both readings.

~
DP c

2 13
{243 . Cl l
CP, <
-
Spec C

CP,
— )

Spec c

The two different rcadings are a result of the two possible base-positions of the

topicalized DP. As above it is either moved from a position within the matrix clause

or il is moved out of the complement position of the verb within CP, (bedauern).

On the basis of this example both analyses can derive the ambiguity, However, the

difference is that under a right-adjunction analysis the wo different readings 1
correspond to two different phrase structures whereas in the right-branching analysis 1
they are the same. This should make a difference. Suppose we add an extraposed

relative clause which is correiated to a DP within the matrix cluuse. Now we expect

the two analyses o make different predictions.

(25) (?P\.
DP, ” C ;
3
DI,
Vo VP
Rel, © "V
i, CP,
Spee - C' ,
CP, -
Spex:/ C
serializatdon: DP, DP] YV, Rt:]j CP, CF,
® It has 1o be assumed that the verb is moved out of the VP.
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Under the nght-branching analysis (which has to assume a stranding analysis for
extraposed relative clauses) the representation would correspond to the one in (25).
We expect the setialization indicated above (no matter which reading the sentence
has, i.e. which CP is supposed to identify the topicalized DP). On the other hand the
right-adjunction analysis makes different predictions. Here the position of the
relative w.r.t. to the other constitvents should differ with the different readings,

(26) CP
cp o~ S

VRN ~cp,

DP, o

serializaton: DP,  DP, V, Rel, CP, CP,

{27 CP

serialization: DP, DP, V, CP, Rel, CP,

According to the right-adjunction analysis the serialization should differ w.r.t. to the
two different readings whereas the right-branching analysis arrives at the same
serialization for both readings. The senafization in (25), i.c. the only possible
serialization for the right-branching analysis corresponds to the serializaiion in (26).
According to the right-adjunction analysis this serialization necessarily results in the
rcading where the entire CP, (contzining CP,) identifics the DP. The second
serialization (corresponding to Idemtification of DP by CP,) 1s predicted to be ill-
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formed under the right-branching analysis. However. it is predicted to be wellformed
under the right-adjunction analysis.

Although the sentences are rather delicate to Judge (as usual in case of
multiple extraposition) the relevant example favors a right-adjunction unalysis:

28 (@ Lie Tatsache, fur dey Mann, peglanbi, Jder; Klara gekafy hatly .
fenpttff Peter bedauert hat} | o daf Mavia gekornmen ist]
the fact has the man befieved who Claire kissed has that Peter
regretied has thar Mary come is

{b) DIE Tutsache, hai der Mann; geglaubt, | .. daf Peter bedavert hu,

feler; Klara gekafe harl v [epatlaf} Maria gekommen ist.]
the fact has the man believed that Peter regretted has who Claire
kissed has that Mary come is

Both predictions of the right-adjunction analysis are  fulfilled. First, both
serializations are wel-formed. Secondly, the two ditferemt readings w.r.t. the DP die
Tatsache correspond (o the two different serializations - as expected under the right-
adjunction analysis: In (28b) DIE Tatsache can Just be interpreted as being identified
by CP, (daff Maria gekermen ist). Tn (28a) however it is necessarily identified by
the entire CP, dafi Perer hedanert hat, dafi Maria gekommen isr.

2.6. Coordination

Another ser favoring the right-adjunction analysis involves VP-coordination,
Consider the following senience:

(29)  Er har friclenf AGald anvertraur oder [Geld ansgehdndigt fdenen ich
riche ravet fopfy g
He has [many], [zold given|y, or {meoney given |who I not rust];| v
‘He has to many people gold given or money given who 1 do not trosr.'
{Haider, 1993)

1t has to be noticed that according to Haider (1993) this sentence is ungrammatical.
I do not share this judgement: to my informanmts this sentence does not even receive
a question mark. Under a right-adjunciion analysis this sentence is predicted o be
grammatical since the head-NP determines the adjunction site of the relutive clause.
This means that in (29) the relative clause is adjoined to the first maximal projection
dominating the identifyce. This means that it is also higher than the coordinated VP.
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So the sentence in (29) does not cause a problem for the right-adjunction analysis
(at least given the assumption that the sentence ins well-formed), Haider (who
Judges this scatence as ill-formed) argues that the ungrammaticality is predicted
under the rightbranching analysis. It can be anaiyzed us an across-the-board
vialation: the second conjunct but not the first one centains a relative clause that is
related 1o an antecedent that is not contained in either of the two conjuncts.
However, this argumentation is only valid for Haider's analysis of extraposed
relative clauses. He does not assume a stranding anmalysis for relative clauses.
Therefcre in the senience above there is a relation between an element not contained
within the conjuncts and the relative clause that is only centained in the second
conjunct. This results in an across-the-board violation. However, it is not clear
whether under a stranding approach towards extraposition (3 la Kayne) the same
argumentation is valid. Under such a view it conld be argued that the antecedent
welen has been moved out of either conjuncts. In the first conjunct it would move
out of its argument-position. In the second conjunct it would first move out of the
relative clause and then from the argument-position further out of the conjunct. In
this case the antecedent would have a relation to beth conjuncts. Under this analysis
the sentence in (29) might be passible to derive.

However, both under Haider's and Kayne's approach the fellowing sentence
should be perfectly well-formed (if the line of reasoning discussed above is
adopted).

(30Y  *Er hwt [vietenf, [JGold ausgehindive [denen or wantel frp wnd (Geld
gegeben fdenen or mifitravte [ f oo fue
He has many pold given who he trusted and money given who he not
frusted.,

This prediction is not bome out: the sentence is ungrammatical. In (30) we are
dealing witk a coordinated VP. Here both conjuncts contain a relative clause (thai
is stranded behind in the complement position of the verb under the right-branching
analysis). Both relative clauses are related 10 the head NP vielen. which is not
contained in either of the conjuncts. This sentence daes not constitle an across-the-
board violation. As far as [ can see under a right-branching analysis there is no
obvious way to exclude this sentence. Under the right-adjunction analysis presented
here this sentence is predicted 10 be ungrammatical, The antecedent that determines
the adjunction site (a1 S-structure) is not contained in the VP. The relative clause
must be adjoined e a position higher than the VP. Consider now the following
paradigm:
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31 (W Maria har {oof pf den Masnf; gerroffen fden Peter kanntef f,p und
{itum gekiiftf ef e
Mary has the man met who Feter knew and him kissed
{b) Muaria hat {pfden Maanj, getroffen und fhi pekiiftfe {den Peter
kunntef,
Muary has the man met and him kissed who Peter knew

The example in (31a) is predicted 1o be good under either analysis since the
antecedent of the relative clause is contained within the conjunct. Under the right-
branching analysis the relative clause is in complement position of the verb. The
head NP mwoves to a position where it can receive case (we have (o assume
coordination of a projection higher than the VP in this case, but since this does not
change the line of arpumenmiation 1 will continue to use the term ¥VP-coordination},
Under the right-adjunction analysis the relative clauss is adjoined to VP. It has to
be assumed that adjunction of the relative clavse does not change the status of the
VP for coordination (i.e. a VP node created through adjunction can be coordinated
with a simple one- segment ¥YP). Under the right-adjunction analysis the sentence
in {31b} is also expected to be grammatical since the relative can either be adjoined
10 the lower VP or to the VP-node created by coordination. However, the sentence
in (31b) is expected to be ungrammatical under the right-branching analysis,
nevertheless it is perfectly good. Accerding to the right-branching analysis we would
have to analyze (31b) as follows. We are dealing with a relative clanse that follows
the second conjunct. Therefore it should occupy the complement-position of the verb
within the second conjunct. However, then the head of the relative clause would be
a pronoun. For independent reasons pronouns can never act as the head NP of a
restrictive relative clause, as exemplified below:

{(32)  *Muaria hot fihnf, gekiift fden Peler kunnte],
Mary has hin kissed who Peter knew

Ta solve this problem within the right-branching analysis ong could argue along the
following lines: The head NP ‘den Mann' could move out of both conjuncts in an
across-the-board manrner. In that case the pronoun in the second conjunct could be
analyzed as a resumptive promoun. In this case we would deal with a structure that
13 similar to the one in (29). There the indirect object hax been moved out of both
of the conjuncts leaving a relative clause behind just in the second conjunct.”

* Notice that under such an analysis the right-adjunction approach maimained here could

sHIF explain the grammaticulity of (31b} since then the mntecedent {above the coorlinaled
constituent) is expected o defenuine (he adjuncrion site).
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However, there are some problems with the assumplion that we are dealing with a
resomptive pronoun. First it needs 10 be explained that the first conjunct does not
allow for a resumptive pronoun:

{33)  Maria hat den Mann [ pf oef Tiin) geraffer: wmd {fihn) ekl o
Mary has the man {*him) met and {ham) kissed

Secondly, consider the following contrast:

34y () JDen Mann, ot Maria [t getraffen], wod [iha gekiifif, fden Peter
Kanref.,
The man has Mary met and him kissed who Peter knew
by *Den Mann, hat Maria [getroffen fden Petor konnte] ] o und fitn
wekiiBtl ..
The man has Mary met who Peter knew and him kigsed

In these examples the head of the relative clause 18 moved out of the first conjunct
whereas a (coreferent) pronoun is still within the second conjunct. 1f one does not
assume that the pronoun is a resumptive pronoun both sentences are instances of an
across the board-violation.™ For the moment let me absiract away from this
problem. It has to be noticed thatl there is a contrast in {34). This contrast is only
expected under the right-adjunction analysis. There is no possible adjunction site for
the relative clause in (34b) since the identifyee occupies SpecCP. Therefore the
relative ciause has 1o be adjeined to CP as well. There is no obvious reason for the
right-branching analysis to exclude (34b) and at the some time allow for (34a).
Besides the agross-the-board viclation there is no difference between {34a) and

{34b).

2.7. Deletion

VP-Deletion constitutes one of the iraditional tests tor where an extraposed element
is adjoined to. We bave already discussed the problems conceming the analysis.
However, it is important to notice that sentences like (35-36) are not quite
straightforward t¢ account for in a right-branching analysis {no matter what sort of
analysis one assumes for VP-deletion).

" The Fact that {34a) is not perccily well-formed cim cither be due 10 an across-the-board

vinlalion or o the fact thal Genan does nod allow for reswnptive pronouns.
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(35} John met a man last week (who was) from Philadelphia, and George
(mer a man last weeki*did) (who was) from New York.

(36) A MAN came in with BLOND hair, and a WOMAN did (e) with
BROWN hair.

Under a rightbranching analysis the ungrammaticality of VP-ellipsis with an object
relative (which is itself not deteted) is expected. On the other hand it is not expected
that a subject relative can still be ovenly present. If the lingarly last element is the
most deeply embedded element then deletion of the VP (containing it) should
obligatorily delete the reltive clause as well. On the other hand the right-adjunction
analysis can equally account for both sentences. The adjunction site is determined
by the identifyees. The relevamt identifiers have to be adjoined to a position higher
than the deletion site.

3. Specificity and the Mapping Hypothesis

There is another problem with the assumption that the VP in German is head-initial.
Notice the issue I an discussing now is highly problematic since there is no
consensus about the analysis one has o assume for the tacts [ am interested here.
Still, 1 think that it is worth te discuss it briefly. The problem concerns the Mapping
Hypothesis (d la Diesing 1992). I is claimed there that the position of NPs maps to
different interpretations. The assumption is thar non-specific NPs stay within VP
whereas specific NPs move out of the VP in Ihe specificr position of a functienal
projection.'’ The difference is exemplified by the following sentences:

37 {a) Feter kot der Maria ja dock ein Buch eeveben.
Peter has the Muary pre. a book given

{b) Peter hat der Maria cin Buch ju doch veeben.
Feter has the Mary a book pri. given

The particle ju doch is asswmed 10 mark the VP boundary, Therefore in (37a) the
NP which is interpreted us non-specific has 1o be within the VP. [n {37b) where ein
Bich is interpreied as specific the Adverb follows it. So one can conclude that it is
moved out of the VP.

" Cf. e.g. Haiden { [995) for a criticism of Dicsing's version of the Mapping Hypithesis.

351

B L R U0 N R

Of course if the assumption that the interpretation of NPs comesponds 10 their
syntactic position it cannot he true that the VP in German is head-initial. If both
clatms would be true under their simples version we would expect non-specific NPs
to oceur post-verbally:

(38)  *Perer hat der Maria gegeben ein Buch
Peter has the Mary given a book

This is however not a possible option. It seems that we have to give op either the
Mapping hypothesis {in the version presented by Diesing 1992) or the assumption
that the Germnan VP is head-initial. Zwart (1992) takes up the first line of reasoning
{giving up the simple Mapping Hypethesis). Theoretically he argues that syntax and
semantics should be kept strictly separated, i.e. NPs are moved 1o SpecAgrQ in
order to receive case. There is no scmantic trigger to block movement. His empirical
argurmeni is that there is no adjacency requirement between a non-specific NP and
the verb:

(39 (a) dur Jan vaak meisjes kust
that Jan often girls kisses

(b} der Jan meisjes vaak kust

that Tan girts ofien kisses

Several other elements (analyzed as Small Clause predicates) have o be adjacent
to the verb:

40 {a) dat Jan Marie op (Fgisteren) belde (particles)

that Jan Mary up yesterday called

(b deor Jan de deur rood (Fgisteren) verfde (resultatives}
that Jan the door red vesierday coloured

(<) dar fun de sleat Tn (*gisteren) sprong {directonal PP)
that Jan the chumney i yesterday jumped

(<1} dat het ik in de kast {5grsteven) zud (locational PP}
that the body in the cupboard yesterduy sat

On the other hand Zwart (1992) argues independently that the verb undergoes short
movement in Dotch. This can be shown since adjuncts can occur between the verb
and a complement clause:

(41)  Wat wil je dat ik zeg op de vergadering dat ik von je voorstel vind
What want you that | say at the meetiag dat I of your proposal think
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If the verb can be shown move in one Dutch construction then, by minimalist
assumptions, it has to move in any other Dutch sentence, oo, Therefore Zwart
concludes that the adjacency requirement for Small Clause predicates is a result of
a Spec Head relation:

(42) PredP
NP, 7 Pred
Pred” TN
' VP
57 N

Notice that for this line of argumentation it is crucial to assume that movement is
never optional. The obligatery movement of the Small Clavse Predicate is
respensible for the fact that they can never occur in a position following the verb
(a fact for which Zwart argues that it wonld have to be stipulated within a right-
adjonction analysis},

(43  (a) *dar Jan Marie belt op

that Jan Mary called up
(b} *dat Jan de dewr verft rood

that Jan the deor coloured red
{c) *dat Jan springt de sfoot in

that Jan jumps the chimney in
id) *dar ket Hijk zit in de kast

that the body sits in the cuphoeard

To summarize: on the one hand the interpretation of specificity is rejected as a
reflex of syntactic structure. On the other hand the observed SOV order is assumed
to be derived via short movernent of the verb to a position immediately dominating
VP. Certain NPs (in particular Small Clause Predicates} have to move into
SpecPredP resulting in a strict adjacency requirement between them and the verb,
Other NPs invariably move to SpecAgrO in order to receive case. A consequence
of this approach is that one has to assume that adverbs can be generated in several
positions. Therefore the position of adverbs wr.t. NPs cannot be taken as a test for
the actwad position of the relevant NPs,

In the sentences below (repeated here for convenience) rather than to assume
that the adverb shows whether the NP has maved it is assumed that it is the adverb
which is adjeined 10 two different positions. The actual position of the adverb is
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interpreted to be responsible for ihe difference in interpretation.

(44 (a)  dar Jan vack meisfes kust
that Jan often girls kisses

(b)Y  dar Jan meisjes vaak kust

that Jan girls often kisses

Keoster (1993} argues for the head-initial hypothesis without giving up the idea that
specilicity is a reflex of the syntactic positien. He argues that so called weak NP3
have to move to PredP. This is assumed 10 be seme sort of incarparation. Due to
this incorporation the nonspecific reading occurs. In 2 way he assumes a different
concept of specificity than Diesing does. Under his approach non-specificity
corresponds 10 a property reading. Non-specific NPs do not have argument status.
Therefore they have to incorperate. Specific NPs on the other hand have real
argument status and are therefore interpreted as being referential. This referentiality
induces the specific reading. They can move to an argument position, namely
SpecAgr.

The distinction between the specific and the non-specific interpretation in
terms of referential vs. non-referential is reminiscent of Stowell's { [987) idea that
NPs do not refer whereas DPs do. Therefore the incorporation hypothesis is
motivated also semantically since a property cannot saturate (he argument position
of the verb. It has to combine with the verb o form a complex predicate.

Let us compares Diesing's claim that non-specific NPs stay in VP and
Koster's claim that they move to SpecPredP via incorporation. Here difference
between the two approaches disappears. Staying within the VP can also be
interpreted as some particular instance of incorperation.'” NPs that denote a property
cannot move out of the VP. They can be assumed to form a complex VP. The
necessity to assume ancther functional projection (PredP) scems to be a result of the
assumption that the VP is head-initial. In order t derive the adequate word-order
for Dutch (and German) one has to assume that the NP still moves out of the VP
{(although incorporation to the verb is still maintained).

The existence of extraposition induces the following problem for Koster's
approach: He assumes that weak NPs have to move to SpecPredP whereas other
NPs have to move to AgrP, Weak NPs therefore constitute a semantic unit with the

¥ Ct. Borer (1994) 45 well as Haiden (1995 for a similar approach.
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verb. Strong NPs do not have this property. The problem is that elements that
appear in a position following the verb (i.e, extraposed constituents) are assumed to
stay in situ (i.e. in the complement position of the verb). According to the above
line of reasoning it would be a natural assumption that these elements also recejve
a weak reading. However CPs in extraposed position can be interpreted as referential
(saturated) arguments. The following paradigm occurs:

{45) P AgrP
NP,

stong

-~

Agy'
Agrt “PredP
—~ b ,
NP, .. . Pred -
Pred® vP
~ v
I~
Ve XP,yuny
Weak NPs in SpecPredP constitute a semantic unit with the verb. It therefore seems
sirange that elements which stay in the VP can be strong. it would be more natural
10 expect them to have the same interpretation as the weak ones.

However, under an analysis where it is assumed that elements following the
verb are in 4 position adjoined to VP it is straightforward that they pattern with
elements that occur in a position above the VP. All that has to be said is that weak
NPs stay in VP (probably being incorporated) and sirang XPs are not contained in
the VP (no mater whether they are moved 10 a Specifier position to the left of the
VP like itis the case for NPs or wiether they are adjoined to a position above the
VP as it is the case for CPs and PPs). As far as | can see the latter approach has
two advantages: First, there is no need to postulate a projection that is only there to
capture the intuition that there is a kind of incorporation process. Assuming that
elements staying in the VP receive this interpretation is a more natural assumption.
Second the fact that clements in ‘extraposed’ position pattern with elements that are
not incorporated follows more easily since they are not within the VP. The right-
branching analysis has to stipulate this pattern.
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4. Antisymmetry, Right-adjunction and Precedence

Eet me now briefly discuss my proepasal in the light of Kayne's (1993) antisymmetry
proposal. 1 will concentrate on two main points';

- The main claim in Kayne {15993) is that syntactic structure unambiguously
determines linear ordering. Asymmetric c-command maps into linear
precedence. From this assumption, it follows that right-adjunction is
excluded.

- This proposal crecially relies on the assumption that any ordering relation has
to be asymmetric to be a total ordering.

As we have scen there is strong empirical support for the assumption that
exuaposition is right-adjunction, I have tried o show that this is also theoretically
supported by the theory of licensing and the ineraction of linear ordering and
hierarchical smucture (cf. chapter 1.}

If one compares the proposal T have made in this dissertation and the two
main assumpticns of Kayne's proposal. there are two points to be highlighted, First,
I have argued shar there is a precedence constraine for Identification. Secondty,
Identification was shown to be an asymmemric relation (in fact, it involves two
asymmetric relations, one w.r.t. inherent ficensing, and another one w.r.t. relational
licensing, i.e. for determining the cantent of a given element). | would like 1o
suggest that one caa still maintain the ciaim that syntactic structure unambiguousiy
determines linear ordering, However, asymmetric c-command js not the enly device,
In case of Identification there is an independendy motivated device for determining
precedence.’

Fusthermore, the locality constraint assumed for ldemtification receives an
interesting interpretation under such a view. First, notice that for the definition of
i-government I follow Kayne {1993} in assuming that c-command is only visible for
categories. However, | do not assume that dominance is defined in terms of
categories. [ propose the following definition of c-cormnmand:

1 will not discuss Kaync's proposal in any detail,

¥ Noatice that this is more o less in the spirit of the proposat by Brady (1994), who

assumes that dependency refations in penerdl map imo precedence as well as Williams' { 1994)
proposal that dependency is govemed by precedence whereas coreference is guvemed by c-
command.
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(46)  ¢-command:
X c-commands Y iff X & Y are categories and no instance of X dominates
Y and every node that dominates X dominates Y,

This definition differs from Kayne's in that it allows for multiple adjunction. It
seems to me that this assumption is theoretically superior’® because of the following
reason; First, if one adds the condition that ¢-command holds only for categories,
the statement that dominance holds only for categories becomes somehow redundant
because c-command is defined in terms of dominance.

Technically, I can integrate Kayne's proposal into mine in the {ollowing way,
In the wee in (47) X corresponds to the right-adjoined identifier. D corresponds 1o
the identifyee that is specified for precedence:

(47) A
B " ; C._
C X

F/\
I

f

M e [T —— I
A 0

Y

Az

According to Kayne, asymmetric c-command can be mapped into a set of ordered
pairs. The first element of cach of these pairs asymmetrically c-commands the
second one, i.e. the first member has 1o linearly precede the second). The structure
in (47) derives the following ordered pairs:

(48 <BX> <B)Y> <BD> <BE> <BF> <BG> <BK> <XD> «<XE>
<X Fo, <X G, <X K> <DF>, <DG>, <DK>, <F K>

The underlined pairs constitute the problematic pairs. [n all these pairs the first
member asymmefrically c-commands the second one. | lowever, the linear output we
derive shows that the first member follows the second member. Therefore Kayne
has 10 exclude this conliguration. Here [ would tentatively suggest the following
proposal. One could assume that if X asymmerricaily c-commands D, but D is
specified for precedence, then all the ordered pairs containing the element that

" It seems to me that it also empirically superior; but it is nol the purpose of this paper o

discuss this in more detail.
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induces this contradiction are reverted. This is stated below in (49). If wrue, then (50)
is the set of ordered pairs that corresponds to the structure in (47) resulting in the
set of ordered terminal pairs {51):

(49} If A asymmetically c-commands B (resulting in the ordered pair <A.B>)
but the PCE requires that B has to precede A then all the ordered pairs
involving B are reversed,

{30) <B,X>, <B.Y>, <B.D=», <B,E> <B.F», <B,G>, <B,K>, <D.Xz, <EX>.
<F X <X <K.X> <D.F>, <D.G>, <DK>, <FK>

(51)  d(A): <b.y>, <be>, <bf> <bk>, <ey>, <efz <eks <fk>, <ty> <ky>

Assuming (49) one can also derive that the problematic {right-adjoined} element has
to be higher than the element that is specified for precedence. Otherwise, the
contradiction triggering the reversal could never occur. If the identifier would be
lower than the element specified for precedence then the latter would asymmetricaily
c-command the identifier and no contradiction would occur that would trigger (49)

to apply.

Cn the other hand, the locality domain can be defined as follows: the element
that is specified for precedence has to be the firss element to be c-commanded. Note
hat this is a definable relation. Every c-command domain (a domain we can also
define as a set) is itself partiaily crdered by the dominance relation. In a given c-
command domain of a given element the first efement 1o be c-commanded is the
element that is dominated by the least nodes possibie.

I will not pursue this issue any further here. The last section was simply
imended to give a brief outline of an analysis that can cornbing the possibility for
right-adjunction and Kayne's main proposal at the same time. A further elaboration
of such a view, and the exact implementation is not the goal of the present analysis.
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CONCLUSION AND PROSPECTS

In this dissertation | tried to develop an empirically and thgoretically adequate analysis
for extraposition. For doing so, | introduced the notion of Ideniification at Domain D,
This notion makes it possible to derive several properties of extraposition, especially
the obligatory rightness and the distinction between left- and righiward relations are
derived without referring to 'rightaess'. Furthermore the analysis developed here makes
it possible to implement varous different presuppositions associated with different
kinds of Identification. This allows us to take discourse into account without giving up
the Autenomy-of-Syntax-Hypothesis.

Several apparent problems for the present analysis forced us to lock into areas
that are not immediately related 1o the core cases the analysis is intended to capture.
I have tried to develop an analysis for the syntax and semantics of NPs, optionality,
conditionals, result clauses and Left Dislocation etc. In many cases I could only sketch
the direction into which T think that the present analysis leads us te analyze various of
these phenomena. However, [ did not address all questions that the analysis induces.
I think that the netion of Identification is relevant in other contexts as well, ie. it is
not only a relation that is intended to capture the properties of extraposition. I argued
that Identification is a primitive (licensing) refation within the Theory of Grasmnmar, and
I have argued that it is not only relevant at domain I¥ but also at LF (binding) and
presumably $-structure (ECP, licensing of empty categories). This means that it can
be instantiated in various different ways. There are scveral other areas where I think
that the notion of Identification (at domain D) can lead to some interesting conclusians.

1) Copula sentences.

Copula sentences seem to be an instance of Identification. It is instantiated differently
and therefore we expect different constraints. [dentification is overtly realized by means
of the copula. Let me just mention an interesting parallelism to the instances [ have
analyzed in this dissertation, There is a crucial property of (identificational) copula
sentences (w.r.t. domain D} that is quite similar to the cases of Identification discussed
here. It is not true that ‘identificational’ copula sentences invalve a symmetric relation.
Therefore, we cannot simply revert the two NPs without any difference in meaning.
This can be seen in the following question-answer pairs:
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(1) Q Wer 15t Dr. Watson?
Who is Dr.waison?
Al (Dr. Watson] st fder Gehiffe von Sk Holmes|
"Dr.Watson is Sh.Holmes' assistant’
AL: B{Der Gehilfe von ShiHolmes] ist fDr. Watson]
'Sh.Holmes' assistant is Dr.Watson'
()] Q: Wer isr dev Gehilfe von ShHolmes?
"Wheo is the assistant of Sh.Holmes?
Al #{Dr. Watson} ist fder Gehilfe von Sh. Holmes}
A2: [Der Gehilfe von Sh.Holmes] ist [Dr. Warson]

With neutral intonation there is only one appropriate answer for the questions in (1)
and (2) respectively. The generalization we find is predicted by the Precedence
Constraint of Identification: The identifyee precedes the identifier.

2) Theta-ldentification and Modification.

Another instance where 1 think that identification is relevant is what Higginbotham
{1985) calls "theta-identification” (it might turn out that this is an instance of
Tdentification at D-structure). Natice that [ have skewched the parallelism between theta-
identification and our instances of Identification. Consider Higginbotham's analysis for
a phrase like big butterfly:

3 (N'.<1>)
(A<l>) (N,<l>)
big butterfly

The stots in the argument structures of A and N (<I>) are identilied, There is an
interesting parallelism and interesting predictable ditference to our instances of
Idennification. The parallelism is the locality coastraint: Higginbotham assumes that
theta-identification takes place under government a very local domain - similar to our
locality censtraint, There are however various differences to our instances of
Identification. Ameng those differences are the following ones

a) there is no coindexation between the identifyee and the identifier

This means that the Precedence Constraint cannot apply. The same is true for instances
of (theta-) Identification between an overt and a covert position. (Here we have only
sketched some properties w.r.t. extraposed clauses without an overt comelate in the
matrix clause. The exact nature of this refation still has to be analyzed more carefully.
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b) providing a restriction by an adjective does not suffice 10 satisfy the obligatory dependent on the fact that we do not find a subset-refation (as in the cases we have
need of Identification: been discussing) but a pure ‘identity-relation’. These are only some of the areas that
occur to me as being worth looking at under the light of the present unalysis.
(4) DER groffe Mann ¥(der gerne Bior rinke}
THE big man *(who likes beer drinking}

However, for introducing a discourse referent such cases of Identification by an
adjective seems to suffice:

(5 Q& Har Peter ein Buch gelesen?
Has Peter a book read?
Al Hla, Peter hat das Buckh gelesen?
Yes, Peter has the book read
A2r Ja, Peter har das vorgesiern erschienene Buch gelesen.
Yes, Peter has the the-day-before-yesterday published book read.

One could assume thar adjectives are always related to N (i.e. the property X but not
to D (x}). I think that many inieresting issues arise in discussing the exact nature of
those differences.

3} Cross-linguistic variation,

English seems to differ from German in several different respects. It seemns to me thar
many of thern are related. This means that we have to ook for the parametric choices
Identification makes possible. These can concern lexical properties of determiners and
pronouns, the Locality Censiraint ete.

Moreover, it will be interesting 1o look into strict head-final languages where
the identifyee follows the identifier. It seems to me that this should not lead to the _
conclusion that the Precedence Constraint should be a possible parametric eption. I !
think that apparent violatians of the Precedence Constraint should be analyzed in a
different way, depending on the properties of the two elements that instantiate the
relation of Identification. These examples seem to suggest that it could rather be a
matter of theta-Identification, i.e. parallel to adjectival medification.

4) Non-restrictive Modification.

As I briefly sketched in Appendix I1. we expect non-restrictive modification to behave
differendy. It is not an instance of Identification. However, there are many
resemblances which could kead 1o some interesting gencralizations on the difference
between restrictive and non-restrictive modifications, The difference scems to be
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