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Avant-propos / Foreword

Les articles regroupés dans ce volume ont tous été présentés au cours de la sep-
tieme édition de CSSP, colloque de syntaxe et de sémantique qui s’est tenu a Paris en
octobre 2007. Comme lors des précédentes éditions, le comité scientifique a sélec-
tionné des travaux en syntaxe et en sémantique alliant a la fois le souci des problemes
empiriques et la recherche d’'une présentation des données de langue dans un cadre
formel et explicite. Les éditeurs souhaitent remercier les membres du comité scien-
tifique de CSSP (en dehors des éditeurs eux-mémes, Claire Beyssade, Francis Corblin,
Daniéle Godard, Jean-Marie Marandin et Alda Mari) pour leur aide dans la prépara-
tion de ce volume, et en particulier pour le travail de relecture auquel ils ont accepté
de participer.

The articles collected in this volume have all been presented at the seventh edition of
CSSR the Conference on Syntax and Semantics that was held in Paris in October 2007. As
for the previous editions, the scientific committee has selected papers on syntax and se-
mantics that combine the study of an empirical problem with a presentation in a formal
and explicit framework. The editors wish to thank the members of the CSSP scientific
committee (apart from the editors themselves, Claire Beyssade, Francis Corblin, Daniele
Godard, Jean-Marie Marandin and Alda Mari) for their help in the preparation of this
book, and in particular for accepting to participate in the reviewing process.

Olivier Bonami & Patricia Cabredo Hofherr
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Dutch modal complement ellipsis
Lobke Aelbrecht®

1 Introduction

Contrary to what has been claimed in the literature (by Lobeck 1995, among others),
Dutch displays a limited kind of verb phrase ellipsis: the infinitival complement of
deontic modal verbs can be left out, as in (1). I will call this phenomenon 'modal com-
plement ellipsis’ or MCE.

(1) A:Wie wast er vanavond af? — B: Ik kan niet.
who washes there tonight off — 1 can not
Who is doing the dishes tonight? — I can’t. [Dutch]!

A phenomenon like this can be analyzed in at least three possible ways. We can see
it as deletion of a fully specified verb phrase, as has been claimed to be the case in
English VP ellipsis (VPE; cf. Ross 1969; Johnson 1996, 2001; Merchant 2001, 2007 ); or as
involving a null verbal proform (see Lobeck 1995, Depiante 2000). Or, more radically,
we could claim that the modal does not have a complement at all, i.e. that it can be
used intransitively (cf. Napoli 1985).

Although reminiscent of VP ellipsis in English, the Dutch data differ from the En-
glish counterpart. More importantly, they differ from English VPE when it comes to
certain arguments in favour of a deletion approach. For instance, they do not allow for
A-extraction out of the ellipsis site. Therefore, at first sight it seems that the Dutch MCE
ellipsis site does not contain any syntactic structure, unlike in English, and that these
data have to be analyzed in a different way. However, a closer look reveals that there
must indeed be a syntactic VP structure in Dutch MCE: A-extraction out of the ellipsis
site, for instance, is allowed in both Dutch and English. In this paper I argue that Dutch
MCE involves deletion of a fully specified structure, just like English. The contrast be-
tween the languages is derived from the difference in licensing head and ellipsis site.
I claim that the ellipsis site is sent off to Spell-Out for non-pronunciation (see Gengel
2007) when the licensor is merged. In other words, to escape ellipsis a phrase has to

*Iwould like to thank several people for their helpful comments and their support: Marijke De Belder,
Ryan Bochnak, Anneleen Vanden Boer, Patricia Cabredo Hofherr, Guglielmo Cinque, Karen De Clercq,
Anne Dagnac, Antonio Fabregas, Anastasia Giannakidou, Bettina Gruber, Dany Jaspers, Chris Kennedy,
Ezra Keshet, Peter Klecha, Alice Lemieux, Yaron McNabb, Jason Merchant, Johan Rooryck, Jasmin Urban,
Jeroen van Craenenboeck and Guido Vanden Wyngaerd. Many thanks also to the audiences of the CSSP
conference in Paris (October 2007) and of the LSA conference in Chicago (January 2008) for their many
useful questions and remarks.

11n what follows, all the non-English examples are in Dutch.



8 Lobke Aelbrecht

move out of the ellipsis site before the licensor is merged. Therefore, a landing site has
to be available in an intermediate position that is higher than the ellipsis site but lower
than the licensor. In Dutch ellipsis of the verb phrase is licensed by the modal head
VO, which selects a TP complement, and the ellipsis site is VoiceP. This means that the
only projection between the two is TP, and only A-movement is allowed to [Spec,TP].
Therefore, all constituents normally undergoing A'-movement are stuck in the ellipsis
site from the moment the modal is merged. In English, on the other hand, VPE is li-
censed by T? and vP is the constituent which gets elided. This means that the phase
head Voice® (see Baltin 2007), which is in between the licensing head and the ellipsis
site in this case, can attract all constituents with unvalued features to the phase edge
prior to the merger of the ellipsis-licensing head, allowing them to escape deletion.

In the next section I will go into some basic properties of Dutch MCE and compare
it to English VPE. I show that this kind of ellipsis differs from English in some crucial
aspects. Nevertheless, I argue for a deletion approach in both cases. In section 3 I
discuss the analysis of Dutch MCE in detail and section 4 does the same for English
VPE, demonstrating how the analysis presented here accounts for the contrast between
the two languages. Finally, in section 5 I conclude.

2 Dutch modal complement ellipsis (MCE): Basic data

2.1 Introduction

Although VP ellipsis (VPE) has been attested in several languages, its distribution is still
considered rather limited compared to wide-spread types of ellipsis such as sluicing.
German and Dutch, for instance, have been claimed not to have VPE. Contrary to this
claim, however, I argue that Dutch does display a limited kind of verb phrase ellipsis in
the complement of deontic modal verbs, as in 2).2

2Modal verbs can be interpreted in two ways: epistemic and deontic. In the epistemic reading the
modal modifies a whole proposition, i.e. it expresses the possibility or necessity of the proposition’s
truth.

() Mina must be home by now.
EPISTEMIC: It is necessarily the case that Mina is home now.

The deontic interpretation, on the other hand, expresses a relation of, for instance, permission or
obligation with a goal, mostly the subject.

(i) Mina must be in the office at nine.
DEONTIC: Mina has the obligation to be in the office at nine.

It seems that when the infinitival complement of the modal is elided, only the former reading is allowed,
as is shown in (iii). I will, however, not go into this contrast between epistemic and deontic modals here.

(iii) a. A:Komt Thomas ook naarje lezing? — B: Hij moet.
comes Thomas alsoto  yourtalk - he has.to
Is Thomas coming to your talk too? — He has to. = deontic
b. A:Zou Klaasnu op zijn bureau zijn? — B: * Hij moet wel. Hij werkt altijd op zaterdag.
would Klaas now on his office be - he must PRT he works always on Saturday
INTENDED READING: It is necessarily the case that he is in his office. = epistemic
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(2) A:Wie wast er vanavond af? — B: Ik kan niet.
who washes there tonight  off I cannot
Who is doing the dishes tonight? — I can't.

In this example the answer given by B should be interpreted as I can’t do the dishes
tonight, but the verb phrase do the dishes tonight is left out. As is clear from the trans-
lation, the Dutch example is reminiscent of VP ellipsis as we see it in English. Therefore
we might suspect that both constructions receive a parallel analysis. Let us therefore
briefly look at how English VP ellipsis is derived. In the example in (3), the verb phrase
eat the bananais not pronounced in the second conjunct, but it can still be interpreted
because it has a local antecedent in the first conjunct.

(3) Mina didn'’t eat the banana, but Peter did [eatthe banana].

VP ellipsis (VPE) is a widely discussed phenomenon, especially for English. Through-
out the literature it has been claimed to involve deletion of a fully specified structure
(Ross 1969, Johnson 1996, 2001 Merchant 2001, 2007, 2008a,b).3 The tree structure in
(4) illustrates that, syntactically, the whole verb phrase is present. The only difference
with the non-elliptical counterpart is that it does not get a phonological representa-
tion, i.e. it is specified for non-pronunciation at PE* There are several arguments in
favour of this deletion account, one of the most important ones being extraction, such
as wh-extraction or pseudo-gapping.

4)
/\

TP
DP i
Peter T/\
did VP
"~ — VPellipsis: deletion at PF
VY
\Y% DP

eat the banana

As we will see in the next subsection, however, comparing English VPE and Dutch
MCE makes certain differences apparent, suggesting that the two phenomena should
be analyzed differently.

30ther analyses of English VPE which have been argued for in the literature, involve a null proform
instead of a full structure (see Lobeck (1995), among others).

4Earlier I have hinted at an analysis deleting vP and most recent analyses of (English) VPE also claim
that it is vP rather than VP which is elided (Merchant 2007, Johnson 2001). The tree structure in (4)
displays deletion of VP for the sake of simplicity.
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2.2 Comparison to English VPE
2.2.1 Differences

In this part of the paper I will compare Dutch MCE to English VPE, and we will see
first of all that Dutch MCE has a much more restricted distribution than English VPE.
However, I will focus especially on a second difference, namely extraction properties,
as extraction is an argument brought forward in favour of the deletion account for En-
glish VPE. I show that English, but not Dutch, allows for object extraction out of the
ellipsis site. Such a movement operation is possible only if there is a syntactic position
which the object can move out of. It will soon become clear that a deletion analysis
such as the one existing for English is not straightforwardly available for Dutch MCE.

First of all, Dutch MCE is more restricted than English VPE. English VPE is allowed
with all kinds of verbs and auxiliaries, while Dutch only licenses deletion of the infini-
tival complement of deontic modal verbs, as is shown in (5).

(5) a. *Kim ging naar Italié¢, maar Tom deed niet.
Kimwentto Italy but Tomdid not
Kim went to Italy, but Tom didn'’t.

b. *Larazal er nietzijn vanavond, maar ik zal.
Lara will there not be tonight but I will
Lara won't be there tonight, but I will.

c. *Thomas is niet gearresteerd, maar Jonas is.
Thomas is not arrested but Jonasis
Thomas is not arrested, but Jonas is.

d. *Jessica heeft gebeld gisteren, maar Sofie heeft niet.
Jessica has called yesterday but Sofiehas not
Jessica has called yesterday, but Sofie hasn't.

e. Je magme wel helpen, maarje moetniet.
You may me PRT help  but you must not
You are allowed to help me, but you don’t have to.

A second difference between English and Dutch is an essential one for the “deletion
versus proform” discussion. It involves several kinds of object extraction out of the
ellipsis site and extraction has always been seen as one of the main arguments for a
deletion account of English VPE. In English, phrases which are base-generated inside
the verb phrase can survive the ellipsis, i.e. can be extracted out of it prior to ellipsis if
they need to be. Therefore, the ellipsis site must contain enough syntactic structure to
host the trace of this movement. First, I look at extraction of wh-objects, and then we
go into pseudogapping, which involves movement of a remnant constituent out of the
ellipsis site. Finally, I show that object scrambling, which is normally allowed in Dutch,
is excluded in MCE.

As can be seen in (6), English allows for extraction of a wh-object out of the VP.

(6) Idon’'t know who Mina should invite, but I know who she shouldn't.

A sentence such as this one can easily be analyzed as in (7): the wh-phrase who moves
from its base-generation position out of the ellipsis site to end up in [Spec, CP], prior
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to deletion of the verb phrase. In order for this to be possible, however, the ellipsis site
has to contain enough syntactic structure to host the trace of the wh-phrase.

(7) I don’t know who Mina should invite, but I know who she shouldn’t [, p invite
oo |-

In Dutch MCE, on the other hand, wh-extraction of objects is not allowed, as is
illustrated in (8).

(8) *Ikweet nietwie Katrien moet uitnodigen, maar ik weet wie ze niet moet.

I know not who Katrien must invite but I know who she not must
INTENDED READING: I don't know who Katrien should invite, but I know who
she shouldn’t.

A second instance of object extraction out of the ellipsis site is pseudogapping. The
English sentence in (9) can be analyzed as involving movement of the object out of the
vP. What kind of movement exactly moves the object out has been subject to debate,
but that is irrelevant for the argument here. After the movement the vP gets elided, as
in (10). Pseudogapping is therefore considered a special kind of VPE (for the different
analyses, see Jayaseelan 1990; Johnson 1996; Lasnik 1999a,b, 2001; Takahashi 2004).

(9) Mina can roll up a newspaper and Peter can a magazine.
(10) Mina can roll up a newspaper and Peter can a magazine [, p ¥el-up-tamagazinel.

Again, Dutch differs from English: Dutch MCE does not display pseudogapping.
The object cannot move out of the ellipsis site prior to deletion, as (11) shows.

(11) *Katrien kan het brood gaan kopen en Bert kan de melk.
Katrien can the bread go buy and Bert can the milk
INTENDED READING: ...and Bert can go buy the milk.

A last case of object extraction involves object scrambling, a phenomenon that oc-
curs in Dutch, but not in English. In non-elliptical sentences Dutch definite objects,
including pronouns such as je ‘you’ in (12), obligatorily scramble across negation and
other adverbs.

(12) a. *lkwil [je helpen], maarik kan niet [je helpen].
I wantyouhelp but I cannot youhelp

b. Ikwil [je helpen], maarikkanje niet [tj, helpen].
I want you help but I canyounot help
I want to help you, butI cannot help you.

However, when the infinitival complement of the modal is missing, the object can-
not appear, even though the negation, which would normally follow it, is still pro-
nounced. This is illustrated in (13).

(13) Ikwil je helpen, maarikkan (*je) niet.
I wantyouhelp but I can younot
I want to help you, but I cannot.
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All in all, we can conclude that object extraction out of an elided Dutch verb phrase is
impossible. As extraction is one of the main arguments in favour of PF-deletion of a
full structure, an analysis along these lines might not apply to Dutch. The next section
shows, however, that subject extraction out of the Dutch MCE ellipsis site is possible, a
fact that disrupts the clear pattern leading towards a proform analysis.

2.2.2 Subject extraction: In favour of a deletion analysis

As was said before, when looking at ellipsis cases there are at least three possible ways
to go: deletion of a fully-fledged syntactic structure, a null proform or no complement
at all. A central argument to decide between these options concerns the possibility
of extraction out of the ellipsis site. If such an extraction is allowed, there must be
enough syntactic structure present to host the trace; if extraction is impossible, this
can be attributed to the lack of internal syntactic structure, i.e. the presence of a pro-
form, or the absence of any complement. This test has led to a deletion account for
English VPE (Merchant 2007, 2008a), pseudogapping (Jayaseelan 1990; Johnson 1996;
Lasnik 1999a,b, 2001; Takahashi 2004), stripping (Merchant 2003) and sluicing (Ross
1969, Merchant 2001), for instance, and to a proform analysis of Null Complement
Anaphora (Depiante 2000). Dutch MCE, however, disrupts this simple picture. It was
shown above that objects cannot be extracted out of the ellipsis site, but we will see
now that subjects can.

It turns out that Dutch MCE, although it does not allow objects to move out of the
ellipsis site, does let subjects escape deletion, as (14) and (15) illustrate.

(14) a. A:Nietiedereen mocht de koning een hand geven.

not everyone was.allowed theking a hand give

Not everyone was allowed to give the king a hand.

B: Oh? Wie mocht (er) dan niet?
oh who was.allowed there then not

Oh? So who wasn't allowed to?

b. A:Nietiedereen moet werken. — B: Oh, wie moet (er) dan niet?

not everyone must work oh who must there then not

Not everyone had to work. — Oh, who didn’t have to?

(15) a. A:Niet alle blokken mochten vallen.
not all cubes were.allowed.to fall

B: Oh? Welke mochten (er) dan niet?
oh which were.allowed.to there then not

Not all cubes were allowed to fall? — Oh? Which weren't allowed to?

b. Deze broek moet vandaag niet gewassen worden, maar die rok moet wel
this pants must today not washed become but that skirt must PRT
These pants don't need to be washed today, but that skirt does.

I subscribe to the VP-internal subject hypothesis, which implies that the subject is
base-generated inside the vP of the verb selecting it as its — external or internal —
argument. In (14a) the subject is the external argument of the ditransitive verb geven
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‘give’, while (14b) extracts the external argument of an unergative verb werken ‘work’
out of the elided verb phrase. The sentences in (15a) and (15b), with unaccusatives and
passives, are even more interesting because here the derived subject is extracted from
the complement position of the verb, i.e. from the same position we could not move
an object out of earlier.

These examples do indeed involve movement out of the ellipsis site. Following Bar-
biers (1995) and Wurmbrand (1999, 2003) I assume that deontic modals are not control
verbs, but raising verbs, just like epistemic ones. They do not assign an Agent 6-role to
their subject.

There are some diagnostic tests for the raising versus control distinction. Firstly,
raising verbs can have inanimate subjects, because they do not assign an Agent 8-role
to it, as in (16a). The control example in (16b), on the other hand, is ungrammatical.

(16) a. De autolijkt gewassen te zijn.
the car seems washed tobe
The car seems to be washed.

b. *De auto probeert gewassen te worden.
the car tries washed tobecome

Secondly, raising verbs allow impersonal passive, unlike control verbs (cf. (17)).

(17) a. Er lijkt gedanstte worden.
there seems danced to become
There seems to be dancing going on.

b. *Er probeert gedanst te worden.
there tries danced to become

Thirdly, only raising modals can occur with weather expletives as their subject:

(18) a. Hetlijkt te regenen.
it seems to rain
It seems to be raining.

* Het probeert te regenen.
it tries to rain

Comparing deontic modals to raising and control verbs, we see that they pattern with
the former and not with latter. They allow inanimate subjects when their complement
is passive, they allow impersonal passives and weather expletive subjects:

(19) De auto kan/ moet/ mag gewassen worden.
thecar can must is.allowed.to washed become
The car can/has to/may be washed.

(20) Er kan/ moet/ mag gedanst worden.
there can must is.allowed.to danced become
Someone can/must/may dance.

(21) Hetmoet/ kan/ mag regenen.
it must can is.allowed.to rain
It must/can/may rain.
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Therefore I analyze modals as raising verbs that select a non-finite TP complement.> A
simple sentence such as the one in (22) thus gets a tree structure as in (23).

(22) Peter moet werken.
Peter has.to work

SThere are two arguments for the claim that modals select a TP complement and not a VP or vP
complement. First, the complement can contain time modification different from that in the matrix
clause.

(i) Gisteren moest ik volgende week komen en nu zijn de plannen alweer veranderd
yesterday must.PAST I next week come and now are the plans again changed
Yesterday I had to come next week and today the plans have changed again.

Secondly, Dutch has one modal hoeven need’ that behaves exactly like the other modals except in that
it combines with a to-infinitive and that it is an Negative Polarity Item (NPI), as you can see in (ii).

(i) a. De auto hoeft niet gewassen te worden.

the car needs not washed to become
The car doesn’t need to be washed.

b. Er hoeft niet gedanst te worden.
there needs not danced to become
There doesn't have to be someone dancing.

c. Hethoeft niet te regenen.
it needs not to rain
It doesn’t have to rain.

d. Je mag komen, maar je hoeft niet.
you are.allowed.to come but youneed not
You're allowed to come, but you don’t have to.
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(23) CpP
/\C ’
& re
Peter T
TO/\VP
moet Vv
VO/\TP
/\
tmoer tpeter i
10 VoiceP
/\Voice’
VoiceO/\VP
tpeter v’
N
v vp

werken

In this tree structure the modal V° moet selects the TP complement Peter werken.
The external argument of the unergative verb werken ‘work’ moves from its base po-
sition in [Spec,vP] through the specifier position of the embedded TP to the surface
subject position.® This means that the subject moves from inside the verb phrase. In
the case of MCE, as in (24), this means that the subject is extracted out of the ellipsis
site.

(24) Mina moet werken vanavond, maar Peter moet niet [ t pe, Werken.
Mina must work tonight but Peter must not work
Mina has to work tonight, but Peter doesn’t have to.

2.3 Summary

So far we have seen that Dutch MCE provides us with a paradox: it differs from English
VPE in not allowing object extraction, which is an argument against a deletion account.
Subject extraction, however, is allowed, even when the subjectis the internal argument
of the embedded infinitive, leading us to suspect that there is indeed syntactic struc-
ture to host the trace of this movement.

The claim I make in this paper is that Dutch MCE does involve deletion of a fully-
fledged verb phrase. Why object extraction is not allowed I will show to be due to an-
other factor. In the next section I explain how ellipsis works exactly and then I apply

6] have also indicated the V-to-T movement that the modal verb undergoes, but this movement is
irrelevant for the discussion presented here.
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this analysis to Dutch MCE. Section 4 takes us back to English and shows how VPE is
derived. The details of these analyses will explain the differences between both lan-
guages.

3 Dutch modal complement ellipsis: Analysis

3.1 The mechanism behind ellipsis

Before I can present the actual analysis for Dutch MCE, I have to elaborate more on
how ellipsis works, i.e. what I see as the mechanisms behind ellipsis in the Minimalist
framework. The core ingredients of my analysis are the following:

(25) Licensing of ellipsis
(1) Ellipsis is triggered by a checking relation between the ellipsis site XP and
the licensing head L°.”

(2) There is a feature [E] which occurs in X? and marks XP for non-pronuncia-
tion at PF (parallel to Merchant’s 2001 [E]-feature).

(3) When L° is merged, [E] is checked via Agree, sending XP off to Spell-Out
and hence deletion takes place.

(4) As aresult, the ellipsis site is no longer accessible for any syntactic opera-
tions.

An important question we have to ask here is: what is the nature of this [E]-feature?®
As said above, the [E]-feature is parallel to the ellipsis feature introduced in Merchant
(2001) and further developed in Merchant (2004). Now, Merchant’s [E]-feature has a
specific syntax. I also claim this to be the case for this [E]-feature: it is a feature that
can only occur on a specific head X° — the head of the constituent that will be elided.
It also has uninterpretable inflectional (INFL) features that can be checked against the
category (CAT) features F of another specific head L°, the head licensing the ellipsis.
In (26) I show what the lexical entry of such an [E]-feature would look like.

(26) The syntax of E°
E |INFL [uF]
SEL  [X]

How this licensing process works is illustrated in the schematic tree structure be-
low. (In the trees that follow, the ellipsis site is marked by a curved line.)

It has been shown in Lobeck (1995) that only certain heads can license ellipsis.

8We could see [E] as a feature with several subfeatures, or as the name we give to a certain bundle
of co-occurring features. This bundle can only merge with a specific head it is specified for (parallel to
Merchant 2001) and when it occurs on this head, this implies that this whole phrase is spelled out as
null. How exactly this can be implemented I defer to further research.
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(27) LP
/\L’
LO/\“' — ellipsis site: sent to Spell-Out
for non-pronunciation

[CAT[F]] XP
i /\ ’
i X
| [E{INEL L]
E Agree ?

One of the immediate consequences of ellipsis licensing via Agree is that the licensing
head and the ellipsis site do not have to be adjacent, i.e. they do not have to be in a
head-complement relation, whereas this is required in Merchant’s analysis. That thisis
a welcome consequence can be shown for English VPE. For a sentence such as the one
in (28) it has been assumed that the head that licenses the ellipsis is the finite auxiliary
in T%, should (see Zagona 1982, 1988; Martin 1992, 1996 and Lobeck 1995).

(28) Iwasn't thinking about that.

- Well, you SHOULD have been [thinking-abeutthat].

This licensor is obviously not in a head-complement relation with the elided consti-
tuent. It is separated from the ellipsis site by have been. In an account where the li-
censing is done via Agree this is not a problem.

The aspect that will be of most importance in this paper, however, concerns what
is stated in the fourth point, repeated in (29).

(29) As aresult [of the checking relation], the ellipsis site is no longer accessible for
any syntactic operations.

This point makes a very clear prediction: if the ellipsis site is not available for syn-
tax anymore after the licensing head has been merged, nothing can move out of the
elided constituent anymore. In other words, the projections between the licensing
head and the ellipsis site play a crucial role in determining the extraction possibilities:
only phrases that move to a position in between, or to the specifier of the licensing
head, can survive the ellipsis. Movement out of the ellipsis site to a position higher
than LP is not allowed.

So far I have simply presented the mechanisms I claim are operative in licensing
ellipsis: the ellipsis site bears an ellipsis feature with an uninterpretable INFL and the
CAT-features on the licensing head can check this via Agree. Due to this checking the
ellipsis site is sent off to Spell-Out and is therefore no longer accessible to syntax. Dif-
ferences in licensing head and ellipsis site, depending on the language and the type
of ellipsis, therefore imply differences in extraction possibilities. The next subsection
illustrates this effect for Dutch modal complement ellipsis.
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3.2 Licensing Dutch MCE

Recall the discussion in 2.2 above about the properties of Dutch MCE: object move-
ment out of the ellipsis site is degraded, while subjects can be extracted without any
problem. We will see in this subsection that applying the analysis of ellipsis presented
here to Dutch MCE provides us with a straightforward account of this extraction puz-
zle.

What varies across languages and ellipsis types is the specification of the [E]-feature,
namely which is the head X it selects and which head can act as the licensing head
checking the INFL value. I suggest that for Dutch MCE the modal V%-head is the licens-
ing head, since only (deontic) modals license ellipsis of their infinitival complement.
As for the ellipsis site itself, Dutch MCE elides VoiceP, as I will show below. This means
[E] for Dutch MCE has the lexical entry in (30).

INFL [uV [deon]]
SEL [Voice]

(30) Emck

The tree in (31) illustrates how the ellipsis is licensed given what has just been said:
when the licensing modal is merged, the [E]-feature gets checked against the category
features on V°. Consequently, VoiceP gets sent off to Spell-Out and is thus no longer vis-
ible for syntax. Note that I distinguish Voice? from v° here (see Merchant 2007, 2008a;
Baltin 2007) and that I consider Voice® to be the clause-internal phase head rather than
v¥ (see Baltin 2007).

31 VP
/\
V’
/\
VO TP
[cAaT[V[deon]]]

Q

i T? VoiceP

E : --/\Voice’

E Voiceo/\-- .
E Agre [INFL[+#V{deont]]

E - - - - _——-9

Recall that Dutch MCE disrupted the simple extraction pattern: object extraction out
of the ellipsis site is not allowed, while subject extraction is. The relevant examples are
repeated in (32).

(32) a. *lkweet nietwie Katrien moet uitnodigen, maar ik weet wie ze niet
I know not who Katrien must invite but I know who she not
moet.
must
INTENDED READING: I don’t know who Katrien should invite, but I know
who she shouldn’t.
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b. Deze broek moet vandaag niet gewassen worden, maar die rok moet
this pants must today not washed become but that skirt must
wel.

PRT
These pants don't need to be washed today, but that skirt does.

Now that we have seen how the ellipsis mechanism works and how it can be applied
to Dutch MCE, we can look at some examples to see whether these extraction facts
come out right. First, I demonstrate that subject extraction is correctly predicted to be
allowed in this system. Next, the wh-object extraction data are shown to fall out of the
analysis. Finally, I take a closer look at object scrambling and explain why it is illicit
when the infinitival complement is elided.

3.3 Subject extraction is allowed

We have seen above that modals are raising verbs, which means that the subject is
base-generated in a position below the modal. When the embedded verb is a transitive
or unergative verb, the subject is base-generated in [Spec,vP] inside the embedded TP.
When the embedded clause contains an unaccusative verb or is passive, on the other
hand, the subject is base-generated in the complement position of the main verb. Be-
cause it is even more obvious that the subject is extracted out of the ellipsis site in the
latter cases, I take a sentence with an unaccusative verb and go over the derivation step
by step.

(33) Mina kan komen, maar Peter kan niet.
Mina can come but Peter can not
Mina can come, but Peter can'’t.

In the first step we generate VoiceP, since it is not until we get to Voice® that the
derivation deviates from the derivation of a non-elliptical sentence. In the tree struc-
ture in (34) we can see that the derived subject Peter is base-generated in the comple-
ment position of main verb komen ‘come’ and that Voice® bears an [E]-feature.’

9Since Voice® is a phase head, it attracts all the constituents bearing uninterpretable or unvalued
features to its specifier, in order to save them from being sent off to Spell-Out already. Consequently,
it attracts the subject, which has an unvalued CASE-feature, to its specifier position. This movement
could be considered improper movement, however: the subject moves to an A’-position, but still has
to move to an A-position later in the derivation for its CASE-feature to be valued. One could claim, on
the other hand, that movement to the edge of a phase in order to be able to check A-features — i.e. the
features triggering A-movement — later on is not considered A’'-movement. Only if a phrase would move
to an A’-position to check an A’-feature — where [EPP] does not denote an A’-feature — and move to an
A-position afterwards would it be considered improper movement.
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(34) VoiceP
/\
Voice’
/\
Voice® vP
/\
[E[SEL[Voice]]] \'
/\
W VP
% DP
komen Peter

A second step in the derivation merges T° and the TP projection. As we can see in
(35), the subject Peter moves to [Spec,TP] (via [Spec,VoiceP], see footnote 9) because of
an [EPP] feature on T° which requires the specifier position of T° to be filled.

(35) TP
/\
DP T’
Peter T? VoiceP
tpeter Voice’
/\
Voice?® vP
[E[SEL[Voice]]] \a
/\
V0 VP
Vo DP

komen  tperer

Finally, the licensing head V° is merged. The uninterpretable INFL of the ellipsis
feature on Voice® is checked against the category feature of VO via Agree, and VoiceP is
sent off to Spell-Out for non-pronunciation and is hence no longer available for syn-
tactic operations.
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(36) VP
/\
NG
/\
Vo TP
/\
kan  DP
Peter T VoiceP

Voice’

-0 §

Voice vP
9 /\
S (N v VP

[E[INFLt#\{deent]] \'a
0

VO/\DP

komen tpp

Note that from its position in [Spec,TP] the subject is free to undergo further oper-
ations. It can either end up in the specifier of the higher TP (subject raising, as in (37))
or move further on to [Spec,CP], in case the subject is a wh-phrase, cf. (38). In other
words, this analysis shows how A- and A’-extraction of the subject are allowed in Dutch
MCE.

(37) Minakan komen, maar Peter kan niet.
Mina can come but Peter can not
Mina can come, but Peter can'’t.

(38) Ikweet wie er niet mocht komenen wie er wel
I know who there not was.allowed.to come and who there AFF
mocht.

was.allowed.to
I know who was allowed to come and who wasn’t.

3.4 Wh-object extraction is ungrammatical

Contrary to the subjects, objects are not allowed to extract out of the ellipsis site, as is
repeated in (39) for a wh-object. I will demonstrate how my account predicts this by
going over the derivation of the ungrammatical elliptical sentence step by step.

(39) A:Wat gaat Katrien Bert geven?
what goes Katrien Bert give
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B: Dat weet ik niet. Wat moet ze *(Bertgeven)?
thatknowI not whatshould she Bertgive

INTENDED READING: What should she give Bert?

Firstly, we start out from VoiceP again. As before, the head Voice® bears the [E]-feature.
Because both the subject and the wh-object still bear unchecked uninterpretable fea-
tures — an unvalued Case-feature in the case of the subject and a Q-feature in the
object’s — they both move to the phase edge [Spec,VoiceP] in order to escape being
sent off to Spell-Out before the features get valued.!°

(40) VoiceP
DP,; VoiceP
ze DP3 Voice’
/\
wat Voice? vP
[1Q,iwh] /\
(E] tpp1 \'4
]
/\
V0 VP
DP, v’
Bert Vo tpps
geven

Next, we merge T9 and project TP as in (41). The subject ze she’ moves to [Spec,TP], to
check the [EPP]-feature on the T° head.!!

10In the tree structures I only show what is relevant for the derivation later.

10ne could say that both object and subject are equidistant with respect to T? and that T° could just
as well attract the object to its Spec (thanks to Patricia Cabredo Hofherr for pointing this out to me). A
tentative explanation for this would be that the [EPP]-feature on T° opts for the subject because that still
has an unvalued [Case]-feature, unlike the object.
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41 TP
/\
DB, T
ze T? VoiceP
DP; VoiceP
/\
tpp1 DP3 Voice’
]
/\
war  yoice® vP
[uQ,iwh] /\
(E] tpp1 v
/\
\% VP

0
/\ |
DP, \%
N

Bert Vo tpprs

geven

The next step is the merger of the licensing modal head V°, bearing the right category
features to Agree with [E] and consequently, VoiceP is sent off to Spell-Out for non-
pronunciation. The wh-object, which has moved as far as [Spec,VoiceP] but not fur-
ther, is therefore stuck in the ellipsis site, unlike the subject, which moved to [Spec,TP]
prior to merger of the licensing head.

(42) VP
/\
v
/\
Vo TP
/\
[CAT [rzfl[;)cf;oanPl L
E ze VoiceP
VoiceP
/\
i tpp1 DPs Voice’
i /\
[u(gj,cxvh] Voice? vP
(E]
Q tpp1 Bert geven tpps

Agree
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Finally, we merge the TP and the CP projection. C° bears an uninterpretable [wh]-
feature that cannot be checked. In non-elliptical sentences it would attract the wh-
object, but in this case it cannot, for the object is elided. Furthermore, the [uQ]-feature
on the object also remains unchecked. As a result the derivation crashes.!?

(43) *CP
C)
0 TP
[iQ,uwh] /\
moet bPy !
0/\
ze T VP
tmoet V,
tvo/\TP
tpps

VoiceP

VoiceP

Voice" vP
[E] tpp1 Bertgeventpps

This subsection has shown us why wh-object extraction out of the ellipsis site is
disallowed in Dutch modal complement ellipsis. Next I will illustrate how this account
also correctly blocks object scrambling.

3.4.1 Object scrambling is ungrammatical

As we have seen above, Dutch MCE does not allow the definite object to scramble
across negation, as in (44). I claim that this is because object scrambling is from a
position inside the ellipsis site to a position outside the ellipsis site, but this movement
would take place after the merger of the licensing head.

(44) Ikwil je helpen, maarikzal (*je) nietkunnen.
I wantyouhelp but I will younot can
I want to help you, but I will not be able to.

12A5 can be seen in the tree structure in (43), the modal first moves to T° to pick up Tense and then
further moves on to C°. The subject, in turn, moves to the higher [Spec,TP] to get its Case-feature valued.
Both of these movement operations are rather irrelevant to the analysis, however.
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In Dutch non-elliptical sentences a definite object scrambles from [Spec,VoiceP] to
a position in the higher clause, higher than the modal.!® Evidence for such a claim
comes from a combination of data. First of all, a definite object obligatorily precedes
negation in non-elliptical sentences, as in shown for the pronoun je ‘you’ in (45).

(45) Ikwil je helpen, maarikzal <je>niet<*je> kunnen helpen.
I wantyouhelp but [ willyou not youcan help
I want to help you, but I will not be able to help you.

Secondly, the meaning of the example in (46) tells us that negation scopes in the higher
clause. It cannot get the interpretation where the negation is inside the scope of the
modal, inside the embedded infinitive clause.

(46) Ikzal je nietkunnen helpen.
I will you not can help
= I will not be able to help you
#I will be able not to help you.

This means that object scrambling takes the object to a position in the higher clause
as well. For convenience’s sake, I adjoined both the scrambled object and the negation
to VP in the tree below, leaving aside their exact position. Crucially, they both occur
higher than the modal’s base-generation position, as is shown in (47).

(47) VP
/\
Vvp
/\
je niet VP
/\
v
/\
kunnen TP
/\
ik T
T0 VoiceP
I

In the elliptical sentence in (44) this means that ellipsis takes place before the object
can move out of the ellipsis site.

13The exact reason for this movement could have to do with some [topic]-feature on the definite ob-
ject, but that is immaterial to the analysis in this paper.
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(48) VP

/\
/\

niet VP

kunnen

Summing up, I have demonstrated how the account presented here explains the
contrast between subjects and objects regarding modal complement ellipsis in Dutch.
Only subjects survive Dutch MCE, because they move out of the ellipsis site to a posi-
tion between the ellipsis site and the ellipsis licensing head. Since objects do not have
any position to move to prior to the merger of the ellipsis licensing head, they are stuck
in the ellipsis site and do not get pronounced.

4 English VP ellipsis: Analysis

The previous section was dealing with ellipsis of a verbal phrase in Dutch. The phe-
nomenon of VP ellipsis (VPE) is, however, much more widely discussed for English.
A typical VPE example is the sentence in (49): the verb phrase go to Italy is not pro-
nounced in the second conjunct because it has a local antecedent in the first conjunct.

(49) Kim didn’t go to Italy, but Tom did.

We have seen above that there are certain differences between English VPE and the
Dutch counterpart eliding infinitival complements of modals, but the one that con-
cerns us here is extraction. In English VPE, both objects and subjects can be extracted
out of the ellipsis site (cf. Schuyler 2002, Merchant 2008b). The sentence in (50a) dis-
plays movement of a wh-object out of the ellipsis site, while the pseudogapping in
(50b) is considered to involve extraction of the object remnant out of the verb phrase
prior to deletion. Justlike Dutch, English also allows subjects to extract, as is illustrated
in (51a) for unaccusatives and in (51b) for passives.

(50) a. Whatis Tom going to buy? — I don’t know. What should he [buyt;3471?
b. Mina rolled up a newspaper and Tom did a magazine [rellup-tzmagazine]
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(51) a. I'know Peter can’'t come to my talk, but who can [eemetnte-mytatk]?
b. Mina wasn'’t arrested, but she should be [arrested-tyri].

If we want to apply the analysis put forward for Dutch MCE to English VPE, we should
be able to account for these differences. First of all we have to determine what is the
head licensing VPE in English and which part of the sentence exactly gets deleted. 1
assume that the head licensing English VPE is the modal or auxiliary in T® (see Zagona
1982, 1988; Lobeck 1995; Johnson 2001) and that v° is the head bearing the [E]-feature
(see Merchant 2007, 2008a). The lexical entry for English VPE [E] is given in (52).

(52) Eypg |[INFL [uT]

SEL [v]

Next, I present the evidence for these differences from the analysis for Dutch. In Dutch
MCE the licensing head is a modal too, but there the modal is not in T rather, it
is a VY head selecting a TP complement. This explains why only modals can license
Dutch MCE, and not auxiliaries. The claim that English modals, on the other hand, are
TO heads, just like temporal auxiliaries, however, is not new. They behave differently
from Dutch modals (see IJbema 2002, Wurmbrand 2003). Firstly, unlike Dutch modals,
English modals lack inflection. In (53a/b) we see that Dutch modals make a distinc-
tion between singular and plural inflection on the finite modal verb, just like regular
verbs. English modals, on the other hand, do not display person inflection: there is no
form *musts for the third person singular, for instance. The sentences in (54) show that
Dutch modals occur in the past tense and have a past participle, unlike their English
counterparts, and (55) contains a modal infinitive in Dutch, while English modals do
not occur in the infinitive.

(63) a. Ik/Jij/ Hijmoetnaar de supermarkt gaan.
I youhe mustto thesupermarketgo

b. Wij/ Jullie/ Zij moeten naar de supermarkt gaan.
we you.pltheymust to thesupermarketgo
I/You/He/We/They must go to the supermarket.

(54) a. Hijmocht nietbuiten spelen.
he may.PAST not outside play
He was not allowed to play outside.
b. Hij heeft dat nooit gekund.
he has thatnever can.PST PRTC
He was never able to do that.

(55) Hijzal nietmogen komen.
he will not may.INF come
He won't be allowed to come.

Secondly, English modals cannot be stacked, while Dutch modals can, witness (56).

(56) Hij kan niet willen mogen komen.
he can not want may come
It is possible that he doesn’t want to be allowed to come.
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Thirdly, deontic modals in Dutch can take DP complements (see Barbiers 1995). En-
glish modals, on the other hand, cannot, as is clear from the translation in (57).

(57) Hij mag een koekje.
he maya cookie
He is allowed to have a cookie.

These facts provide evidence for the claim that English and Dutch modals are not
base-generated in the same position. English modals are T® heads, while Dutch modals
are V? heads. Thus, the VPE ellipsis licensing head is T° in English. Now I will show
that English VPE also differs from Dutch MCE in the constituent it elides. English VPE
involves deletion of a smaller part of the sentence: it deletes vP (see Merchant 2007,
2008a,b) instead of VoiceP. Empirical evidence is provided by sentences with a passive
auxiliary. This passive auxiliary is deleted in Dutch, but not (necessarily) so in English.

(58) a. Deze broekwordt best niet gewassen, maar die rok magwel (*
this pants become best not washed but that skirt may PRT
worden).
become
These pants don’t have to be washed, but this skirt can be washed.

b. The trash is taken out whenever it is apparent that it should be.

Now, how do these differences explain the difference in extraction possibilities be-
tween English and Dutch? Let us go over the derivation of the sentence in (59) with
wh-object movement out of the ellipsis site.

(59) I don’t know who Mina shouldn’t invite, but I know who she should [, p invite
twirol-

We start out from the derivation of vP this time, because this is the constituent which is
elided in English VPE. As illustrated in the tree structure in (60), v° is the head bearing
an [E]-feature.

(60) vP
DP1 v
she V0 VP

Vo DP,
invite who
[iwh,uQ)]

The next step in the derivation is merger of the phase head Voice® and the projec-
tion of VoiceP. Because Voice is a phase head it attracts the subject and the wh-object
to the phase edge, as in (61).
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(61) VoiceP
/\
DP, VoiceP
/\
she DP, Voice’
/\
[iwal,hz 0 Voice? vP
/\
tDlPl v’
/\
V0 VP
0y
Vo DP
invite tpp2

Then we merge the T® head, which licenses the ellipsis. The subject moves to
[Spec,TP] to get its Case feature valued and to check off the uninterpretable [¢]-fea-
tures on T°. The [E]-feature on v° is also checked against the category feature on T°
and consequently the little vP is sent off to Spell-Out, marked for non-pronunciation.

(62) TP
DP, T
she TO VoiceP
[CAT[T]]

should DP1 VoiceP

| DP,

-==}--0

who

2.0
liwh, uQ) Voice

vP
tpp1 '

N

VP

VO
[E[INFL [2]]- /\V
Agree VO/\DP

invite tpps
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Finally, the C° head is merged, projecting the CP. As you can see in (63), the wh-
object moves from the phase edge [Spec,VoiceP] to [Spec,CP] to check C%’s [uwh] and
to get its own [uQ)] feature checked. The finite verb should moves to C° and as a result
we get the grammatical sentence in (64).1

(63) CP
/\
DP, C
T
[iwL;}lTZZQ] e /TP\
she T? VoiceP
tsh(:uld tpp1 VoiceP
tDlpz

invitetpps

(64) (I don't know who Mina shouldn't invite, but I know) who she should.

Summing up, we have seen that in English both subjects and objects can survive
VP ellipsis because they can move out of the ellipsis site to the clause internal phase
edge [Spec,VoiceP] prior to merger of the ellipsis licensing head T°. In this analysis the
projections between the licensing head and the constituent that is elided play a crucial
role when it comes to determining what can be extracted out of the ellipsis site and
what cannot. We predict to see the same pattern as in English every time when there
is a phase head intervening: all constituents that move in non-elliptical sentences also
move in ellipsis, as in (65). In cases similar to Dutch MCE, on the other hand, we expect
only limited extraction. Only constituents moving to [Spec,TP] or adjoining to TP can
survive the ellipsis (cf. (66)).

1411eave out the derivation of the rest of the sentence, because it is irrelevant for the analysis of ellipsis.
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(65) TP
T)
phase head — all kinds of extraction
T? VoiceP
l //\\/. y
licensing head /01{
Voice? vP
V’
v VP
(E]
(66) VP
VY
/\ no phase head — limited extraction
I~~~
% TP
| —T1 ™~
licensing head /\
T? oiceP
Voice’
Voice® vP

5 Conclusion

In this paper I argued for a deletion account of Dutch modal complement ellipsis
(MCE). This phenomenon, in which the infinitival complements of deontic modal
verbs are missing, looks very similar to verb phrase ellipsis in English. The fact that
it does not allow objects to extract out of the ellipsis site, however, at first sight seemed
to hint at a proform analysis instead of the deletion approach taken for English VPE in
the literature. A closer look showed that MCE disrupts the simple pattern of "extrac-
tion means deletion; non-extraction means proform": unlike objects, subjects can be
extracted.

I claim that Dutch MCE does indeed involve deletion of a full verb structure and
that the illicitness of object extraction is due to the fact that Dutch does not provide an
escape hatch for objects prior to the merger of the licensing head, unlike English. More
in general, I claim that ellipsis is triggered by an Agree relation between the licensing
head and an [E]-feature on the head of the ellipsis site. From the moment this Agree
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relation is established, the ellipsis site is sent off to Spell-Out, not to be pronounced but
to be deleted at PF due to the [E]-feature. Any constituent that has not moved out of the
ellipsis site before this point in the derivation is deleted with the rest of the verb phrase.
This means that the projections between the ellipsis site and the licensing head play a
crucial role: if a phrase moves to a position on one of the intervening projections, it
survives the ellipsis; if not, it is elided. In this paper I have demonstrated that this
derives the extraction differences between English and Dutch. Dutch only provides an
escape hatch for the subject, as the only intervening projection is TP, while in English
anything can get out, for there is a phase head Voice® between the licensing head and
the elided vP. Further research will hopefully show that this licensing of ellipsis can
be applied to other elliptical constructions as well, so that we can come to a unified
treatment of ellipsis in terms of deletion instead of the division between proforms and
deletion approaches.
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Resolving similarity in embedded contexts

Ana Arregui

1 Introduction

It is widely accepted that in evaluating counterfactual conditionals we consider what
happens in circumstances that are similar to the actual world. In this paper I discuss
evidence in favor of an analysis of counterfactuals that links the resolution of similarity
to the interpretation of tense.

(Arregui, 2005, 2007a, 2008) presented an analysis of counterfactuals that charac-
terized them as predicates of past features of the world (predicates of a past situation).
It was argued that only similarity with respect to the relevant past features counts.
Since counterfactuals were characterized as a case of modal predication about a (past)
part of the world, I will refer to this as the de re analysis.

The de re analysis links the resolution of similarity directly to the interpretation of
tense. My objective in this paper is to discuss novel data that shows that the interpre-
tation of tense in counterfactuals affects our evaluation of similarity. We will compare
the evaluation of counterfactuals embedded in relative clauses (in which the embed-
ded tense is free) with counterfactuals embedded in the complement of propositional
attitude verbs (in which the embedded tense is bound). As we will see, the free vs.
bound distinction has consequences for the evaluation of similarity. We will use exam-
ples with quantified subjects to detect variation in the resolution of similarity.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, I will present the de re analysis of
counterfactuals. My goal is to spell out the main ideas, and prepare the ground for the
discussion of embedded contexts. Readers are referred to (Arregui, 2005, 2007a, 2008)
for further details and justification. According to the de re analysis, the interpretation
of counterfactuals only requires that we worry about similarity with respect to certain
features of the actual world. Instead of global similarity, as sponsored by the classical
Lewis-Stalnaker style analysis, the de re analysis favors local similarity, and ties it to the
resolution of tense. This paper is concerned with the latter claim. The argument will
be constructed as follows. In Section 3 we will examine examples originating in the
sequence of tense literature in which the interpretation of embedded tenses has been
claimed to vary: relative clauses vs. complement clauses. In Section 4 we will observe
that different options are available for the interpretation of embedded counterfactu-
als, depending on whether tense is interpreted as free or bound. That is, similarity in
counterfactuals is evaluated differently depending on whether they are embedded in
relative clauses or in the complement of propositional attitude verbs. The correlation
between the interpretation of tense and the resolution of similarity will be taken as ev-
idence in favor of a semantics that ties the resolution of similarity to tense, and thus in
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favor of the de re analysis.

2 Adereanalysis

In (Arregui, 2005, 20073, 2008) I proposed an analysis according to which counterfac-
tuals are interpreted as making de re predications about past features of the world. In
this section I will (briefly) present the proposal, and some of my basic assumptions.
This will serve as the basis for the argumentation in Section 4.

As a preliminary clarification, let me note that my interest here is with the inter-
pretation of past tense morphology in counterfactuals, and I will not discuss the differ-
ences between simple would and would have counterfactuals. For a discussion of the
role of have, the reader is referred to (Arregui, 2005, 2007b), as well as (Ippolito, 2003,
2006; Condoravdi, 2002; Iatridou, 2000; Ogihara, 2000), among others.

2.1 Structural preliminaries

In this section, I will present some of my basic assumptions. For the sake of concrete-
ness, [ will adopt a simplified syntactic structure for counterfactuals, as well as simpli-
fied assumptions regarding the interaction between the if-clause and the matrix clause.
[ will treat counterfactuals as modal claims c-commanded by a past tense. The modal
itself takes two arguments: the if-clause serves as restrictor, and the main clause as
nuclear scope (for a more thorough discussion of syntactic matters, the reader is re-
ferred to Bhatt and Pancheva (2006); Iatridou (2000), etc; for accounts that address the
dynamic nature of the interaction between the if-clause and the matrix, the reader is
referred to Kratzer (1991); Fintel (1994), among others):

(1) Structure for would-conditionals:

pastj/\

I'would like to highlight the following points: (a) In (1) a past tense c-commands the
entire counterfactual construction, regardless of whether we are dealing with simple
would or would-have counterfactuals (see Arregui, 2005, 2007b, for discussion). The
idea that (some) counterfactuals are conditionals in the scope of a past tense can be
traced back to the work of Thomason and Gupta (1980), and similar ideas have been ex-
amined in more recent literature (among others latridou, 2000; Ogihara, 2000; Condo-
ravdi, 2002; Ippolito, 2003). It has been observed that the tense morphology we observe
in the antecedent clause of counterfactuals (the if-clause) is often incompatible with a
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deictic interpretation (among others Dudman, 1984). The structure in (1) provides an
explanation for the apparent disparity, since the structure predicts that a sequence of
tense interpretation will be available for tense in this context. Given (1), the past mor-
phology in the if-clause can be analyzed as indicating agreement with the higher past
tense and need not carry deictic past information. A snap-shot of the relevant details
is provided in (2), and the mechanisms of sequence of tense will be discussed more
generally in Section 3 (following Kratzer, 1998).

2)

a variable tense
(tense morphology is not interpreted)

(b) The modal combines with two properties of times, one corresponding to the
matrix clause, and the other to the if-clause. In the analysis that will be discussed here,
the modal will be responsible for fixing the temporal parameter of its arguments (for
views according to which modals are responsible for shifting the evaluation time of
their embedded clauses away from the speech time, the reader is referred to Enc (1996);
Condoravdi (2002), among others).

2.2 Adereproposal in the framework of situation semantics

The proposal examined in this paper assigns a crucial role to tense in managing sim-
ilarity in counterfactuals. Theories of tense often deal with issues related to temporal
interpretation without making specific ontological commitments (they are not neces-
sary). However, in assigning tense a role in the evaluation of similarity, we will adopt
a particular view regarding the ontology underlying its interpretation. In the proposal
examined here, tenses will be treated as referential expressions (following a tradition
that includes (Partee, 1973; Abusch, 1988, 1996; Heim, 1994; Kratzer, 1998)) and they
will be taken to refer in the domain of possible situations (as presented in (Kratzer,
1989, 2002, 2006)).

In a Kratzer-style situations framework, situations are parts of worlds (where worlds
themselves are characterized as ‘maximal situations’). Given a Lewis-style perspective
on possible worlds, situations are at most part of one world. The ‘mereological’ part-of
relation will be indicated with the symbol <;. With a ‘situations treatment’ of refer-
ential tenses, tenses have both a temporal and a modal dimension: they identify parts
within a world (in other words, features of a world). Under a situations analysis, a (real)
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deictic past tense has the interpretation below (analyzing tense features as presuppo-
sition triggers, along the lines of Heim (1994)):

(3) [past;]¢ = g(i) = s;, where s; is presupposed to precede the speech event.

The analysis of counterfactuals that will be examined here appeals not only to the
part-of relation described above <y, but also to a modal part of relation (represented
here with <). Having adopted a referential analysis of tense, it will be necessary to
identify the situation referent of past tense in counterfactuals within situations and
worlds different from the actual world. Given a Lewis-style perspective, cross-world
identification of situations (and indeed, any individual!) take place via counterparts.
Appealing to counterparts, we can say that a situation in the actual world is part-of
(in the modal sense) of another world (or of a situation in another world) iff the actual
world situation has a counterpart in the other world:

(4) s<s'iff shas a counterpartin s’ (Arregui, 2007a, 2008)
(where counterpart relations are established via contextually salient parame-
ters of similarity)

With these ideas in place, we can now proceed to discuss the interpretation of the
modal, but we’ll take a preliminary step. In the analysis examined here, the modal is
responsible both for shifting the reference time of its argument clauses, and for quanti-
fying over antecedent situations. For the sake of simplicity, I will spell out the temporal
shift separately:

(5) Where [if-clause] = a property of situations p, the future shifted proposition p*
identified by the modal to serve as the antecedent proposition will be:
p* =As3s’: s’ <sAs'isnon-pastA p(s') = 1.

Having established this background, we can now turn to the de re analysis of the
modal. According to the proposal in (6) (Arregui, 2007a, 2008), the arguments of the
modal include two propositions and a situation. The situation is the denotation of the
matrix past tense, and functions as the res of the counterfactual predicate:

(6) Given two propositions p* and g* and a past situation s in w,
[would, 18 (p*)(g™)(s) = Liff
{siis<siAp*(s) =1 c{s;:3s] 5] <s Ag™(s]) =1},
where sy is a situation that satisfies the set of laws L salient in the context.

Before discussing (6) in detail, let us make one observation about the laws (L) (I
simply note this point here, it is discussed more extensively in (Arregui, 2007a)). The
truth value of counterfactuals is usually resolved on the basis of both facts in the actual
world and laws in the actual world (see for example (Lewis, 1979) for an early discus-
sion of their relative importance). The analysis in (6) treats the modal as introducing
a free resource variable responsible for invoking relevant laws (making use of ideas
in (Fintel, 1994)), thus ensuring that quantification is restricted by whatever subset of
the laws is contextually relevant. The proposal examined here thus separates the two
factors that traditionally have played a role in resolving similarity: the modal is re-
sponsible for appealing to the salient (relevant) laws, and past tense is responsible for
invoking the facts.
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According to the proposal in (6), would takes as arguments two propositions and a
past situation. In the structure in (1), past tense contributes the past situation that is
the res of predication. The counterfactual is about that past situation. Given (6), the
counterfactual will be true iff all (law-like) situations that contain a counterpart of that
past actual world situation in which the antecedent is true can be extended (modally)
to situations in which the consequent is true.

The proposal in (6), together with the structure in (1), gives past tense an important
role to play. Past tense is responsible for identifying the features of the world that mat-
ter for evaluating similarity. In other words, past tense identifies the situation that is
the res of predication (the situation that supports the truth of the counterfactual). We
can see the proposal in (6) at work by examining an example:

(7) Anexample
[If it had rained, I would have gotten wet] "¢ = 1 iff
{s] :s< s Aithasrained ins;} € {s] : 3s7 : s} < s/ AThave gotten wet ins/}

We will first worry about the antecedent proposition. As we saw in (5), would in
(7) sets the temporal parameter of the antecedent clause to some non-past time. But if
we set the result state introduced by the perfect had rained at some non-past time (for
example, the utterance time), we will allow the raining event to be located before the
speech time (thus giving the impression that the antecedent clause is set in the past!)
(for a discussion of the temporal effects of the perfect in antecedent clauses, the reader
is referred to (Arregui, 2007b; Ippolito, 2003, 2006, , among others)).

Let us now consider the res situation in (7). Suppose that I was in an open field,
and had no umbrella or protective cover. In such circumstances we might be willing to
grant that (7) is true. And the de re semantics makes correct predictions: suppose that
past tense refers to the past situation of me being unprotected in the field, it will be the
case that all lawlike situations that include a counterpart of this situation in which it
has rained will have lawlike modal extensions in which I have gotten wet.

We will make correct predictions for (7) when tense refers to the situation that I was
uncovered in the open field. But we might worry. What if tense had referred to another
situation (the situation of there being a big cow next to me, for example)? Then the
counterfactual would have come out false (there is no law-like link between cows, it
raining, and me getting wet). The only response to this concern is to say that when we
interpret a counterfactual, we try to resolve the denotation of past tense in a way that
makes the sentence true. This is a general strategy for referential expressions, and is
part of our cooperative attitude when talking to each other.

The analysis in (6) locates the relevance of actual world features in the resolution of
tense. A counterfactual will come out as true or false depending on the interpretation
of tense (and the laws). In the next section we will take a short detour to consider
examples showing that we have intuitions about the situations that support the truth
of counterfactuals (the situations that are the res of counterfactual predicates). This
is encouraging, as it lends plausibility to the de re analysis. The examples in question
will be sentences in which counterfactuals are embedded under the verb to know (this
matter is discussed also in (Arregui, 2007a, 2008)).
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2.3 Motivating the view: intuitions on ‘aboutness’ in counterfactuals.

In this section we will be concerned with the conditions in which we are ready to claim
that somebody knows a counterfactual. We will be interested in the analysis of knowl-
edge put forward in Kratzer (2002). Kratzer characterizes knowledge as justified true
belief, and avoids the well-know problem posed by Gettier-examples by requiring that
belief be de re about facts (the pertinent situations in the world). Since in Kratzer’s pro-
posal knowledge of a proposition requires acquaintance with situations that support
the truth of the proposition, knowledge contexts will provide good settings to test our
intuitions regarding the situations that support the truth of counterfactuals.
Here is Kratzer’s characterization of know:

(8) S knows p iff (Kratzer 2002)
a. Thereis a fact f that exemplifies p
b. Sbelieves p dereof f, and
c. Scanrule out relevant possible alternatives of f that do not exemplify p.

The requirement that knowledge include de re belief of the world-features respon-
sible for the truth of the embedded proposition avoids the problems posed by Gettier-
scenarios. To see how this works, consider the example in (9):

(9) Smith knows that either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona.

As Gettier famously pointed out, examples like (9) can prove challenging for an
analysis of knowledge as justified true belief. Suppose that Smith knows that Jones
used to own a Ford, and has recently seen Jones driving around in a Ford, and so jus-
tifiably believes that Jones owns a Ford. Suppose also that Smith has no idea as to
where Brown is. Smith’s belief state is such that he believes that either Jones owns a
Ford or Brown is in Barcelona. Now, in Gettier’s story, it turns out that Jones had sold
his Ford, and was driving around in a friend’s car, and accidentally Brown happens
to be in Barcelona. So Smith believes a true proposition, and is justified in believing
that proposition. However, we would not accept, in this context, that Smith knows the
proposition.

Kratzer’s analysis of know avoids the problem posed by Gettier contexts by requir-
ing that knowledge include de re belief about a situation that supports the truth of the
believed proposition.! Our judgments regarding knowledge attribution are thus ex-
pected to be sensitive to the situations that support the truth of propositions, and we
can now use Gettier contexts to test our intuitions for the case of counterfactuals. Con-
sider (10) in a Gettier context (11):

(10) Smith knows that if Nixon had pushed the button, there would have been a
nuclear holocaust.

IKratzer requires de re belief about facts, where facts are characterized as follows: If s is a possible
situation and p is a proposition, then s is a fact exemplifying p iff for all s' such that s' < s and p is not
trueins', thereis an s" such that s' < s" < s and s is a minimal situation in which p is true. (A minimal
situation in which p is true is a situation that has no proper parts in which p is true.) (Kratzer, 2002, :
660)
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(11) Gettier context: at some point in the past, the button had been connected to an
A-set of missiles, and if those had been launched, there would have been a nu-
clear holocaust. Smith knew this. But at some later point, there was a change of
strategy, and the button was disconnected from the A-missiles and connected
to a B-set of missiles. If those had been launched, there would have been a
nuclear holocaust. Smith never found out that the wiring had been changed.

In the scenario described in (11), we would be unwilling to grant that Smith knows
that if Nixon had pushed the button, there would have been a nuclear holocaust. We
can explain this with Kratzer’s proposal by showing that in this context Smith is not
properly acquainted with the features of the world that support the truth of the embed-
ded clause (i.e. Smith is not acquainted de re with the relevant situation). The example
allows us to see that we have clear intuitions about what features of the world are re-
sponsible for the truth of the counterfactual, and lends plausibility to a view according
to which tense makes reference to such features.

The observation that we have intuitions about the situations that support the truth
of counterfactuals is encouraging, but does not in itself justify a de re analysis. The
fact that there are situations that support the truth of counterfactuals does not itself
guarantee that we make reference to such situations when uttering a counterfactual.
To argue that tense makes reference to such situations, I will present examples in which
differences in the interpretation of tense correlate with differences in the interpretation
of counterfactuals. We will begin by examining the various interpretations available to
tense.

3 Deictic vs. bound variable tenses: evidence from se-
quence of tense literature

In this paper I have adopted a referential theory of tense. A referential approach to
tense was originally defended by Partee (1973), who noted that tenses could function
a lot like pronouns, and receive free referential interpretations, anaphoric interpreta-
tions and bound variable interpretations. Various presentations of this view can be
found in the literature (Heim, 1994; Kratzer, 1998; von Stechow, 1995; Kusumoto, 2005,
etc.). Here I will follow Kratzer (1998) in distinguishing between deictic tenses and
variable tenses. Illustrations are provided in (12):

(12) A referential theory of tense

a. [pasfl®°€ is only defined if ¢ provides an interval ¢ that precedes f.
If defined, then [past]® € = .

b. (9,15 =g(®,) (Kratzer, 1998)

According to Kratzer (1998) (and Heim, 1994), a deictic past tense carries the pre-
supposition that the temporal entity it refers to is past (12a). A variable tense carries no
presuppositions, and will be interpreted simply in reference to a variable assignment
(12b). With this analysis, deictic past tenses (tenses in which morphological features
carry semantic information) refer to salient past entities. Variable tenses can be inter-
preted either as free or bound. If free, they will refer to salient entities. If bound, they
will give rise to the bound-variable reading of tense.
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Kratzer’s proposal for the interpretation of tense is set within a larger framework
designed to provide an account for sequence of tense phenomena and de se beliefs, in
parallelism with the interpretation of pronouns (we have simplified the presentation
here). ‘Sequence of tense’ is a descriptive terms used in the literature to identify cases
in which tense morphology appears to be semantically vacuous, lacking the tempo-
ral information associated with real, deictic past tenses (we will examine examples in
Sections 3.1 and 3.2). Various analysis of sequence of tense phenomena have been pro-
vided (Abusch, 1988; Ogihara, 1989; von Stechow, 1995; Kusumoto, 2005, among oth-
ers). According to Kratzer (and others), sequence of tense phenomena arise because
not all instances of past tense morphology correspond to deictic past tenses. In the
right environment, past tense morphology can show up as an instance of agreement,
and carry no semantic import. In such contexts, we will find a variable tense.

Kratzer’s analysis of sequence of tense phenomena makes use of both free and
bound variable interpretations for variable tenses. Kratzer shows that we can under-
stand the restrictions on the temporal interpretations available to tenses in different
types of embedded clauses by observing that some of those tenses are free and others
are bound. This will be discussed in the next two sections.

3.1 Tenses in relative clauses

It has been observed that tenses in relative clauses can be interpreted independently
(Ogihara, 1989, , etc.). An illustration is provided in (13):

(13) He married a woman who went to Harvard. (Ogihara, 1989)

The sentence in (13) does not impose an order between the time of the marriage
and the time at which the woman studies in Harvard. This can be captured in a ref-
erential theory of tense with an analysis in which the relative clause tense (RC-tense)
is a deictic past tense, and is simply ordered with respect to the speech time. If both
tenses are deictic, they are only ordered with respect to the speech time, and no order
is impose amongst them.

Given the aspectual classes involved in (13), it is difficult to imagine that the RC-
tense could be interpreted as a variable tense, coindexed with the matrix. It is easier
to access this option with stative relative clauses, as in (14). Here, the RC-tense could
easily correspond to a variable tense that picks up a salient referent from the context,
and thus ends up being anaphoric to the matrix tense:

(14) John bought a fish that was still alive. (Ogihara, 1989)

As a variable tense, the RC-tense pronoun carries no restrictions. It surfaces with
past tense morphology because it agrees with the matrix past tense. A variable tense
in the relative clause would make (14) an example of a sequence of tense phenomena.
Alternatively, the RC-tense could be a real deictic tense. As such, it could co-refer with
the matrix past or be independent.

The alternative interpretations for the RC-tense discussed above are presented be-
low, as conceived by Kratzer (1998):

(15) a. [rp past; [John buys a fish that; [tp @, [£2 be still alive]]]].
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b. [rp past; [John buys a fish that, [tp past;;3 [£, be still alive]]]]. (Kratzer,
1998)

In (15a), the RC-tense in (14) is analyzed as a variable. It is interpreted by the vari-
able assignment, and is anaphoric to the salient matrix past tense. In (15b), the RC-
tense in (14) is analyzed as a deictic past tense. The referent picked out by the tense
pronoun must precede the speech time, and can be co-referential with the matrix past
tense, or not.

To see another illustration of the variable tense (clearly) at work, consider (16):

(16) John said he would buy a fish that was still alive. (Kratzer, 1998)

In (16) the RC-tense picks out a temporal entity that is future with respect to the
speech time. This tense carries no deictic past features. Yet, it surfaces with past mor-
phology because of agreement with a higher past tense.

The important conclusion to be drawn from this section is that tenses in relative
clauses are not bound. Whether they are deictic or variable tenses, they are interpreted
referentially, picking out temporal entities.

3.2 Tenses in complement clauses

Tenses in complement clauses also exhibit sequence of tense phenomena. An illustra-
tion is provided in (17):

(17) John decided a week ago that in ten days he would say to his mother that they
were having their last meal together. (Abusch, 1988)

Even though there is past tense morphology in the most deeply embedded tense,
the time corresponding to the meal is understood to follow the speech time. Past mor-
phology on the VP were having their last meal together is semantically vacuous. In this
example, tense on was can only be a variable tense, surfacing with past morphology as
a consequence of agreement.

Though tenses in the complement clause of attitude verbs can be interpreted as
variable tenses, they cannot be interpreted independently of the matrix tense (that is,
they cannot be free variable tenses). To see this, consider (18):

(18) John thought that the fish was still alive.

The interpretation of the embedded tense in (18) is restricted. The sentence can
only mean that John thought in the past that the fish was still alive at that past time
when he was thinking (or at an earlier time). (18) cannot report a past thought about
a future state of the fish. This restriction on the interpretation of the embedded tense
has been targeted by Abusch’s upper limit constraint (presented by Kratzer as in (19)):

(19) Abusch’s Constraint ('Upper Limit' Constraint)
In attitude contexts, the highest tense is controlled by the matrix tense.

If we think of the upper limit constraint as a descriptive generalization, it simply
claims that the interpretation of tenses in the complement clause of attitude verbs are
‘bounded’ by the time of the matrix event.
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The proposal in (Kratzer, 1998) provides an account of the semantics of comple-
ment clauses that allows us to make sense of Abusch’s generalization. Making use
of observations and proposals by Cresswell and von Stechow (1982) and von Stechow
(1995), Kratzer generalizes a de se account of beliefs to temporal cases. Under a tem-
poral de se analysis, the complement clauses of propositional attitude verbs denote
properties of times. In the example in (20a), this will be the property of times true of
times at which the fish was still alive:

(20) a. John thought that the fish was still alive
b. [rp past; [John thought that; [1p @; the fish was still alive]]]. (Kratzer, 1998)

Using the concept of self-ascription to simplify the presentation, we can under-
stand that the attitude verb in (20a) requires that the subject self-ascribe the relevant
property at the time identified by the matrix tense. This will mean that in the past,
John self-ascribed the property of being at a time in which the fish was still alive (he
‘self-located’ as being at a time with that property). As was pointed out by von Ste-
chow (1995), the link between the evaluation time of the embedded property and the
time corresponding to the subject’s now allows the upper limit constraint (Abusch'’s
constraint) to be derived from the semantics of the embedding verb.

The analysis of sequence of tense in the complement of attitude verbs, and the
explanation of the upper limit constraint presented above, appeal to a bound variable
interpretation of the embedded tense. As a variable, tense in the embedded clause
does not carry deictic presuppositions, and the embedded morphology simply reflects
agreement with higher tenses.

In this section we have examined arguments from the sequence of tense literature
that point to a difference in the interpretation of tenses embedded in relative clauses
and tenses embedded in the complement of attitude verbs. In the first we observe a
free interpretation, and in the latter a bound variable interpretation. The discussion of
tense in the sequence of tense literature is made without major ontological commit-
ments regarding the nature of temporal entities. In the next section we will see that
with the situations interpretation of a referential theory of tense presented in Section
2, the differences we have observed between bound and free tenses permit the de re
analysis to make correct predictions regarding the resolution of similarity in embed-
ded counterfactuals. We will examine counterfactuals in both relative and comple-
ment clauses in the scope of quantified subjects.

4 Relating the interpretation of similarity to the interpre-
tation of tense

As we noted in Section 2.3, the fact that the truth of a counterfactual depends on what
is happening in part of the world (situation) does not in itself justify an analysis ac-
cording to which some expression makes reference to that part of the world (situation)
(as an analogy, the fact that a specific individual may be responsible for the truth of
the sentence A man smiled does not justify the claim that some constituent in the sen-
tence refers to that man). In this section we will provide support for the de re analysis
by examining examples in which the variation in the interpretation of tense that we
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observed in Section 3 correlates with variation in the evaluation of similarity. We will
be interested in counterfactuals embedded in relative clauses and in the complement
of attitude verbs. We will use sentences with quantified subjects as a tool to detect
variation in the evaluation of similarity.

To see how the argument will proceed, consider again the denotation for the modal
proposed by the de re analysis, and compare it with a Lewis-Stalnaker style denotation:

(21) De reproposal
[if p, wouldg] = 1 iff
{siis<siAp(sp) =13c{s;:3s]:5; <s]Aq(s]) =1},
where p and g are propositions, s is a past situation in the actual world, and sr.
is a situation that satisfies the set of laws L salient in the context.

(22) [if p, wouldg] =1 iff (a Lewis-Stalnaker style analysis)
{w: S(wo) (p)(w)} ={w: g(w)}
where p and g are propositions, wy is the actual world, and S is a contextually
given similarity relation.

According to (21), quantification will take place over situations that are similar to
the actual world with respect to s, where s is the denotation of past tense. The predic-
tion is that variations in the interpretation of past tense could affect how we identify s,
and thus affect also the evaluation of similarity. According to (22), however, similarity
is calculated globally by salient a similarity relation. Crucially, this view does not tie
similarity to tense.

4.1 Counterfactualsin the complement of propositional attitude verbs

Let us begin by examining the interpretation of counterfactuals in the complement
of propositional attitude verbs. Consider the counterfactual in (23a), uttered in the
scenario described below:

(23) Scenario: John and Jack both wanted to marry Alice. She was wealthy and beau-
tiful. John believed that money would have made him happy, and Jack believed
that beauty would have made him happy.

a. Both men believed that if they had married Alice, they would have been
happy.

Given the context provided in (23), it is clear that the men had, intuitively, different
reasons for reaching the conclusion that marriage with Alice would have made them
happy. The analysis of counterfactuals provided in (6) can be straightforwardly related
to an analysis of the propositional attitude verb in a manner that predicts this result. A
proposal for the denotation of the embedded clause is given in (24):

(24) a. [believed thatif they had married Alice, they would have been happy]
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b.

EXIST/\
i/\
pasti/\

would [if x; had married Alice]

Xj be happy

The proposal in (24) includes an index binding the pronoun introduced by tense.
With this analysis, tense in the complement clause is actually a bound-variable tense,
and the temporal location of the embedded clause will be decided by the embedding
verb (as discussed in Section 3.2). Tense morphology on the embedded verb is past in
agreement with the c-commanding past tense in the matrix verb. The embedded tense
does not carry deictic presuppositions.

As we noted in Section 3.2, tenses in the complement clauses of attitude verbs are
bound. The index i in (24b) binds the embedded tense, resulting in a property of
situations (proposition) that is true of situations that support the truth of the coun-
terfactual. These are situations such that all the lawlike situations that include them
(modally) in which the antecedent is true are also situations in which the consequent
is true. This proposition itself is not a good argument for belief. Generalizing a de se
semantics for belief, believe relates a proposition and an individual, resulting in truth
when the individual self-ascribes the property of living in a world in which the propo-
sition is true. The problem is that an individual can believe a counterfactual without
it being the case that his/her belief worlds themselves support the truth of the coun-
terfactual (typically, the belief worlds will be ‘too big, and include features that are
incompatible with the antecedent). It does not seem correct to claim that the propo-
sition generated by abstracting over the denotation of past is itself true of the belief
worlds of the subject. What seems correct is to say that there is some situation in the
belief worlds of the subject in which (of which) such proposition is true. The role of
the EXIST predicate is thus to mediate between the property of situations generated
by abstracting over tense and the world-level property of situations that is suitable as
an object of belief. EXIST thus maps properties of situations that may be smaller than
worlds to properties of situations that are true of worlds.? The latter will constitute an
adequate object for believe. Here I am proposing that mediation between the two is
carried out via existential quantification:

(25) a. [EXIST](p)=Aw3s[s<wA p(s)=1]
b. Aw3s[s<wA{s] :s<s; Ag(j) married Alicein s}} <

2 The EXIST operator is somewhat reminiscent of an aspectual operator, as characterized by Kratzer
(1998), following Klein (1994). Aspectual operators map properties of events to properties of times,
quantifying over event arguments. The EXIST operator maps properties of ‘small’ situations to prop-
erties of worlds, quantifying over the small situations. The investigation of such parallelisms remains
for future research.
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{s} :3s7 s} <] A g(j)ishappyin s7}]

Given the proposal in (25a), the complement of believe in (24a) will be the proposi-
tion in (25b). This is the proposition true in a world iff there exists a situation that sup-
ports the truth of the counterfactual. This proposition can be an adequate argument
for believe: an individual can be said to believe a counterfactual if s/he self-ascribes the
property of living in a world in which there exists a situation that supports the truth of
the counterfactual.

The semantics in (25b) makes correct predictions for examples with quantified sub-
jects, like (24). The sentence will be true iff it is the case that for each man x, x self-
ascribes the property of living in a world in which the proposition in (25b) is true. This
allows each man to believe the counterfactual for ‘different reasons’, since the situation
that supports the truth of the counterfactual can vary from one man to the other.

A global similarity analysis is at a disadvantage with examples in which counter-
factuals are embedded under quantifiers. According to the global similarity analysis, a
counterfactual invokes a contextually salient measure of similarity. There is no room
here for variation under a quantificational subject. To see the difficulties that can arise
with a single measure of similarity, consider the example in (26):

(26) Johnis well informed, and believes that Verdi was Italian and Bizet was French.
Jack however, believes that Verdi and Bizet were twins, and that both were French.

a. Both men believe that if Bizet had been Italian, Verdi and Bizet would have
been compatriots.

Our intuitions tell us that the counterfactual in (26a) is (or can be) true. Again, the
men have arrived at their beliefs for, intuitively, different reasons. As we have seen,
this can be captured with the analysis in (25), since the choice of res situation will be
allowed to vary with the men (the situation that Verdi was Italian for John and the sit-
uation that Verdi and Bizet were twins for Jack). A single, contextually salient, measure
of similarity, however, would get us into trouble. For suppose that context is such that
similarity with respect to nationality is given paramount importance (S). Then, (26a)
will be true iff for each man it is the case that for all of his belief-worlds, the most S-
similar worlds in which Bizet was Italian are also worlds in which Verdi and Bizet were
compatriots. For John this will not be problematic. Given that he believes that Verdi
was Italian, and S prioritizes nationality, in the most similar worlds in which Bizet was
Italian, Verdi will have been Italian too, and therefore Verdi and Bizet will be compatri-
ots. But in the case of Jack, we will obtain wrong results. Jack believes that Verdi and
Bizet were twins, and that they were both French. If Jack has come to believe that if
Bizet had been Italian, Verdi and Bizet would have been compatriots, it can only be be-
cause similarity ignores the facts regarding Verdi’s nationality (according to Jack!), and
prioritizes the fact that they were twins. We will not predict that both men believe the
counterfactual if similarity is resolved assigning the same weight to the facts regarding
Bizet and Verdi’s nationalities in both cases. But if there is a single, contextually given
similarity relation, it is not clear why similarity would care about Verdi’s nationality
when looking for the antecedent worlds relevant for John’s belief, and not care about
Verdi’s nationality when looking for the antecedent worlds relevant to Jack’s beliefs.

The conclusion we draw from the discussion above is that a single notion of sim-
ilarity will not give us correct results in examples like (26), in which the men can be
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said to hold the belief for different reasons. The existential quantifier over situations
in (25) makes better predictions here, supporting the de re proposal. Notice that it
would not really help the global similarity view to change the contextually given simi-
larity relation for an existentially quantified one, and thus allow for distribution under
quantified subjects:

(27) a. Both men believe that if Bizet had been Italian, Verdi and Bizet would have
been compatriots.

b. Where S is a contextually supplied similarity relation, A is the antecedent
proposition, and C the consequent proposition,
Aw3S{w': S(w)(A)(w) =1t c{w': C(w') =1}

With an existential quantifier over the similarity relation, the truth of a counterfac-
tual would require that all worlds that are similar to the evaluation world in some re-
spect in which the antecedent is true should also be worlds in which the consequent is
true. This appears to be too strong, since the domain of quantification will now include
many more worlds than are actually relevant. And as we will see in the next section, ex-
istential quantification over the similarity relation would also be problematic in other
examples.

As a final remark in this section, I will point to a source of concern. The proposal
in (25) ties the truth of the belief of a counterfactual to the existence of a situation that
supports the counterfactual. This ‘existential’ semantics predicts that conjunctions
like (28) can be true:

(28) Sara believes that if New York were in Georgia, New York would be in the south,
and that if New York were in Georgia, Georgia would be in the north.

This is because, if Sara’s geographical beliefs are accurate, there will be a situation in
Sara’s belief worlds that supports the truth of the counterfactual that if New York were
in Georgia, New York would be in the south. This is the situation of Georgia being in the
south. There will also be a situation that supports the truth of the counterfactual that if
New York were in Georgia, Georgia would be in the north. This is the situation that New
York is in the north. Maybe we an explain the oddness of this example by claiming that
if we have to resolve the reference of two tense pronouns with the same antecedent,
it is just pragmatically difficult to assign them different interpretations. Typically, the
utterance of (28) will be understood in a context in which one of the situations has be-
come more important, and this will make it difficult to shift the referent of the second
tense pronoun. However, this is speculative, and the topic requires further research. It
is worth pointing out, however, that while the proposal in (25) predicts that (28) can be
true, it does not make the same prediction for (29):

(29) Sara believes that if New York were in Georgia, New York would be in the south
and Georgia would be in the north.

Whatever may be Sara’s beliefs about the location of New York and Georgia, there
won't be a situation in Sara’s belief worlds that supports the truth of the counterfactual
that if New York were in Georgia, New York would be in the south and Georgia would be
in the north.
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4.2 Counterfactuals in relative clauses

In this section we will examine the interpretation of counterfactuals in relative clauses.
As we noted in Section 3.1, tenses in relative clauses have been claimed to be free, re-
ferring to some contextually salient entity (in our situations framework, a contextually
salient situation). Given the de re analysis, the proposal that tenses in relative clauses
are free makes different predictions for the resolution of similarity in counterfactuals in
relative clauses embedded under quantifiers as opposed to complement clauses em-
bedded under quantifiers. These predictions appear to be confirmed. Consider the
example in (30):

(30) At the party, John met Jane and Jim met Joan. Jane and Joan had both been in
the space program at NASA, though some years apart. They were both expelled.

a. #Atthatparty, both men met a woman who would have been the first woman
in space if she hadn't been expelled from NASA.

The counterfactual in (28a) is odd in the context provided above. It clearly isn't
because of the fact that there were different women involved, since a sentence of the
form At the party, both men met a woman who ate a lot of cheese would be perfectly
fine if they met different women. Neither can we attribute the oddness of (30a) to the
fact that there cannot be two different women of whom the counterfactual would be
true. Suppose that Jane had been chosen by NASA to be the first woman in space, but
something went wrong and she was expelled from the program. In such circumstances,
(31) would have been true:

(31) If Jane hadn’'t been expelled from NASA, she would have been the first woman
in space.

Imagine now that after Jane was expelled, NASA selected Joan to be the first woman
in space. But again, something went wrong and Joan was expelled. (32) would also
have been true:

(32) If Joan hadn’t been expelled from NASA, she would have been the first woman
in space.

The de re analysis of counterfactuals, together with the observation that tenses in
relative clauses remain free, correctly predicts that even if (31) and (32) are true, (30a)
will be odd. To see this, consider the interpretation of the generalized quantifier a
woman who would have been the first woman in space if she hadn'’t been expelled from
NASA:

(33) AP3x[xisawomanA
{s] : s < sy A x hasnot been expelled from NASA in s} ©
{s} :3s} : 5] <] Axis the first woman in space in s7} A P(x) = 1]

where [past] "8 in the embedded counterfactual is s.

' I suspect it should be s<s; instead of s<s; in the first set description.

As we see in (33), a woman introduces existential quantification over women, but
the interpretation of tense is referential (this is a relative clause with a free tense pro-
noun). This means that tense will refer to a salient situation. When a woman is inter-
preted in the scope of the quantifier both men, it will be possible to vary the women
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that each men met (the existential will distribute), but it won't be possible to vary the
situations referred to by tense. This means that in order for (30a) to be true, there would
have to be a situation in the world that supports the truth of both counterfactuals in
(31) and (32). And this cannot happen. For suppose we consider a situation that sup-
ports the truth of (31). This would be a situation in which Jane was chosen by NASA
to be the first woman in space. This situation will not make the second counterfactual
true: in the situations in which Joan is not expelled from NASA and Jane has been cho-
sen to be the first woman in space, Joan will not be the first woman in space (and vice
versa).

In (27) we considered and discarded the possibility of allowing the similarity rela-
tion associated with the counterfactual to be existentially quantified over. Let us note
that such a view would make incorrect predictions for the case of relative clauses:

(34) AP3x[xisawomanA
AS{w’ : S(wp) (x is not expelled from NASA) (w') = 1}
{w': x is the first woman in space in w'} A P(x) = 1]
where wy in the actual world.

In (34) T have presented the denotation for the generalized quantifier a woman who
would have been the first woman in space if she had not been expelled by NASA , allow-
ing existential quantification over the similarity relation associated with the counter-
factual. This treatment of similarity would allow the similarity relation to vary with the
choice of men when the relative clause is interpreted in the scope of the quantifier both
men. Given our judgments, this would be a mistake.

For the sake of completeness, further examples following this pattern are provided
below:

(35) a. #Both women drove a car that would have won the race if it hadn’t broken
down.

b. #Both professors had a student who would have discovered DNA if she had
persevered.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we have examined examples in which counterfactual conditionals are
embedded in relative clauses and in the complement clauses of attitude verbs. We
have used examples with quantified subjects to test the options available for the in-
terpretation of similarity. We have observed that our evaluation of similarity varies de-
pending on whether counterfactuals are found contexts in which embedded tenses are
bound and the res situation is existentially quantified over (attitude complements), or
in contexts in which embedded tenses are free (relative clauses) and the res situation is
identified deictically. The presence of quantified subjects has allowed us to detect the
variation.

The conclusion is that the interpretation of tense affects the evaluation of similarity.
This is straightforwardly accounted for by an analysis of counterfactuals that links the
resolution of tense to the resolution of similarity. For this reason, counterfactuals in
embedded contexts provide support for the de re analysis of counterfactuals.
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Adverbs in restricted configurations

Elena Castroviejo Mir6*

1 Introduction

The research on deadjectival adverbs — or more precisely -ly-type adverbs (henceforth
LTAS) — has been mainly devoted to the study of LTAs that modify verbs and proposi-
tions, but little has been said about adverbs that modify adjectives. In (1) we see a list
of interesting examples:

(1)  extremelytall, endlessly frustrating, colossally stupid, deeply talented, widely suc-
cessful, ridiculously expensive.

In this paper I focus on LTAs that modify adjectives in the configuration illustrated in
(2) and (3). The cases in (2-a), (2-b) and (3-a) are wh-exclamative constructions and
the ones in (2-c¢) and (3-b) correspond to result clause constructions.

2) English
a. You would never believe how extremely fall Pau is.
b. How colossally stupid this joke is!
c. Thisjob is so endlessly frustrating, that I am thinking of quitting.

3) Catalan

a. Queextremadament alt que és en Pau!
‘How extremely tall Pau is!’

b. En Pau és tan extremadament alt que arriba al sostre.
‘Pau is so extremely tall that he reaches the ceiling.’

By using both English and Catalan as my object language, I want to show that only a
limited set of LTAs can occupy this position and I will be able to propose a classification
of these adverbs that hinges on the kind of modification that they impose on the adjec-
tive. What I claim exactly is that only some of the available LTAs may behave as predi-
cate modifiers. The rest are interpretable inasmuch they are treated as non-restrictive
modifiers and, thus, as side comments by the speaker.

The organization of the paper is as follows: I first give some background informa-
tion regarding to the relevant constructions and present the assumptions I make in
order to understand what the problem is. In the third section I establish the two main

*This paper has benefited from the insightful comments and the kind suggestions of the audience at
the CSSP 2007, and Patricia Cabredo Hofherr’s thorough review. I am indebted to Louise McNally for
her constant help, and to Jenny Doetjes and the audience of the Generals Workshop at the U. Leiden for
listening to an earlier version of this paper. None of them are responsible for the remaining mistakes.
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issues that need to be addressed: are adverbs like extremely in so extremely tall predi-
cate modifiers?, and do the rest of adverbs that appear in this position behave just like
extremely? Section four is devoted to the proposal, which makes clear how restrictive
and non-restrictive modifiers are semantically composed. The last section of the paper
summarizes the findings of the paper and highlights the questions that still need to be
answered.

2 Previous assumptions

In order to evaluate the interesting puzzles that arise w.r.t. LTAs preceded by so/how
in wh-exclamatives and result clause constructions,’ let us first introduce the relevant
data from Catalan. In the following examples we can see two instances of wh-exclama-
tive. In (4-a) the wh-phrase is a DegP, whereas in (4-b), the wh-phrase is a DP.

(4) a. Quealt que ésen Pau!
how tall thatis the P.
‘How tall Pau is!’
b. Quinpastistanbo que ha preparat en Ferran!
what cake so good that AUX prepared the Ferran
‘What a nice cake Ferran made!

In the former example, the degree head que? (‘how’) includes a [+wh] feature and that
is why the entire DegP moves to the left periphery, whereas in the latter case, the in-
definite quin (‘what’) holds this feature and the entire DP moves to CP3 It is interesting
to note that the DP introduced by quin includes a DegP headed by tan (‘so’) (i.e., tan
bo ‘so good’), which is not necessarily present in wh-exclamatives, but which I assume
is inferred from context when it is absent (in line with Castroviejo (2007), I take wh-
exclamatives to be degree constructions, where the speaker exhibits his/her attitude
towards a degree, even if is not explicitly spelled out).

1By result clause construction 1 mean the degree construction that includes a matrix clause with a
degree phrase headed by so that selects for a that-clause. I refer the reader to Meier (2003) for a complete
description and analysis.

2Not to mistake with the homophone complementizer que (‘that’), which shows a drastically different
distribution, as becomes obvious from the data that are presented. Admittedly, there is another type
of exclamative clause in Catalan which is introduced by the complementizer que, but which does not
involve wh-movement or degree modification by a degree word, and which cannot include an LTA (and
thus it is not relevant for this paper). The first example below has a similar counterpart in French (but
not in Spanish), and the second one is quite idiosyncratic among the Romance languages. See Villalba
(2003) for an analysis.

@) a. Queésalt en Pau!
that is tall the P.
‘How tall Pau is!’
b. Quen’és d’alt en Pau!
that CL.is of tall the P.
‘How tall Pau is!’

3Remarkably, both types of wh-exclamative in Spanish are introduced by the wh-word qué, but in
Catalan they are morphologically distinct. In fact, the wh-word quin, which heads a DP, is reminiscent
of the indefinite quantifier un (‘a’) preceded by the [+wh] feature qu-.
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Moving on to result clause constructions, observe that they include the degree word
tan (‘s0’), which takes as input a gradable adjective:

(5)  En Pau és tan alt que arriba al sostre.
‘Pau is so tall that he reaches the ceiling.’

Notice that in both (5) and (4-b) we find the same degree head, namely tan (‘so’). These
examples contrast with (4-a), since its degree head is gue (‘how’) and not tan (‘so’), but
I will assume along the lines of Castroviejo (2006) that que and fan share a number
of characteristics: they are both measure phrases (in Kennedy and McNally (2005b)’s
terminology) that take a gradable adjective and return a property of individuals (i.e.,
they are of type << e,d >,< e, t >>), they have the same degree semantics and they
have the same syntactic structure within DegP. Of course, they involve some different
properties (e.g., gue triggers movement, a DegP headed by que can stand alone as a
matrix wh-exclamative), but I assume these differences derive from the fact that que
includes a [+wh] feature.

In the following example, we observe that both degree words precede the gradable
adjective alt (‘tall’) and between the degree word and the adjective the LTA extremada-
ment (‘extremely’) may occur.

(6) a. Quin noi [tan (extremadament) alt]!
‘What an (extremely) tall boy!
b. [Que (extremadament) alt] que és aquest noi!
‘How (extremely) tall this boy is!
c. EnPaués [tan (extremadament) alt] que arriba al sostre.
‘Pau is so (extremely) tall that he reaches the ceiling.’

I posit that the examples above should be analyzed as in (7). Observe that in (7-a) we
have an entire DP whose head noun selects for a DegP headed by tan, whereas in (7-b)
we only have a DegP. Most importantly, the structures of both DegPs are identical.

(7) a DP
D° NP
|
quin
N© DegP
|
noi
Deg’ AP
|
tan

(extremadament) A°

alt
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b DegP
Deg’ AP
|
que/tan (extremadament) A°

alt

As far as the degree semantics, observe that when we merge so or fan with a grad-
able adjective, it is always the case that the degree indicated is high. Consider (8) as an
illustration of this phenomenon.

(8) a. No etcreuries mai quin pastis tan bo que ha preparat en Ferran. #Era tirant
abo.
‘You wouldn't believe what a nice cake Ferran made. It was almost nice.’
b. #En Pau és tan alt que pot passar per la porta.
‘Pau is so tall that he can go through the door.’

Note that in (8-a), the degree of niceness of the cake needs to be high, because the
follow-up of the first sentence cannot refer to a degree of niceness that does not reach
a high level. The follow-up would be felicitous if we had molt (‘very’) instead. Likewise,
the sentence in (8-b) is infelicitous, because — if we use common knowledge to state a
standard of highness for doors — to be able to go through them does not imply to be
tall to a high degree. Interestingly enough, this property of the degree word does not
extend to other similar degree constructions, such as the ones that contain foo and
enough (cf. Meier 2003 and Hacquard 2004):

(9) a. Pauistall enough to go through the door.
b. Pauis too tall to go through the door.

If we add to this that the appearances of tan and so in contexts other than exclamatives
and result clause constructions also involve high degree ((10)), we can assume that
high degree is part of the semantics of the degree word itself.

(10)  a. #If Pauis so tall, he can go through the door.
b. Pauisnot so tall. Actually, he can go through the door.

My assumption (cf. also Castroviejo 2006) is that all instances of tan (i.e., the ones in
(8) and (10)) and que are translated as a function from measure functions (i.e., gradable
adjectives) to properties of individuals ((11-b)). Crucially, the denotation of the degree
word contains the functor TAN ((11-a)). This functor establishes a relation between a
reference degree (dg) and a standard degree (ds) such that the former must be as least
as high as the latter. As we see in (11-b), the reference degree in (11-a) is obtained by
applying a measure function to an individual (e.g., the degree of tallness of individual
x) and the standard degree corresponds to a contextually determined degree that is
high (represented as d;).

an a. [[TAN(dR) (ds)]] =1iffdr =ds
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(Adapted from the definition of AS in Kennedy 1999)
b.  AGcea>Ax[TAN(G(X))(d;)]

In a nutshell, (11-b) makes sure that the degree words fan and que translate as func-
tions that take a gradable adjective and an individual and come out true, only if the
degree to which this individual is ADJ* is at least as high as a contextually determined
standard degree that is high.

For the sake of simplicity, I propose to use the following paraphrases, which will be
enlightening enough to evaluate the problem we deal with in this article.® In particular,
(13-a) corresponds to the exclamative in (12-a) and (13-b) corresponds to the result
clause construction in (12-b).

(12)  a. Que altque ésen Pau!
‘How tall Pau is!’
b. En Pau és tan alt que arriba al sostre.
‘Pau is so tall that he reaches the ceiling.’

(13) a. Pauis d-tall, and d > the degree of tallness that it takes for the speaker to
have an emotional attitude.
b. Pauis d-tall, and d > the degree of tallness that it takes for Pau to reach the
ceiling.

Observe that the preceding rough paraphrases treat wh-exclamatives and result clause
constructions in a parallel fashion, except for the fact that the latter spell out the con-
sequence of the individual having a high degree of ADJ-ness by means of a declarative
clause and the former do not. Instead, I take intonation in wh-exclamatives to convey
that the degree of ADJ-ness of a gradable adjective is high enough to provoke an atti-
tude in the speaker. Hence, abstracting away from obvious differences between these
two types of constructions (which perform different speech acts), we can use parallel
paraphrases that help us capture how LTAs are semantically composed in these config-
urations.

3 The plot

In this section I present the main puzzle concerning the interpretation of LTAs in the
configuration depicted above. Specifically, the puzzle consists of two problems: On the
one hand, an adverb like extremely does not seem to behave like a predicate modifier
and, on the other hand, there are LTAs like ethically and intelligently that do not behave
like extremely in the very same configuration.

%1 take ADJ to be a placeholder for any adjective meaning.

5Since it is not relevant for my purposes here, I disregard the fact that in result clause constructions,
the actuality of the proposition expressed by the that-clause is implicated. For a discussion, see Meier
(2003) and Hacquard (2004).
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3.1 Problem A: is extremely a predicate modifier?

In cases like (14), extremely behaves like a predicate modifier in the sense that it is a
property of a property. Or, given my previous assumptions, it is a kind of predicate
that takes a measure function and returns another measure function (i.e., << e,d >,<
e, d>>).

(14) Pau is extremely tall.

In this case, Pau’s tallness is described as extreme.®

Let us now take a look at the examples we want to analyze (repeated here from (3)).

(15) a. Que extremadament alt que és en Pau!
‘How extremely tall Pau is!’
b. En Pau és tan extremadament alt que arriba al sostre.
‘Pau is so extremely tall that he reaches the ceiling.’

In what follows I would like to show, by means of a series of tests, that when we find
an LTA like extremely in a wh-exclamative or a result clause construction, we do not
obtain the intended meaning by intersecting the LTA and the adjective.

3.1.1 Paraphrase

The first test consists in a paraphrase of the sort proposed in (13), which leads us to
find out how the LTA needs combine in order to obtain the intended meaning:

(16) a. #Pauis d-[extremely tall], and d > the degree that it takes for Pau to reach
the ceiling.
b. Pauis d-tall, d = the degree that it takes for Pau to reach the ceiling and d
is described by the speaker as extreme.

Interestingly, (16-a), which would be the expected result if we treated the LTA as a predi-
cate modifier, does not usually correspond to (15-b). Note that accepting (16-a) would
presuppose the existence of a standard degree of being extremely tall which is sur-
passed by Paul’s degree of tallness. I take this interpretation as not the most salient one
when uttering (15-b).

The following tree represents the composition processes of (16-a) and (16-b), re-
spectively:

(17) a.
tan
extremadament alt
b. ~ ™ & extremadament (alt)
tan alt

61 leave for future research the issue of whether the output of the function should be another measure
function that merges afterwards with POS (i.e., the silent measure phrase that establishes a contextual
standard of being ADJ-NESS, of type << e,d >,< e, t >>. Cf. von Stechow (1984a)) or whether the output
is a property of type < e, t >.
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Note that in (17-a) the LTA is first composed with the adjective and then, the resulting
gradable expression merges with the degree word tan. In contrast, in (17-b), the LTA
is not part of the composition process. The adjective combines with tan and the LTA
modifies the adjective in a separate domain.

3.1.2 Change of degree operator in exclamatives

The second test has to do with another degree wh-word that may introduce wh-excla-
matives in Catalan, namely com, which should also be translated in English as ‘how’.
Even if they involve different syntactic structures (e.g., in this other wh-exclamative
the AP is stranded while the degree word moves to CP), wh-exclamative introduced
by que and com have the same felicity conditions and they both update the common
ground by exclusively contributing the speaker’s emotional attitude towards a degree
(cf. Castroviejo 2006). That is, we could utter the sentences in (18) in the very same
situations.

(18) a. Quealtque ésen Pau!
‘How tall Pau is!”
b. Com és d’alt en Pau!
‘How tall Pau is!’

However, once we add extremely as an adjective modifier, example (19-a) is acceptable
(as we have seen so far), but example (19-b) is unacceptable or, more precisely, it has
the unlikely interpretation in (16-a).

(19) a. Queextremadament alt que és en Pau!
‘How extremely tall Pau is!’
b. #Com és d’extremadament alt en Pau!
‘How extremely tall Pau is!’

3.1.3 Other degree operators

Likewise, if we use any other degree word in either declarative or interrogative contexts,
the most salient interpretation is the awkward one.

(20) #Pau is more extremely tall than Marc.
#Marc is less extremely tall than Pau.
#Pau is too extremely tall.

#Pau is extremely tall enough.

#How extremely tall is Pau?

® o0 o

To recap, except for the cases in which how introduces a wh-exclamative, and in all
occurrences of so in English and fan and que in Catalan, whenever an LTA modifies an
adjective, the LTA does not behave like a predicate modifier.

3.2 Problem B: why doesn’t ethically behave like extremely?

In spite of the evidence provided in the previous section, here I want to show that the
interim conclusion above is not completely true. Interestingly, the set of LTAs that may
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occupy the position we have been considering in this paper is not uniform. There are
LTAs like ethically that may follow so, tan, how and que and, yet, the interpretation of
[so/how Adv Adj] is not like the one in the preceding examples. Below is the relevant
pair of sentences:

(21) a. Que dubtds que és’assumpte!
‘How dubious the matter is!’
b. Que éticament dubtés que és I'assumpte!
‘How ethically dubious the matter is!’

Let us now run the same tests that have been applied to extremely to understand in
what ways the class of extremely and that of ethically differ.

3.2.1 Paraphrase

Starting with the paraphrase test, example (22-a)- and not (22-b) — describes the in-
tended meaning in (21-b).

(22) a. The matter is d-[ethically dubious], and d > the degree of being ethically
dubious that it takes for the speaker to have an emotional attitude.
b. #The matter is d-dubious, d > the degree of being dubious that it takes for
the speaker to have an emotional attitude and dis described by the speaker
as ethical.

Observe that the contrast between the two possibilities is reversed. Whereas in (16) the
paraphrase in (16-a) is unlikely, here the intended meaning is the one in which the LTA
first combines with the adjective (i.e., [ethically dubious]), and it merges later with que
(or tan, how or so).

With respect to (22-b), the paraphrase is clearly unacceptable because a degree
cannot be described as being ethical. However, it is interesting to realize that even
if we paraphrase (21-b) by saying “and the doubt is described by the speaker as be-
ing ethical”, the result is not the one we want. Crucially, we have no reasons to com-
pose ethically and dubious in a separate semantic domain. Also, we do not have any
motivation to consider this claim the speaker’s judgement, because ethically is not
speaker-oriented. To see it more clearly, consider a result clause construction, where
the speaker’s attitude is not at stake as it is in wh-exclamative clauses.

(23)  This matter is so ethically dubious that nobody wants to get involved in it.

What we can observe in the sentence above is that ethically is not an evaluative adverb
that describes the speaker’s attitude towards the degree of being dubious. In fact, if the
speaker wants to introduce his/her attitude towards a degree, s/he can employ focus
on so or even use the LTA extremely as in so extremely ethically dubious.

3.2.2 Change of degree operator in exclamatives

As far as the use of com goes, we may build an example like (24-b) and we obtain the
same meaning as the one paraphrased in (22-a).
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(24) a. Comésdedubtés I'assumpte!
how is of dubious the matter
‘How dubious the matter is!’
b. Com és d’éticament dubtés 'assumpte!
‘How ethically dubious the matter is!’

3.2.3 Other degree operators

Finally, as expected, the following combinations of degree word, LTA and adjective are
acceptable (of course, we have to assume that there are different degrees of being eth-
ically doubvious).

(25) This matter is more ethically dubious than the other.
This matter is less ethically dubious than the other.
This matter is too ethically dubious.

This matter is ethically dubious enough.

How ethically dubious is it?

oo g

Summing up, we have shown that extremely and ethically exhibit the opposite re-
sults to the proposed tests. That is, even if they are LTAs and may occur preceded by
how, so, que and tan and preceding an adjective, they present different modes of com-
position.

3.3 Problem C: how is intelligently different from the other two?

Last but not least, we can have examples like (26), where the corresponding result
clause construction or wh-exclamative without the LTA is not possible:

(26)  a. *Aquesta cuina esta tan dissenyada que sembla la cuina del futur.
‘This kitchen is so designed that it looks like the kitchen of the future.’
b. Aquesta cuina esta tan intel-ligentement dissenyada que sembla la cuina
del futur’
‘This kitchen is so intelligently designed that it looks like the kitchen of the
future.

Let us see what results we obtain when we run all the tests.

3.3.1 Paraphrase

Interestingly, at first sight intelligently patterns with ethically, because the paraphrase
in (27-a) is plausible, whereas the one in (27-b) is unacceptable:

(27)  a. This kitchen is d-[intelligently designed], and d > the degree of being in-
telligently designed that it takes for a kitchen to look like the kitchen of the
future.

b. *This kitchen is d-[designed], and d > the degree of being designed that it
takes for a kitchen to look like the kitchen of the future, and d is described
by the speaker as intelligent.
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We will see shortly that (27-a) is not the exact mode of composition we want to obtain.
To see it, we need to go over the rest of the tests. As for (27-b), however, it should be
pointed out that the reason why it is unacceptable is that the predicate modified by
the LTA is not gradable, which makes it impossible for us to paraphrase the meaning of
(26-b) by saying that its degree of ADJ-ness is high. So in a way, the paraphrase does
not only give out an implausible interpretation but, rather, it is plainly unacceptable.

3.3.2 Change of degree operator in exclamatives

The results from the second test are not without interest, either:

(28) a. *Com esta de dissenyada aquesta cuina!
how is of designed this kitchen
b. *Com esta d’intel-ligentment dissenyada aquesta cuina!
how is ofintelligently = designed this kitchen

Sentence (28-a) has the interpretation in which a kitchen can be more or less de-
signed; that is, the semantic pitfall is the same as in (26-a).” The same applies to (28-b),
which is unacceptable unless we assume there is a certain degree for a kitchen of being
intelligently designed.®

3.3.3 Other degree operators

To conclude, all the other relevant degree operators are able to modify the degree ex-
pression.

(29) This kitchen is more intelligently designed than mine.

This kitchen is less intelligently designed than mine.

This kitchen is too intelligently designed.

This kitchen is intelligently enough designed / is designed intelligently
enough.

e. How intelligently designed is this kitchen?

go o

Before closing this section, notice the double possibility in (29-d), which does not par-
allel the same example with ethically above (cf. (25-d)); that is, the corresponding op-
tion This kitchen is intelligently designed enough is marginal. I will show in subsequent

7Crucially, there is a big difference between (28-a) — the counterpart of (18-b) and (24-a) — and the
sentence below (without de ‘of” preceding the participle):

@) Com esta dissenyada aquesta cuina!
‘How this kitchen is designed!’

Com merges with a non-gradable predicate and, then, it modifies the predicate’s event argument. In
other words, in the sentence above, the speaker has an emotional attitude towards the way the kitchen
has been designed. For instance, it may be very modern, very ugly or very old-fashioned.

8Interestingly, the construction below, which has a slightly different syntax, is less marginal for rea-
sons that require further research.

(i Com d’intel-ligentment dissenyada esta la cuina!
‘How intelligently designed this kitchen is!’
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sections that this is a relevant fact about the mode of composition of LTAs such as in-
telligently in this configuration.

Very briefly, we have observed that extremely, ethically and intelligently do not have
the same properties when they modify an adjective in wh-exclamatives and result clause
constructions. From now on, I will focus on the analysis of the first class of LTAs, which
are the most likely to occur in such constructions, and I will just sketch an account for
problems B and C later on.

4 Analysis

In a nutshell, I will argue that LTAs of the extremely class are non-restrictive modifiers,
that is they represent a side comment by the speaker, and, crucially, they do not merge
with the adjective in the same domain of meaning as the rest of the descriptive content
of the sentence. With respect to the ethically class, I will show that, as domain adver-
bials, these modifiers do not take gradable adjectives as input, but rather they restrict
the events referred to by the (gradable) predicate; and, finally, it will become clear that
LTAs like intelligently — and not the combination of Adv and Adj — are modified by the
degree words so, how, tan and que by virtue of the fact that these LTAs derive from a
gradable adjective (i.e., intelligent).

4.1 Non-restrictive modifiers
4.1.1 The direct antecedents

Building on the idea that certain lexical items are not part of the main sentential con-
tent, Potts (2005)° argues that epithets (like damn in damn machine) and non-restric-
tive relative clauses are conventional implicatures (Grice, 1989).10 This thesis is taken
up by Morzycki (2008), who expands the idea to account for adjectives and adverbs
that have a non-restrictive interpretation.

Below are the paraphrases Morzycki presents as evidence of the difference between
the two interpretation of modifiers in non-parenthetical positions. In these examples it
becomes clear that both adjectives and adverbs in non-parenthetical positions can be
interpreted either restrictively or non-restrictively, and what these two concepts refer
to:

30) Every unsuitable word was deleted. (Larson and Marusic, 2004)

a. Restrictive: every word that was unsuitable was deleted.
b. Non-restrictive: every word was deleted; they were unsuitable.

(31)  The Titanic(’s) rapidly sinking caused great loss of life. = (Peterson, 1997)

a. Restrictive: The Titanic’s sinking being rapid caused great loss of life.
b. Non-restrictive: The Titanic’s sinking, which was rapid, caused great loss
of life.

9But see also before him Bartsch (1976); Bellert (1977); Bach (1999) and Jayez and Rossari (2004), who
make similar proposals w.r.t. the contribution of parentheticals.
10A]1] along the article I take for granted that expressive meaning is (conventionally) implicated mean-
ing and I use the term expressive domain and implicated domain of meaning interchangeably.
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Morzycki concentrates on the non-restrictive interpretation of these modifiers and
proposes the following more fine-grained paraphrase of (30-b), where C refers to the
context:

(32) a. Everyunsuitable wordc was deleted.
‘Every wordc was deleted. The wordsc were unsuitable.’
c. ‘For every word x in C, x was deleted, and the sum of all words in C was
unsuitable.

He also proposes a rule, namely the Expressive Predicate Modification Rule (which de-
rives predicate modification in the expressive domain), and represents (30-b) by means
of a tree that contains the descriptive meaning above the bullet and the conventionally
implicated meaning below it.

(33) Ax.word(x) Axe C:<eé?, 2>

unsuitable(sup(Ay.words(y) Ay € C)): t€

unsuitable:<e®, t*> Ax.word(x)AxeC:<e? >

In a different theoretical framework, Bonami and Godard (2008) show how eval-
uative adverbs like malheureusement (‘unfortunately’) do not contribute to the same
domain as assertions. Specifically, they are lexically determined to have a special prag-
matic behavior according to which the speaker uttering malheureusement pis commit-
ted to evaluative p, but this expression is never part of the question under discussion.
This contribution to discourse differs drastically from an assertive speech act, where p
needs to be accepted by the rest of the discourse participants before it becomes part of
the common ground.

Along these lines, I will argue that extremely can be interpreted as an evaluative
(or rather an expressive) and therefore it can be interpreted in a separate domain of
meaning; that is, it can be viewed as a non-restrictive modifier.

4.1.2 Extremely as a non-restrictive modifier

If we want to treat extremely as contributing to the conventional implicature domain,
we expect the combination of the LTA and the adjective to represent a side comment
(or ancillary commitment, as Bonami and Godard (2008) put it) of the speaker. Conse-
quently, the meaning conveyed is speaker-oriented (or more precisely, judge-depen-
dent, as in Potts (2007)) and it cannot be contradicted in the same manner as asserted
meaning. Let us provide some arguments in favor of these claims.!!

1] M. Marandin (p.c.) commented on the possible inappropriateness of claiming that matrix excla-
matives, which are said to be expressive constructions (cf. Castroviejo 2006), also include non-restrictive
modifiers that are viewed as expressives. Even though it does not seem extremely problematic to assume
that elements that belong to the implicated domain of meaning also include items that generate con-
ventional implicatures, I believe this is a very good point and I agree that the design of such a possibility
has to be considered in depth.
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First, we see that we cannot deny the contribution of the LTA by the same means as
regular asserted meaning. Compare (34-a) and (34-b):

(34) a. A:Pauistall. B: No, this is not true. Pau is extremely tall.
b. A:Pauis so tall that he reaches the ceiling. B: # No, this is not true. Pau is
so extremely tall that he reaches the ceiling. [With a neutral intonation]

We observe in (34-a) that the addressee rejects (or rather qualifies) A's assertion by ut-
tering that Pau is not only tall, but rather he is extremely tall. This is possible because
extremely is composed here in the descriptive domain of meaning. However, this is
not the case in (34-b). We cannot understand that B’s contribution is a rejection of
the asserted meaning provided by A, since the content that is supposed to qualify A’s
utterance (i.e., extremely tall) is not asserted, but implicated.

Likewise, if we look at the following example, we realize that the two sentences
do not contradict each other, because the contribution of extremely does not have an
effect on the assertive domain.

(35)  Pau is so tall that he reaches the ceiling. Kareem is so extremely tall that he
reaches the ceiling, too, though Kareem isn't as tall as Pau.

It is interesting to note that the fact that we add extremely modifying tall in the result
clause construction does not necessarily make Kareem taller than Pau. The fact that
the speaker believes Kareem to be extremely tall is a side comment that has no direct
repercussion on the asserted content. It only informs the discourse participants that
the speaker is emotional about Kareem’s tallness.

Building on this previous idea, let us show that all the LTAs that may be side com-
ments express the speaker’s emotional attitude. That is, non-restrictive modifiers be-
have like expressives.

(36) a. EnPauéstan extremadament alt que arriba al sostre.
‘Pau is so extremely tall that he reaches the ceiling.’
b. En Bill Gates és tan fastigosament ric que ja no sap qué més comprar.
‘Bill Gates is so disgustingly rich that he doesn’t know what else to buy.’
c. En Hoynes esta tan rotundament equivocat que no pot enganyar a ningu.
‘Hoynes is so absolutely wrong that he cannot fool anybody.’

Notably, in (36-a) the speaker is amazed at Pau’s degree of tallness, in (36-b) s/he is
upset about Bill Gates’s richness, and in (36-c) s/he is indignant at how wrong Hoynes
is. To prove that this emotional attitude is an ancillary commitment, observe that it
cannot be denied, because it is an entailment:

(37)  Pau is so extremely tall that he reaches the ceiling, # but his tallness doesn’t
impress me / # but I'm not touched by his tallness.

To conclude this section, let us make a final relevant clarification. Contrary to what
is claimed for evaluatives (and for conventional implicatures more generally), I argue
that extremely can be interpreted non-restrictively as a last resort operation. That is,
just like any other predicative adverb (or just like unsuitable in (30)), extremely enters
the derivation with the two options, i.e., in principle, it should be able to be interpreted
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restrictively or non-restrictively. However, in the structures we have been considering,
where so and Adj combine, the restrictive modification does not provide the intended
meaning (recall the paraphrase in (16-a)). Therefore, the only manner in which this
combination of words can make sense is by interpreting the LTA as composing with the
adjective in a separate domain of meaning. This is possible because ancillary commit-
ments are speaker-oriented and can be analyzed separately from the regular descrip-
tive meaning.

In the following tree I represent the semantic composition of the DegP ran ex-
tremadament alt (‘so extremely tall’):

(38) tan(alt): <e, t >

extremadament(alt): €

tan: <<e,d>,<e, t>> alt: < e, d >

extremadament(alt): €

extremadament: << e,d >,t°> alt:<e, d>

Differently from Morzycki (2008), I do not make use of the Expressive Predicate Mod-
ification rule. Very simply, I understand that extremely modifies tall at the implicated
domain. As we can see, the measure function tall is used as input for another function
in both the descriptive and the expressive domain, as expected, and because in the im-
plicated domain we cannot find open functions, the output of the modifier extremely
is a truth value.'?

4.1.3 The class of non-restrictive modifiers

So far I have only taken extremely as an example of a non-restrictive modifier, so it is
time we considered the entire class of these items. Characteristically, they are inter-
preted as intensifiers because of their conveying an emotional attitude by the speaker
(cf. Castells 2005, p. 112). Also, it is relevant that the adjective they precede is gradable
(it must merge with the degree word so, how, tan or que), but they need not be. On
the other hand, they are not a uniform class w.r.t. their semantic type. All they have in
common is that, even if they can usually be interpreted restrictively, in the structures
we are considering they are most of the time interpreted non-restrictively by virtue of
the fact that they can convey the speaker’s emotional attitude.

Among them, we find extremely, whose adjective describes a degree of ADJ-ness as
being extreme. Also, the so-called attitude toward degree modifiers (cf. Katz 2005), such
as surprisingly (e.g., surprisingly full), frustratingly (e.g., in frustratingly late), strangely

12Naturally, it would be desirable to propose a uniform analysis for extremely in all domains of inter-
pretation, but how this should work out requires further research.
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(e.g., in strangely familiar) or insanely (e.g., in insanely insecure).'® Finally, we include
LTAs that are preposed to verbs (when they occur as verb modifiers). In such cases,
they behave as intensifiers (cf. Bolinger 1972). For instance: definitely smart, literally
beautiful, absolutely right, positively impressed.

4.1.4 Advantages of the proposal

Aside from being able to account for the puzzles presented in the previous sections
and to present another context in which modifiers are interpreted non-restrictively, I
would like to highlight a few advantages derived from this analysis. First of all, we can
straightforwardly explain the contrast presented by Elliott (1974):!4

(39) a. How very/unbelievably/extremely long he can stay under water!
b. *How slightly/fairly/reasonably long he can stay under water!

So far, this contrast had been used as evidence to argue that exclamatives indicate ex-
treme degree, but there was no account for the puzzle. In my analysis, I can give two
possible reasons as for why (39-b) is awkward. On the one hand, if the LTAs slightly,
fairly and reasonably are interpreted restrictively, then we obtain a combination of Adv
and Adj that is not a measure function; in other words, the following sentences are
equally odd:

(40)  a. #He can stay more slightly long under water.
b. #He can stay fairly long enough under water.
c. #How reasonably long can he stay under water?

On the other hand, if these adverbs are interpreted non-restrictively, then we obtain
a contradiction between the high degree that results from [tan/que, so/how Adj] and
the attitude that underlies the use of these adverbs. This contradiction is paraphrased
below:

(41)  He can stay under water d-long, d > the degree that it takes for the speaker to
have an emotional attitude, # and the speaker describes d as slight/fair/reaso-
nable.

Another advantage of the present proposal is that we can provide a simple account for
avery relevant contrast pointed out by Zanuttini and Portner (2003), to which they give
a rather complex explanation.!®

13According to Katz (2005), the example in (i-a) should have the paraphrase in (i-b).

(@ a. The pool is surprisingly full.
b. Itissurprising that the pool is as full as it is and it'd be surprising were it fuller.

141 respect Elliott’s star on (39-b), even though the clash in this sentence has to do with the semantics;
no syntactic principle seems to be violated.

15According to Zanuttini and Portner (2003), in cases like (42-b), there is an incompatibility between
the speaker’s lack of knowledge asserted by the predicate and the factive presupposition introduced by
the wh-exclamative. Specifically, when we have an attitude verb that takes a presupposed clause —i.e.,
the wh-exclamative—, the subject believes what the clause presupposes. Importantly, even the negative
predicate inherits the presupposition. In the case at hand, there is a presupposition according to which
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(42) a. Iknow how extremely tall Pau is.

b. *I don’t know how extremely tall Pau is.

c. He doesn't know how extremely tall Pau is.
d

I didn’t know how extremely tall Pau was.

Observe that if the verb know is on the first person of the present tense, it can introduce
an embedded wh-exclamative.'® All other things being equal, if the verb is negated,
then the predicate cannot introduce an exclamative ((42-b)). However, if the subject
is a third person ((42-d)) or the verb is in the past tense ((42-d)), then we do find an
embedded wh-exclamative. My interpretation of these facts involve two important as-
sumptions:

* To be able to analyze an LTA non-restrictively in these configurations, it must
be implied that the speaker is committed to the descriptive content of the clause
(i.e., s/he must be able to answer the question how ADJ isx?). The speaker cannot
evaluate a property about which s/he has doubts.

* Non-restrictive modifiers of the extremely class are not lexically identified as con-
ventional implicatures. If the context does not provide the appropriate condi-
tions (cf. the condition above), then they are interpreted restrictively and this
yields an awkward interpretation along the lines of (16-a).

Given the preceding assumptions, let us try to explain the contrasts. First, if the
verb is on the first person of the present tense, then the subject is identified with the
speaker. Knowledgeability (i.e., the implication that the speaker knows how tall Pau is)
makes it possible for extremelyto be interpreted non-restrictively. If, on the other hand,
the speaker denies his/her own knowledge, s/he cannot express an emotional attitude
caused by Pau’s degree of ADJ-ness. Hence the awkwardness of (42-b). But if the verb is
on the third person, then the subject is not identified with the speaker. Moreover, the
focalization of the negation of someone else’s lack of knowledge can be understood as
the implication that the speaker does know Pau’s degree of ADJ-ness. This, allows again
the presence of extremely interpreted non-restrictively ((42-c)). Finally, if the verb is on
the past tense, the negation of the past tense triggers the implication that at the present
tense the speaker already knows Pau’s degree of ADJ-ness and, thus, s/he can introduce
expressive meaning ((42-d)).

I will close this section by mentioning one last generalization derived from the
present account, namely that the non-restrictive interpretation of these adverbs also
involves a very strict syntactic configuration. Specifically, the degree word must trig-
ger pied-piping of the AP and the adverb must be deadjectival, that is, of the -Iy type

the speaker believes that Pau is — roughly - tall to an extreme degree. However, the predicate asserts that
the speaker does not know that Pau is extremely tall. Zanuttini and Portner appeal to this contradiction
to explain the inacceptability of (42-b). The acceptable (42-c) and (42-d) do not incur this contradiction
because it is not asserted that the speaker does not know how tall Pau is. Note that this would not
disallow *John wonders how extremely tall Pau is, which they explain by an independent reason.

16According to Elliott (1974); Grimshaw (1979); Gutiérrez-Rexach (1996) and Zanuttini and Portner
(2003), the presence of the adverb is the identifier of the wh-clause as an embedded exclamative in
English. Bear in mind that in embedded contexts, wh-interrogatives and wh-exclamatives have the same
word order.
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in English and of the -ment type in Catalan. The first condition makes it possible for
the degree word and the LTA to both merge with the adjective, even if this happens in
different levels of meaning. If there is no pied-piping, then the adjective and the LTA
first merge and the resulting gradable expression combines afterwards with the degree
word, which would give us interpretation in (16-a) above. The second constraint is
responsible for the fact that the degree of ADJ-ness is described as ADJ (e.g., extreme,
surprising, etc.). If these two syntactic conditions are not met, then we do not obtain
the non-restrictive interpretation of the LTA. We can see below some interesting con-
sequences of this generalization.

First, we begin to understand why the Catalan counterpart of (43-a) is grammati-
cally unacceptable ((43-b)).

(43) a. How very tall he is!
b. *Que molt alt que és!

Since molt (‘very’), even if it is an intensifier, is not an LTA, it cannot occur in this po-
sition. It follows that we may have to interpret very as an LTA that means fruly. It is
thus possible that very’s intensifier meaning stems from its being a preposed LTA (cf.
Bolinger 1972).

Analogously follows the contrast in (44):

(44)  a. Elllenguatge de la pel-licula era tan excessivament formal que ningt la va
entendre.
‘The language of the movie was so excessively formal that nobody under-
stood it.’
b. *Elllenguatge de la pel-licula era tan massa formal que ningt la va entendre.
‘The language of the movie was so too formal that nobody understood it.’

Even if excessivament (‘excessively’) and massa (‘too’) are semantically almost indistin-
guishable, only the former is able to stand in this configuration.

Second, it seems that we can establish an analogy between extremely modifying
an adjective in result clause constructions and wh-exclamatives, and LTAs that occur
as premodifiers of verbs, all of which are interpreted non-restrictively and must have
deadjectival morphology (cf. Bolinger 1972, p. 259):

(45) a. Helaboriouslyslaved at the task.
b. *He hard slaved at the task.

In the examples above, as in the contrast depicted in (44), the LTA, but not the almost
synonym non-deadjectival adverb, is able to stay in this position.

And third, it is borne out that the wh-exclamatives that are not introduced by a de-
gree word that involves pied piping of the AP, cannot include adverbs like extremely
modifying the gradable adjective. This is true for the type of wh-exclamatives in Cata-
lan introduced by com (‘how’) ((46-a)) and generally for exclamatives in French ((46-b)),
where this possibility is banned or marginal (or acceptable with the interpretation in
(16-a)).

(46) a. #Com és d’extremadament alt! (Catalan)
‘How extremely tall he is!
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b. #Comme il est extremement grand! (French)
‘How extremely tall he is!’

This does not entail, of course, that the presence of such a syntactic structure allows
for the presence of extremely. It is a necessary but not sufficient condition that needs
to be checked cross-linguistically.

4.2 Restrictive but not intersective modifiers

In the following two subsections I move on to the slightly less common LTAs that may
occur in wh-exclamatives and result clause constructions in English and Catalan mod-
ifying an adjective.

Let us start with ethically. Interestingly, if we want to maintain the measure func-
tion analysis of gradable adjectives, we are inclined to propose the simplified analysis
below, where we assume that ethically takes as input a measure function and it returns
a measure function:

47) tan(eticament(dubtés)): < e, t >
Ax[TAN ((ethically(dubious))(x)) (d;)]

T

tan: <<e,d>,<e,t>> eticament(dubtoés): <e,d >
AGAX[TAN(G(x))(d;)]  G: Az.(ethically(dubious))(z)

Notice that the semantic composition above is identical to the one without the adverb
((48)), except for the fact that instead of considering the gradable adjective dubious, we
have another measure function, namely ethically dubious.

(48) tan(dubtos): <e, t >
Ax[TAN (dubious(x))(d;)]

tan: << e,d>,<e,t>> dubtés: <e,d>
AGAX[TAN(G(x))(d;)]  G: Az.dubious(z)

Nevertheless, ethical has a wider syntactic distribution and also combines with verbs,
which suggests that the analysis above is too simple. Let us just sketch an alternative
which, in fact, would lead us to give up on the measure function analysis of gradable
adjectives. My claim is that ethically restricts one of the arguments of dubious, and
the resulting gradable expression merges with the degree word so, how, tan, que. Con-
sequently, we cannot understand the adjective dubious as being of type < e,d >, but
rather a relation between an individual, a degree and an additional variable —i.e., the
one that is bound by ethically.

First of all, we should consider other instances of this type of modification. For
example, genetically weak, personally disappointing, sexually ambiguous, politically
correct or economically harmful. In all these cases, the adjective is gradable, but the LTA
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is not.!” These LTAs are reminiscent of the so-called domain adverbials (Ernst 2002),
which also include mathematically, economically, morphologically, telepathically and
politically.

In Ernst (2002)’s account, the sentences in (49) represent the pure domain reading
of such adverbs,'® which amounts to saying that the adverb restricts the set of events
to the subset characterized as being in a particular domain. To illustrate it with Ernst
(2002)’s examples, in (49-a) there is a set of painful events that fall into the political do-
main (i.e., from all the possible painful events related to all possible domains, we only
take into account the ones related to politics). Also, in (49-b), there is a set of devel-
oping events that becomes restricted to only the economical domain, so the sentence
does not say anything about political development, for instance.

(49) a. These budget cuts will be painful politically.
b. Some Asian countries have developed economically only recently.

In an analogous fashion to (49-a), we can say about (50) that there is a set of dubious
events and we restrict ourselves to the ones in the ethical domain. In other words, the
matter might not be legally dubious at all.

(50)  Aquest assumpte és tan eticament dubtés que ningt no s’hi vol embolicar.
‘This matter is so ethically dubious that nobody wants to get involved in it.’

According to the way Ernst approaches domain adverbials, ethically should be viewed
as event internal. This means that it modifies one of the arguments of the verb at L-
syntax. It is restrictive, but not strictly speaking intersective.!”

This analysis according to which ethically only takes as input one of the arguments
of the adjective is not only insightful w.r.t. the semantics of the modification (we do
not mean that the adjective dubious is ethical, but rather we mean that we restrict
ourselves to the dubious events that concern the ethical domain). Also, if we assume
that the LTA may bind this variable at a distance,?® we can derive the wide distribu-

7Note that these [Adv Adj] combinations have an [Adj N] counterpart where Adj is a relational adjec-
tive (e.g., ethical doubt, genetic weakness, sexual ambiguity, etc.). Interestingly, in such configurations,
the Adj is claimed to modify only one of the arguments of N (cf. McNally and Boleda 2004).

8There is also a means reading, which does not concern us here. Below are his (6.11a) and (6.11b)
examples:

) a. They classified all the examples morphologically.
b.  The aliens expressed themselves telepathically.

9Specifically, he claims that it represents

arestriction on a contextual variable c*, which in turn restricts the range of events for the
basic event variable via the covert predicate UNDER (e,c*) in VP.

Below is the representation for the example (49-a):
(i) [% [r PAINFUL (e) & Agt(e,b) & UNDER (e,c*)] & CR (POLITICAL,c*)]

In the DRT simplified formula above, CR(POLITICAL,c*) is the representation of the political domain
restriction on the conditions c¢* and UNDER (e,c*) — which is part of the translation of every predicate —
expresses that the painful events are considered under circumstances c*.

20[n Ernst (2002)’s account, the decisive factor is the low occurrence of UNDER (e,c*). Domain adver-
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tion of these adverbials. That is, aside from preposed to the adjective, we usually find
them clause initially and postposed to the adjective without a change in the truth-
conditional meaning of the sentence, so (51) could be uttered felicitously in the same
situations as (50).

(51) a. Eticament,aquestassumpte és tan dubtés que ningtino s’hi vol embolicar.
‘Ethically, this matter is so dubious that nobody wants to get involved in it.’
b. Aquest assumpte és tan dubtds eticament que ningt no s’hi vol embolicar.
‘(lit.) This matter is so dubious ethically that nobody wants to get involved
with it

Of course, in order to derive the compositional semantics of [tan/que, so/how Adv
Adj], we need the following assumptions:

* Adjectives like dubious are of type < z,< d, < e, t >>>, where z is this dimension
that can be bound by the adverb.

e Domain adverbials are functions of the sort Az.ADV(z).

e There is a lexical rule that makes sure that whenever a domain adverbial com-
bines with an adjective, the adverb modifies z and the resulting predicate is a
relation between individuals and degrees (i.e., < d,< e, t >>), which can merge
with a degree word.

I leave the further considerations regarding the consequences of these claims for
future research. What is relevant for the purposes of this paper is that ethically dubious
should be seen as a gradable expression that can merge with the degree word tan, so,
que, how. Ethically is not a regular intersective predicate, because it does not take the
entire adjective as input, but only one of its arguments. However, it is restrictive and it
composes semantically in the descriptive domain of meaning.

4.3 Modified modifiers

The last type I am concerned with is that of LTAs like intelligentlyin phrases like so intel-
ligently designed. Characteristically, these LTAs are gradable and they modify a partici-
ple, as in beautifully phrased, badly injured, slowly cooked, gently stirred or genuinely
surprised.

With respect to these [Adv Adj] combinations I will claim that only the adjective
is the argument of the degree word so, how, tan, que. More specifically, I propose a
derivation along the following lines:

bials only spell out the specification of the domain and can restrict c* from different positions unprob-
lematically without changing the truth conditions of the sentence. Hence the above VP and VP-adjoined
occurrences of symbolically in (i) are formalized as in (ii):

@) They (symbolically) could (symbolically) have (symbolically) been cutting an old umbilical cord
(symbolically).

(ii) a. CR(SYMBOLIC,c*) ... [g F(e) ... & UNDER(e,c*)]
b. ...[ [gF(e)... &« UNDER(e,c*)] & CR (SYMBOLIC,c*)]



Adverbs in restricted configurations 73

(52) tan(intelligentment): <e, t >
Ae[TAN (intelligent(e)) (d;)]

TN

tan: <<e,d>,<e,t >> intelligentment: <e,d >
AGAX.[TAN(G(x))(d;)] G: Az,.intelligent(z)

Note that I treat intelligently as a mesure function just like the adjective it is derived
from (cf. Ernst 2002). However, instead as taking as input an individual of type x, it
takes an eventive-type individual (i.e., of type e).

Now, if we understand that some adjectives include an event argument (cf. Larson
1998), we may accept the translations T in (53) for the phrase intelligently designed,
where the participle also has an individual argument that corresponds to the theme of
the event.

(63) a. T(designed) = Az Ax[designed(x,z)]
b. T(intelligently) = Ay lintelligent(y)]
c. T(intelligently designed) = Az, Ax[designed(x,z) & intelligent(z)]

Nevertheless, since we have seen that the degree word modifies only the adverb in the
combination [Adv Adj], we need a modified version of the proposal above, namely (54).

(54) T(so intelligently designed) = Az, Ax[designed(x,z) & so—intelligent(z)]
This explains the puzzles in (55)-(56) and (57)-(58).

(65) a. intelligently enough designed
designed intelligently enough
c. *intelligently designed enough

(56)  a. *ethically enough dubious
b. *dubious ethically enough
c. ethically dubious enough

Above, we compare the possible placement of the degree word enough depending on
whether the adverb is intelligently ((55)) or our previous case, ethically ((56)). It is clear
from the sentences in (55) that the degree word must follow the adverb, but it cannot
directly modify the participle, which is the opposite restriction that applies to the ad-
verb in (56), where Adv and Adj do form a unit before they merge with the degree word.

Also, observe that in (57), the adverb itself can be modified by a degree word, but
this is not the case for most participles that can be modified by adverbs like intelli-
gently.

(57)  a. intelligently designed: very intelligently, *very designed
b. beautifully phrased: more beautifully, *more phrased

Certainly, some participles can be modified (cf. Kennedy and McNally 2005). However,
in the depicted configuration, the degree word does not modify the degree argument
of the participle, as (58) shows:
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(58)  This meat is so slowly cooked that it tastes wonderfully. Fortunately it is not
too cooked.

What the previous example shows is that the high degree of being ADV V-ed does not
entail a high degree of being V-ed. Precisely, the meat is cooked very slowly, but its
degree of being cooked must not be high.

Therefore, intelligently designed is another case of modification that does not in-
volve a semantic composition in a separate domain of meaning (as was the case with
extremely tall) but it is not comparable to ethically dubious, either, because the former
LTA is gradable and thus it can combine with the degree word before merging with the
adjective (in fact, the past participal), whereas the latter LTA restricts an argument of
the adjective it merges with before combining with the degree word.

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper I have addressed two basic problems in the interpretation of adverbs that
modify adjectives in wh-exclamatives and result clause constructions in Catalan and
English. The first problem is the acknowledgment that, unexpectedly enough, adverbs
that in other contexts behave like predicate modifiers, like extremely in extremely tall,
do not seem to be interpreted in the same fashion when they are preceded by the
degree words so, how, tan, que and they precede a gradable adjective. The second
problem that I have considered is the fact that, aside from adverbs that indicate the
speaker’s attitude like extremely, there are some other deadjectival adverbs that may
occupy this position, even if if they do not form a homogeneous class.
Below is a summary of my main conclusions:

* Between tan/que, so/how and an adjective we can find a restrictive modifier only
if it merges with the adjective to obtain a gradable expression that can be modi-
fied by the degree word.

e Also, an LTA may be interpreted in the regular descriptive domain of meaning if
it is modified by tan/que, so/how, and [tan/que, so/how+Adv] modify a past par-
ticiple.

* When by performing the semantic compositions above we do not obtain the de-
sired meaning, then it is possible to interpret the LTA non-restrictively only if: (a)
the LTA can convey an emotional attitude by the speaker, and (b) the adjective is
gradable.

* Unlike regular conventional implicatures triggered by evaluatives, LTAs like ex-
tremely are interpreted non-restrictively as a last-resort operation (i.e., as a way
of obtaining a meaningful interpretation out of the DegP), and this is possible
because this class of adverbs can convey an emotional attitude by the speaker.

To conclude, the topics touched upon in this paper suggest some interesting lines
of research. To begin with, we still need to learn and explore in depth what kind of op-
erations happen in the expressive domain of meaning and in what way it is analogous
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to the descriptive dimension. For instance, it would be desirable to find out how differ-
ent sources of expressive meaning (e.g., a parenthetical and an epithet) interact when
they co-occur in a construction.

Moreover, it would be convenient to build a full compositional semantics for the
cases like so ethically dubious and so intelligently designed. Starting from here, we
might find additional arguments for or against the measure function analysis of grad-
able adjectives.

In this paper I hope to have successfully shown that adverbs that modify adjectives
should be taken into account seriously, because they are able to raise many interesting
questions, most of which still await an answer.
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Rescuing Existential Free Choice Items in
Episodic Sentences
Jinyoung Choi & Maribel Romero

1 FCIs and episodic sentences

Free Choice Items (FCIs) are known to be ungrammatical in episodic sentences, where-
as they can occur in generic sentences. For instance, English FCI any is not licensed in
the episodic sentence (1), but is perfectly fine in the generic sentence (2).

(1) *Anyone contributed to the fund. (Dayal, 1998)
(2) Any bird flies.

Interestingly, if a relative clause is added, the grammaticality status of (1) is amelio-
rated, as shown in (3). This kind of amending strategy was dubbed SUBTRIGGING by
LeGrand (1975) and received a full attention in Dayal (1998). Rescuing by subtrigging
is considered as a typical characteristic of (some type of) FCIs in languages like English
(see Dayal 1995, 1998).

(3) Anyone who heard the news contributed to the fund.

Note here that this subtrigging strategy does not work for all types of FCIs. Chier-
chia (2005) points out that, in Italian, subtrigging rescues the universal type of FCI
qualsiasi, but not the existential counterpart uno qualsiasi. The same contrast holds
for other Romance languages like Spanish: adding a relative clause improves the uni-
versal FCI cualquier in (4), but not the existential FCI un N cualquierain (5).12

(4) a. *Ayer Juan tropezé con cualquier objeto.
Yesterday Juan stumbled with CUALQUIER object
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against any object.’

! As we will see (section 6), the rescuing effect of subtrigging consists of turning the episodic sentence
into a semi-generic one, which in Spanish is typically accompanied by switching from perfective to im-
perfective aspect in the verb (Quer 2000, Menéndez-Benito 2005). The point we want to make here is
that subtrigging and the concomitant verbal aspect change rescue the universal FCI in (4b) but not the
existential FCI in (5b).

2The following abbreviations are used in this paper: NOM (nominative), ACC (accusative), LOC
(locative), TOP (topic), GEN (generic), NEG (negation), PAST (past tense), REL (relative clause marker),
DEC (declarative ending), PERF (perfective), IMPERF (imperfective), SUBJ (subjunctive), and IND
(indicative).
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b. Ayer Juan ??tropez6 / tropezaba con cualquier objeto que
Yesterday Juan stumbled pggg / stumbled pypprr With CUALQUIER object that
no estuviese en su sitio.
notwasgyg; in its place
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against any object that wasn't in its place.’

(5) a. ?2? Ayer Juan tropez6 conun  objeto cualquiera.
Yesterday Juan stumbled with AN object CUALQUIERA
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against any s / a random object.’

b. ?2?Ayer Juan tropezo / tropezaba con un objeto
Yesterday Juan stumbled pggg / stumbled pperr with AN object
cualquier que no estuviese (/estaba) en su sitio.
CUALQUIERA thatnotwasgyg; (/wasyp) in its place
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against anys / a random object that wasn't in its
place’

Choi (2007) makes a similar observation for Korean. An episodic sentence with a FC
item with universal reading, which is very marginal if uttered out of the blue, is rescued
by subtrigging. This is shown in (6) with FCI wh-(N)-na under its universal reading. In
constrast, the existential FCI amwu-(N)-na in (7) as well as the existential reading of
wh-(N)-nain (6) remain ungrammatical regardless of the presence of subtrigging.’

(6) a. *John-un nwukwu-hako-na macuchi-ess-ta.
J.-Top  WHO-with-OR run.into-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone.’ (Choi, 2007)
b. John-un ke-ipkwu-lo tuleo-nun nwukwu-hako-nay 3
J.-ToP the-entrance-by enter-REL WHO-with-ORy ;3
macuchi-ess-ta.
encountered
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone who was coming in by the entrance.’

(7) a. *John-un AMWU-HAKO-NA macuchi-ess-ta.
J.-ToP  AMWU-with-OR run.into-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone 5 / a random person.’ (Choi, 2007)

b. *John-un ke-ipkwu-lo tuleo-nun amwu-hako-na macuchi-ess-ta.
J.-top  the-entrance-by enter-REL AMWU-with-OR encountered
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone 5 / a random person who was coming in by the
entrance.’

In this paper, we present the novel observation that a strategy different from sub-
trigging is used to rescue the so-called existential type of FCIs such as Spanish un N
cualquiera and Korean amwu-(N)-na. The new strategy is identified as “agentivity” (cf.
Lee 1999, Choi 2005). Then we turn to Korean FCIs in more detail as a case study. Fol-
lowing Choi (2007), we will see that the transparent morphology of Korean FClIs iden-
tifies the particle —na, and not Domain Widening (Kadmon and Landman 1993), as the

3Though not essential to this paper, we will have something to say about why, unlike amwu-(N)-
na, wh-(N)-na can have both a universal and an existential reading in rescued episodic sentences. See
sections 4.2 and 6.2.
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source of free choiceness in these items. Based on the semantic contribution of —na, we
propose a unified analysis of the two rescuing strategies —subtrigging and agentivity- in
connection with the licensing environments and quantificational force of the Korean
FClIs. Finally, we briefly return to Spanish and apply the same analysis.

2 The new rescuing strategy: Agentivity

Consider sentence (8). Although (8) describes an episodic event, it allows amwu-(N)-
na to occur in it. Recall that, in contrast to (8), amwu-(N)-na is deviant in (7a). The
difference between (7a) and (8) is whether or not those sentences contain a volitional
agent. That is, sentence (8), where the agent John is present, licenses amwu-(N)-na,
while sentence (7a), where there is no agent, disallows amwu-(N)-na. A similar im-
provement is registered for wh-(N)-nain (9) under its existential reading.

(8) John-un amwu-chaek-ina cip-ese ku-uy-ey  olienoh-ass-ta.
J.-ToP AMWU-book-OR take-and the-top-LOC put-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John took a random book and put it on the top (of the pile).’

(9) ?John-un enu-chayk-ina cip-ese congi-uy-ey noh-ass-ta.
J.-TOP  wH-book-OR pick-and paper-top-LOC put-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John took a random book and put it on the pile of paper.’

The existential type of FCI in Spanish un N cualquiera displays the same behavior. In
contrast to the ungrammaticality of (5a), un N cualquiera is grammatical in (10) with
the help of agentivity in the sentence.

(10) Juan necesitaba un pisapapeles, de modo que cogié unlibro cualquiera
Juan needed a paperweight, of way thathe-tookA book cuALQUIERA

de la estanteriay lopuso encimadela pila.

from the shelf and it he-put on-top of the pile

‘John needed a paperweight, so he took a random book from the shelf and put
it on top of the pile.’

Note importantly that what plays a role here is not syntactic subject-hood but se-
mantic agentivity of the sentence. According to the literature on argument structure
(e.g., Pustejovsky 1995), not all subjects are agents, as illustrated in (4)-(7), and not all
agents appear in the subject position, as shown in (11). Observe in (11) that amwu-
(N)-na can be licensed by the agent in the postpositional phrase of (11). This sentence
shows us that the crucial partin rescuing amwu-(N) -na is semantic agentivity, not syn-
tactic subject-hood.

(11) amwu-na John-eykey mac-ass-ta.
AMWU-OR John-by  hit-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) Anyone was hit by John.

From this, we conclude that the so-called existential type of FCIs (i.e., Korean amwu-
(N)-na, the existential reading of Korean wh-(N)-na, and Spanish un N cualquiera) can
improve when they occur under the scope of a volitional agent.
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3 Korean Free Choice Items: A Case Study

So far, we have seen that the so-called universal type of FCIs can be licensed in an
episodic sentence with the help of subtrigging and that the so-called existential type of
FCIs improve with the help of agentivity. In this paper, we will make a unified analysis
of the two rescuing strategies by first investigating Korean FCls as a case study. We will
argue that the particle —na in wh-(N)-na and amwu-(N)-na triggers a presupposition
of counterfactual variation parallel to —ever in —ever Free Relatives (FRs) in von Fintel
(2000). This presupposition cannot be satisfied in an episodic sentence, and this ren-
ders both types of FCIs unacceptable in episodic environments. However, subtrigging
and agentivity help make the presupposition of —na felicitous, albeit in different ways
and with different results: substrigging rescues only FCIs with universal force (wh-(N)-
na) and agentivity amends FCIs with existential force (amwu-(N)-na and wh-(N)-na).
Korean PSIs are composed of one of the two indefinite roots, amwu- and wh-, and
one of the three particles, - o ‘also/even), -lato ‘even’, and —na ‘or’. A common noun can
be inserted between the indefinite root and the particle. Thus, the possible ways of
combination result in the following six items, all of which correspond to English any.

(12) Formation of Korean polarity sensitive items
Ind roots | -to ‘also/even’ -lato ‘even’ -na ‘or’
Particles
Amwu-(N) Amwu-(N)-to | Amwu-(N)-lato | Amwu-(N)-na
Wh-(N) Wh-(N)-to Wh-(N)-lato Wh-(N)-na

The licensing environments of the PSIs are shown roughly in Table (13) and Ta-
ble (14). The environments in the tables are divided into four sub-groups. The first
group is episodic negation. The second group consists of downward entailing (DE)
contexts such as the antecedent of a conditional and the restrictor of a universal quan-
tifier. Episodic negation does not belong to this group although it is also downward-
entailing. The third group includes so-called FC contexts where FClIs typically appear
across languages, such as generic contexts, possibility modal and necessity modal con-
texts, and imperatives. The last group contains affirmative episodic sentences.

(13) Licensing environments of amwu-PSIs
Amwu-PSIs | amwu-(N)-na | amwu-(N)-to | amwu-(N)-lato

Contexts

Negative episodic *1/ Vv *
DE contexts other than neg. V4 * V4
FC contexts V4 * V4
Affirmative episodic *1/ * *
(14) Licensing environments of wh-PSIs

Wh-PSIs | wh-(N)-na | wh-(N)-to | wh-(N)-lato

Contexts

Negative episodic *1/ N4 *

DE contexts other than neg. V4 * V4

FC contexts V4 N4 V4
Affirmative episodic *1/ * *
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The main interest of this paper lies in the —na-based FCls: amwu-(N)-na and wh-
(N)-na. As you see in the first column of each table, they cannot occur in negative or
affirmative episodic sentences. But rather, they only appear in DE contexts and FC
contexts. The “*/1/” marks in the first and last rows indicate that the —na PSIs can be
rescued in episodic sentences by the rescuing strategies that we will explore in this
paper.

In order to give a unified analysis of the two rescuing strategies, we will first inves-
tigate the role of the two indefinite roots amwu- and wh- in section 4. Following Choi
(2005, 2007), we show that Korean wh-(N) ranges over a regular domain that is explicitly
stated or implicitly understood, whereas Korean amwu- induces domain-widening, as
Kadmon and Landman (1993) proposed for English any. Given that both amwu-(N)-na
and wh-(N)-na give rise to the same free choice effects, it is concluded that the com-
mon source of their free choiceness is not domain-widening. In section 5, we will be
concerned with the contribution of the common particle —na. By applying and extend-
ing von Fintel’s (2000) account of English —ever Free Relatives, it will be argued that the
particle —na introduces the presupposition of counterfactual variation. This presup-
position is the source of the free choiceness of the —na-based FCIs. Only when it is
satisfied in the context can the sentence containing the FCIs be judged grammatical.
Finally, in section 6, we will explain the two rescuing strategies as devices to make the
presupposition of —na fulfilled. Section 7 summarizes the conclusions.

4 The Two Indefinite Roots: amwu- vs. wh-

In this section, we will show that amwu- is a domain-widening indefinite (Kadmon
and Landman 1993). In contrast, the root wh- is argued to range over a regular or con-
textually salient domain. We will briefly summarize Kadmon and Landman’s (1993)
domain-widening effects of English any, and then present four sets of evidence from
Choi (2007) which suggest that amwu- widens the domain maximally along some con-
textual dimension while wh- ranges over a regular or salient domain.

4.1 Anyasdomain-wideningindefinite: Kadmon and Landman (1993)

Kadmon and Landman (1993) characterize “any CN (common noun)” as the domain-
widening indefinite, as opposed to plain indefinites like “a CN”. Any widens the inter-
pretation of “a CN” maximally along a contextual dimension, whereas “a CN” ranges
over a regular domain. For instance, the generic sentence (15a) that contains a plain
indefinite is interpreted as (15b). An owl ranges over a regular domain, that is, a set
consisting of owls with the regular/normal properties.

(15) a. An owl hunts mice.
b. Every owl, which is normal, hunts mice.

In contrast, sentence (16a) that contains any owl instead of an owl has a domain-
widening effect applied to it. Then the normality is defined in a broader sense, as
shown in (16b). As a result, the domain of any owl! is larger than the domain of an
owl.
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(16) a. Anyowl hunts mice.
b. Every owl, which is normal in a widened sense, hunts mice.

To see how to obtain the broader/widened definition of normality with domain-
widening, imagine a “HEALTHY-SICK” dimension. Before widening as in (17a), the
definition of the normality of an owl includes the property of being healthy, as repre-
sented in (17b).

(17) Before widening
a. An owl hunts mice.
b. V 1Xw (Healthy owl) (Hunts mice)

c. Every owl that is “normal” - in a sense that includes being healthy - hunts
mice.

After domain-wideningis applied by any as in (18a), then the property of being healthy
is eliminated from defining the domain, as in (18b). In their terms, any induces mini-
mally changing the relevant domain X,,,; so as to make both HEALTHY and SICK com-
patible with “normal”. In the end, any ranges over a wider domain than plain indef-
inites. That is, the set denoted by “a CN” is replaced by a superset when “a CN” is
replaced by “any CN”. The choice of the superset is determined by contextual factors.

(18) After widening
a. Any owl hunts mice.
b. V 1Xow, healthy or sick (Owl, healthy or sick) (Hunts mice)

c. Everyowl that is “normal”- in a sense that it is compatible with being heal-
thy or being sick - hunts mice.

4.2 Amwu- as a domain-widening indefinite

This section displays several pieces of evidence that strongly suggest that Korean amwu-
is a domain-widening indefinite a la Kadmon and Landman (1993). In contrast to
amwu-, wh- ranges over a normal or salient domain. The evidence to be presented
combines the two roots with one of the three particles —na ‘or’, -lato ‘even’ and - fo ‘also,
even from (12), to show that the proposed semantic difference stems from the roots
alone and cross-cuts the choice of suffixed particles.

First, the contrast between (19a) and (19b) indicates that the domain of amwu-(N) -
na is wider than the domain of wh-(N)-na. While wh-(N)-na only includes normal
people, i.e. people who received the appropriate education or have average 1.Q., etc.,
amwu-(N)-naranges over a larger domain that includes contextually marginal people
as well, that is, people who have not received any education or are severely handi-
capped. If the positions for wh-(N)-na and amwu-(N)-na are switched as in (19b), the
sentence does not make sense.

(19) a. Ku il-un nwukwu-na ha-l.swu.iss-ciman, amwu-na
The job-TOP WHO-OR  do-can-but AMWU-OR
ha-l.swu-iss-ci.ahn-ta.
do-can-NEG-DEC
‘(Lit.) As for the job, anyone can do it, but not just ANYone can do it.’
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b. #Kuil-un amwu-na ha-l.swu.iss-ciman, nwukwu-na

The job-TOP AMWU-OR do-can-but WHO-OR

ha-1l.swu-iss-ci.ahn-ta.

do-can-NEG-DEC

‘(Lit.) As for the job, just ANYone can do it, but not everyone/anyone can do

it

Second, wh-(N) is usually linked to a contextually salient domain while amwu-(N)

is not restricted to such a salient domain. Consider the scenario in (20). Under this
scenario, suppose the mother thinks being a doctor is better than any other job and
says one of the sentences in (21) and (22). Note that in sentences (21), the particle -na
‘or’ is kept constant: it combines with wh-(N) in (21a), and with amwu-(N) in (21b). In
sentences (22), the particle —lato ‘even’ is constant: it combines with wh-(N) in (22a),
and with amwu-(N) in (22b).

(20) Mother: You've been having a lot of blind dates so far. Now is the time to decide.
John: Well, I met Ann and Betty who are doctors, and Cathy who is a nurse and
Dianna and Fiona who are professors, but I haven't made up my mind.

(21) a. (ne-nun) etten/enu-uysa-hako-na kyelhonhay-to.kwaynchanh-e.
you-TOP WHAT/WHICH-doctor-with-OR marry-can-DEC
‘You are allowed to marry any doctor (of those you have been dating).’

b. (ne-nun) amwu-uysa-hako-na kyelhonhay-to.kwaynchanh-e.
you-TOP AMWU-doctor-with-OR marry-can-DEC
‘You are allowed to marry any doctor.’

(22) a. (ne-nun) etten/enu-uysa-hako-lato kyelhonhay-to.kwaynchanh-e.
you-TOP WHAT/WHICH-doctor-with-EVEN marry-can-DEC
‘You are allowed to marry any doctor (of those you have been dating).’

b. (ne-nun) amwu-uysa-hako-lato  kyelhonhay-to.kwaynchanh-e.
you-TOP AMWU-doctor-with-EVEN marry-can-DEC
‘You are allowed to marry any doctor.’

Empirically, regardless of whether wh-(N) combines with —-na ‘or’ (21a) or -lato
‘even’ (22a), wh-(N) conveys that the mother gives John permission to marry one out of
the contextually salient doctors, i.e., out of the doctors that John has had a blind date
with, namely, Ann and Betty. In contrast, in the cases where amwu-(N) combines with
—na ‘or’ (21b) or —lato ‘even’ (22b), the mother is not committed to the two doctors but
gives John the more general permission to marry a doctor and all possible doctors are
a marriage option for John.

A third piece of evidence suggesting a difference in domain size between amwu-
(N) and wh-(N) comes from (negative) existential sentences. When combined with
the particle —to ‘also, even’, both roots are in principle possible in a negative episodic
sentence, as illustrated in (23). But, if the negative sentence is existential, as in (24), a
contrast between amwu-(N)-fo and wh-(N)-fo arises: amwu-(N)-fo is grammatical in
(24a), but wh-(N)-to is deviant in (24b):

(23) a. John-un amwu-koki-to mek-ci.anh-ass-ta.
J.-TOP AMWU-meat-EVEN eat-NEG-PAST-DEC
‘John didn’t eat any meat’.
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b. John-un etten-koki-to mek-ci.anh-ass-ta.
J.-TOP WHAT-meat-EVEN eat-NEG-PAST-DEC
‘John didn’t eat any meat’.

(24) a. kyosil-ey amwu-to  eps-e.
classroom-LOC AMWU-EVEN not.exist-DEC
‘There isn’t anyone in the classroom.’
b. *kyosil-ey nwukwu-to eps-e.
classroom-LOC WHO-EVEN not.exist-DEC

It is well-known that weak quantifiers are ambiguous between a proportional (par-
titive) reading and a cardinal (non-partitive) reading (Milsark 1974). For instance, the
NP many / some superheroes in (25) can be given two interpretations, as in (26a) and
(26b). On the so-called proportional reading, the NP is equivalent to the partitive many
/ some of the superheroes, as in (26a). On the cardinal reading, the NP means “many /
some in number”, as shown in (26b).

(25) Many / Some superheroes are playing in our neighbor’s garden.

(26) a. Many / Some of the superheroes are playing in our neighbor’s garden.

b. Ahigh / Some number of superheroes are playing in our neighbor’s garden.

Importantly, when an indefinite like some superheroes occurs in an existential sen-
tence, it cannot take on the proportional or partitive reading, as shown in (27). It is
only interpreted on the cardinal reading.

(27) There exist some superheroes.
# Some of the superheroes exist, as opposed to others.
= Some number of superheroes exist.

The fact that the partitive reading of a weak indefinite is blocked in an existential
sentence is arguably the reason why wh-(N)-to is marginal in (24b). If we assume that
wh-(N)-to in (24b) takes on the partitive reading while amwu-(N)-fo in (24a) takes on
the cardinal reading, the contrast in (24) can be accounted for on the same grounds as
in (27). That is, the two sentences in (24) are paraphrased as in (28a) and (28b) below.
Due to the conflict of the partitive reading of wh-(N)-to with the existentiality of the
sentence, wh-(N)-to is judged marginal.

(28) a. There is not even one person in the classroom.
b. *There is not even one of the people in the classroom.

Assuming that partitivity can be treated as a form of familiarity or specificity, as
proposed by Enc (1991), wh-(N)’s taking on a partitive reading indicates that wh-(N)
selects a specific or contextually salient domain of individuals. By contrast, amwu-(N)
does not pick such a specific domain, and is interpreted on a cardinal reading in an
existential sentence.

Lastly, wh-(N) and amwu-(N) show different scope behavior, arguably due to their
difference in the domain sizes. Choi (2005) notes the scope behavior of wh-(N)-lato
and amwu-(N)-lato with respect to modality by presenting example (29) below.
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(29) a. Jane-un nwukwu-hako-lato kyelhonha-yahan-ta.
J.-TOP WHO-with-EVEN  marry-must-DEC
v/O > 3: Jane has to marry a/any man. The identity does not matter.
v/ > O ‘Some person is such that Jane has to marry, the speaker doesn’t
care who itis.’

b. Jane-un amwu-hako-lato kyelhonha-yahan-ta.
J.-TOP AMWU-with-EVEN marry-must-DEC
v/O > 3: Jane has to marry a/any man. The identity does not matter.’
*3> 0

While wh-(N)-lato can take either narrow scope under the necessity modal or wide
scope over the modal as in (29a), amwu-(N)-lato can only be interpreted inside the
scope of the modal, as shown in (29b). On the wide scope, de re reading in (29a), wh-
(N)-lato indicates that there is a particular person that Jane has an obligation to marry.
Amuwu-(N)-lato lacks such a de re reading, and is only interpreted as de dicto: “Jane
has an obligation to marry a man, any man can be a marriage option for her”. This
scope pattern of wh-(N) is reminiscent of Musolino and Gualmini’s (2004) observation
that NPs with a specific domain (e.g., partitives) can take wide scope more easily than
NPs without a specific domain. For instance, the partitive indefinite two of the birds in
(30a) is easily construed as taking wide scope over negation whereas the non-partitive
indefinite fwo birds in (30b) is hard to be interpreted as taking wide scope.

(30) a. The Smurfdidn'’t catch two of the birds. v 2>2

b. The Smurf caught all the cats but she didn’t catch two birds. * 2>
(Musolino and Gualmini, 2004)

In conclusion, taken together, these four sets of data strongly suggest that the root
amwu-(N) ranges over an open or widened domain while the root wh-(N) ranges over
a specific or regular domain. Also, amwu-(N) tends to take narrow or in-situ scope
whereas wh-(N) behaves like a partitive indefinite, i.e., it can or tends to take wide
scope over an operator such as a modal.

Since the two roots — regardless of whether they introduce a widened or a regular
domain - yield the same free choice effects, Choi (2007) concludes that the source of
free choiceness in these items is not Domain Widening, but something else. We turn
now to the common source of free choiceness in the —-na-based FCIs, namely the par-
ticle —-na.

5 The contribution of the particle —na ‘or’

5.1 Essential link

In this section, we examine the contribution of the particle —na. Choi (2007) proposes
that the nature of the contribution of the particle —na ‘or’ is to trigger an essential link
or a causal relation between the property expressed by the restrictor of the NP with -na
and the main predicate of the sentence.

For example, in (31) below, the particle —na ‘or’ induces an essential link or a causal
relation between “being five years old” and “being allowed/able to solve the problem”.
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If the particle —na is omitted, (and a case marking is inserted as default according to
the Korean morphology system,) then the essential or causal relation is not generated,
asin (32).

(31) a. amwu-tasus-salccali-naku mwuncey-lul phul-swu.iss-e.
AMWU-five.old-OR that problem-Acc solve-can-DEC
‘Just any five-year-old can solve the problem.’

b. etten-tasus-salccali-naku mwuncey-lul phul-swu.iss-e.
WHAT-five.old-OR that problem-AcCc solve-can-DEC
‘Any five-year-old can solve the problem.

(32) motun-tasus-salccali-kaku mwuncey-lul phul-swu.iss-e.
ALL-five.year-NOM that problem-Acc solve-can-DEC
‘Every five-year-old can solve the problem.’

As opposed to Kim and Kaufmann (2006), who claim that amwu-(N)-na conveys a
counterfactual implication but wh-(N)-na doesn’t, we advocate that there is exactly
the same counterfactual component with both amwu-(N)-na and wh-(N)-na. To see
this, let’s consider another example with the scenario in (33).

(33) Sue’s father and mother want her to get married soon. So they are trying to ar-
range blind dates for their daughter. From various sources, Sue’s mother was in-
troduced to four doctors, Andrew, Bill, Con, and Dave, and three lawyers, Ethan,
Fred, and George, and received a picture of each of them. Now she is asking her
husband’s opinion:

Mother (showing all the pictures to Father): These are the doctors and lawyers
that I was introduced to. Who do you think is the best?

Father: Doctors are better than lawyers.

Mother (showing the pictures of the doctors): Which one?

(34) Father:

a. motun-uysa-ka coh-a
ALL-doctor-NOM good-DEC
All the doctors are ok.’

b. Etten/enu-uysa-na coh-a
WHAT/WHICH-doctor-OR good-DEC
‘Any of the doctors is ok.’

c. Amwu-uysa-na coh-a
AMWU-doctor-OR good-DEC
‘Just ANY doctor is ok.’

All the three sentences in (34) appear to have the interpretation that each of the four
doctors, Andrew, Bill, Con, and Dave is a good candidate from the father’s perspective.
However, imagine a situation where Sue’s mother mistakenly showed the father the
picture of a non-doctor among the other pictures, say, a picture of the lawyer George?
What will happen if the father discovers the mother’s mistake? First of all, (34a) con-
taining the universal quantifier mot(w)u- ‘every’ may not hold anymore, because by
uttering (34a), the father expresses that each of the four persons in the pictures who
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he believes are doctors is ok to him. However, if one of them is actually not a doctor,
then the father may want to go on checking the actual doctor, i.e., Dave’s picture. If he
doesn't like the picture of Dave, then his original opinion will be changed. In contrast
to this, the father’s opinion in (34b) remains unchanged, because (34b) containing wh-
(N)-na conveys that no matter how the person in each picture looks and who he is,
if he is one of the (contextually salient) doctors, then he is a marriage option for Sue.
Hence, a counterfactual implication is conveyed by wh-(N)-nain (34b). In other words,
the sentence expresses an essential link or causal relation between “being one of the
relevant doctors” (here arguably construed as “being a doctor that has been introduced
to the mother and whose picture has been given to her”) and “being a marrying option
for Sue”. Amwu-(N)-na in (34c) goes one step further. It conveys that a doctor out-
side of the given domain is also considered as a marriage option for Sue as long as the
person is a doctor. That is, the sentence with amwu-(N)-na expresses an essential or
causal link between “being a doctor possibly outside the contextual domain” and “be-
ing a marrying option for Sue”. This “outside of the domain” reading comes from the
domain-widening effects of amwu-, which seem to have led Kim and Kaufmann (2006)
to claim that only amwu-(N)-na delivers a counterfactual implication.

5.2 Parallelism with —ever Free Relatives

Given that the particle —na ‘or’ triggers an essential or a causal relation regardless of
the indefinite roots, Choi (2007) suggests that the contribution of —na is parallel to the
contribution of —ever in —ever Free Relatives (FRs) in English. von Fintel (2000) adopts
Dayal’s (1997) insight that —ever FRs introduce a layer of quantification over possible
worlds, and proposes that —ever in —ever FRs induces a presupposition of variation on
either counterfactual worlds or epistemic worlds. Choi (2007) captures the essential
link of —na with the same formalism for —ever in —ever FRs.

Let us first look at the properties of —ever FRs, presented in von Fintel (2000). Von
Fintel (2000) points out that a subtype of —ever FRs expresses “indifference” on some-
body’s part. Compare (35a) and (35b). Both of them assert the same proposition para-
phrasable using a definite description, namely, the proposition that the person who
was at the top of the ballot won the election yesterday.

(35) a. Inyesterday’s election, who was at the top of the ballot won.
b. Inyesterday’s election, whoever was at the top of the ballot won.

Different from (35a), (35b) conveys an extra meaning triggered by —ever , such that
the identity of who was at the top of the ballot did not matter to winning yesterday’s
election. In the sense that the identity of the denotation of —ever FRs does not matter
for the general nature or outcome of the election, Tredinnick (2005) dubbed this type
of essential link "external indifference", as in (36). In von Fintel (2000), this essential
link follows from the presupposition of variation given in (37), which is identified as
the nature of —ever ’s contribution. The presupposition of variation tells us that if the
individual denoted by an —ever FR had been different, the truth value of the assertion
in the actual world would still be valid in all the counterfactual worlds.

(36) External indifference essential link: It doesn’t matter who was at the top of the
ballot in yesterday’s election. There was an essential link between “being at the
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top of the ballot” and “winning the election”.

(37) Presupposition of variation: If the person who was at the top of the ballot had
been different, the same thing would have happened: that (new) person would
have won.

Besides external indifference, there is another type of indifference reading. If you com-
pare (38a) and (38b), both of them assert the following: that Zack voted for the person
who was at the top of the ballot. However, while the plain FR in (38a) does not nec-
essarily convey any counterfactual implication, —ever in (38b) adds another layer of
meaning, that is, the presupposition of variation on the basis of the counterfactual
modal, as given in (39).

(38) a. Zackvoted for who was at the top of the ballot.
b. Zack voted for whoever was at the top of the ballot.

(39) Presupposition of variation: If the person who was at the top of the ballot had
been different, the same thing would have happened: Zack would have voted
for that (new) person.

To satisfy this presupposition, the addressee most plausibly infers that the identity
of the person who was at the top of the ballot did not matter to Zack, or in other words,
Zack was indifferent about who was at the top of the ballot, as in (40). In this case,
since it is the agent Zack who is indifferent about the identity, this type of indifference
reading is called “agent indifference” (Tredinnick 2005, Choi 2005).

(40) Agent indifference essential link: Zack was indifferent as to the identity of the
person who was at the top of the ballot. There was an essential link between
“being at the top of the ballot” and “getting Zack’s vote”.

-Ever FRs have another usage, i.e., ignorance (Dayal 1997, von Fintel 2000), where
-ever FRs express the speakers ignorance about the denotation of the FRs, as in (41).
Here again, -ever adds a presupposition, but this time the presupposition is based on
an epistemic modal base and not a counterfactual modal base. This type of reading,
however, will not be dealt with in this paper, because the Korean —na FCIs do not in-
duce an ignorance reading and the purpose of this section is to show parallelism be-
tween —ever FRs and —na-FClIs.

(41) Whatever Arlo is cooking has a lot of garlic in it.

In von Fintel (2000), a sentence containing an —ever FR is formalized as in (42). In the
formulae, F indicates the modal base for —ever FRs, which is a set of worlds on which
the presupposition of variation operates. P refers to the denotation of the NP property
contained in the —ever FR, and Q refers to the property expressed by the rest of the
sentence. Sentences containing an —ever FR assert that the thing that has P is Q in the
actual world, as shown in (42a). The presupposition triggered by —ever says that in all
worlds (of the corresponding modal base) that are different from the actual world only
with respect to the referent of the —ever FR, the asserted proposition has in w’ whatever
truth value it has in the actual world wy.

(42) Whatever (wp) (F) (P) (Q)
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a. Asserts: Q(wp) (1 x.P(wp)(x))

b. Presupposes: V w’ € ming,o [F N A w”. i x.P(W”)(x) # t x.P(wp) (X)]:
QW) (1 x.P(W’)(x)) = Q(wp) (¢ x.P(wp) (x))

By applying this to the example of external indifference, the sentence in (35b), repeated
in (43) below, is formally represented as in (44) and paraphrased as in (45). The modal
base F is counterfactual, and thus a presupposition of counterfactual variation is con-
veyed, as in (45b). That is, the presupposition triggered by —ever conveys that if the
person at the top of the ballot had been different in all the counterfactual worlds, the
truth of the proposition “the person at the top of the ballot won” would also hold in the
counterfactual worlds. From this presupposition of variation, it is inferred that regard-
less of who was at the top of the ballot, “being at the top of the ballot” and “winning
yesterday’s election” are in an essential relation.

(43) Inyesterday’s election, whoever was at the top of the ballot won. (=35b)

(44) a. Assertion: A wy. win(t y.top-of-ballot(y,wg),wp)
b. Presupposition:
Awp. YW’ € miny,g [F N A w”[1 y.top-of-ballot(y,w”) # ¢ y.top-of-ballot(y,wy)]]:
win(: y.top-of-ballot(y,w’),w’) = win( ¢ y.top-of-ballot(y,wg),wp)

(45) a. Assertion: In wy, the person who was at the top of the ballot in wy won.

b. Presupposition: In each world w’, a counterfactual world of wy, if someone
else had been at the top of the ballot in w’, the person who was at the top of
the ballot in w’ won in w’ iff the person who was at the top of the ballot in
Wo won in wy.

Likewise, the example of agent indifference repeated in (46) below can be formal-
ized and interpreted as in (47) and (48). The assertion means that Zack voted for the
person who was at the top of the ballot in the actual world. The presupposition conveys
that if the identity of the person at the top of the ballot had been different, the same
thing, i.e., Zack’s voting for the person at the top of the ballot would have happened.

(46) Zack voted for whoever was at the top of the ballot. (=38b)

(47) a. Assertion: A wy. vote(z, ¢ x.top-of-ballot(x,wp),wp)
b. Presupposition: 1 wy.VYw’ € min,o [F N A w’[ ¢ x.t-0-b(x,w”) # ¢ x.t-0-b(x,
wo)l]: vote(z, ¢ x.top-of-ballot(x,w’),w’) = vote(z, | x.top-of-ballot(x, wyp), wp)

(48) a. Assertion: In wy, Zack voted for the person who was at the top of the ballot
in Wp.
b. Presupposition: In all counterfactual worlds w minimally different from
wy in which someone different is at the top of the ballot, Zack voted in w’
for the person at the top of the ballot in w’ iff he voted in wy for the person
at the top of the ballot in wy.

The formalization in (44) and the one in (47) are exactly parallel. Whether an —ever
FR has an external indifference or agent indifference interpretation depends on con-
textual factors, and is only an “epiphenomenal inference” that is drawn from the pre-
supposition of variation (Tredinnick 2005: 108). That is, for the presupposition of vari-
ation introduced by —ever to be construed most plausibly, in (43), it is inferred that an
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essential link was made by some external force on the election, and external indiffer-
ence obtains. On the other hand, in (46), the easiest way to satisfy the presupposition
of variation and capture the essential link between “being at the top” and “receiving
Zack’s vote” is to assume Zack’s indifferent attitude. Hence, agent indifference obtains
in the case of (46).

5.3 Formalization of -NA FClIs

Choi (2007) extends the formalization (42) that is proposed for -ever FRs to the —na-
based FClIs, as in (49).

49) wh-/amwu-(N)-na (wg) (F) (P) (Q)
a. Asserts: 3x [P(wp) (x) A Q(wp) (X)]

b. Presupposes: YW’ € min,o [F N A w”.P(W”) # P(wp)]: Ix [P(W') (x) A QW) (X)]
— 3x [P(wp) () A Q(wp) (¥)]

The template in (49) for —na-FCls is parallel to the one for -ever FRs except for a few
details. While the formula for -ever FRs contains an iota operator since -ever FRs are
definite, the iota operator has been replaced by an existential quantifier for —na-FCls
because amwu-(N)-na and wh-(N)-na are indefinites whose basic quantification is ex-
istential. In the presupposition in (49b), too, the equation among the iota expressions
from -ever FRs has been replaced by an equation among the extensions of the NP prop-
erty P of amwu-/wh-(N)-na. Another point that differentiates —na-FCls from -ever FRs
is that while the presupposition of -ever has as its modal base either the counterfactual
or epistemic modal, the presupposition of —na always takes the counterfactual modal.
Now, the computation of the assertion and presupposition in (49) derives the para-
phrases in (50).

(50) a. Assertion: Some P is Q in the actual world wy.

b. Presupposition: In all the counterfactual worlds w’ that are minimally dif-
ferent from wy in the following respect, namely that the set of individuals
that have property P in w’ is different from the set of individuals that have
property P in wy: the asserted proposition A w. 3x [P(w) (x) A Q(w)(x)] has in
w’ whatever truth value it has in the actual world wy.

Now let us apply this to simple sentences like in (51). Similar to -ever FRs, -na-FCls can
also be interpreted on agent indifference, as paraphrased in (52). Because John did not
care about the identity of the book, an essential link holds between “being the set of
books” and “having a member picked up by John”. This essential relation is triggered
by the presupposition of variation in (53), i.e. if there had been a different set of books,
John would have picked one up.

(51) a. John-un amwu-chayk-ina cip-ese congi-uy-ey noh-ass-ta.
J.top  AMWU-book-OR pick-and paper-top-LOC put-PAST-DEC
‘John picked up a random book and put it on the pile of paper.’

b. ?John-un etten-chayk-ina cip-ese congi-uy-ey  noh-ass-ta.
J.-ToP  WHAT-book-OR pick-and paper-top-LOC put-PAST-DEC
‘John picked up (a) random book(s) and put it (/them) on the pile of paper.’
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(52) Agent Indifference essential link: It didn’'t matter to John what/which (kind of
a) book he picks up. There is an essential relation between “being the set of
books” and “having one member picked up by John”.

(53) Presupposition of variation: If the set of books had been different, the same
thing, i.e., John’s picking up a book, would have happened.

If we apply the formalism (49) to amwu-/wh-(N)-na in (51), we will get (54), which is
read as in (55).

(54) a. Assertion: A wy. 3x.book(x,wp) & pick(j,x,wp) & put-on-pile(j,x,wy)
b. Presupposition:
A wp. VYW € min,.[F N A w”. {x:book(x,w”)}# {x:book(x,wp)}:
Ix.book(x,w’) & pick(j,x,w’) & put.on.pile(j,x,w’) —
Ix.book(x,wp) & pick(j,x,wp) & put.on.pile(j,x,wp)

(55) a. Assertion: In the actual world wy, there is some book in wy that John picked
up and put on the pile in wy.
b. Presupposition: In all counterfactual worlds w minimally different from
wo with respect to the identity of the set of books, there is some book in w’
that John picked up and put on the pile in w’ iff there is some book in wy
that John picked up and put on the pile in wy.

Now let us consider a more complex case in which some operator @ scopes above the —
na-FCls. This would be the case, for example, in generic statements like (56a,b), where
the generic operator GEN divides the clause’s material into a restrictor including the —
na-FCI and a nuclear scope. The particle —na introduces the presupposition of varia-
tion in (57). The resulting essential relation is easily understood as external indiffer-
ence, as given in (58).

(56) a. amwu-tasus-salccali-naku mwuncey-lul phul-swu.iss-e.
AMWU-five-year-OR that problem-Acc solve-can-DEC
‘Just any five-year-old can solve the problem.’

b. etten-tasus-salccali-naku mwuncey-lul phul-swu.iss-e.
WHAT-five-year-OR that problem-Acc solve-can-DEC
‘Any five-year-old can solve the problem.

(57) Presupposition of variation: If the set of five-year-old children was different, a
five-year-old would in general be allowed/able to solve the problem.

(58) External indifference essential relation: The identity of five-year-old children
doesn’t matter. There is an essential relation between “being a five-year-old
child” and “being in general allowed/able to solve the problem”.

The corresponding formalization and paraphrase are in (59)-(60):*

“For the sake of simplicity, the formulae involving GEN are somewhat abbreviated throughout the
paper. The full version of e.g. (59a) would be (i), following von Fintel (1994:64):

(i) A wp. GENs < wp [ s € min(Ad s”.3y.5-yr-old(y,s”)) ] [ 3’ = s [s' € min(A s”.3y.5-yr-old(y,s”) &
solve(y,p,s”))] ]
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(59)

&

Assertion: A wy. GENs < wy [Jy.5-yr-o0ld(y,s)] [solve(y,p,s)]

b. Presupposition: A wy.Yw’ € min,, [F N A w”.{x:5-yr-old(x,w”)}# {x:5-yr-
old(x,wp)}]:

GENs™ < w’ [3y.5-yr-old(y,s*)] [solve(y,p,s)] —

GENs < wy [Jy.5-yr-o0ld(y,s)] [solve(y,p,s)]

(60) a. Assertion: Every s, a (minimal) subsituation of wy containing a five-year-
old, is a situation s in which the five-year-old solves the problem in s.

b. Presupposition: For each w’, a counterfactual world of wy, in which the
set of five-year olds is different from the set of five-year olds in the actual
world: every s*, a substitution of w’ where there is a five-year-old, is a sit-
uation where the five-year-old solves the problem if and only if every s, a
subsituation of wy where there is a five-year-old, is a situation in which the
five-year old solves the problem in s.

6 An Account for the Rescuing Strategies

In sections 1 and 2, we saw that subtrigging can rescue universal but not existential
FCIs, and that agentivity can rescue existential FCIs.> This is so both in Korean and
in Romance languages like Spanish. In section 4, we took a closer look at Korean FCIs
and saw that the wh-root carries a contextual domain while the amwu-root induces
domain-widening. Since both roots can form FClIs, it was concluded that the source
of free choiceness is not Domain Widening. In section 5, we argued that the source of
free choiceness is the particle —na, which triggers a presupposition of counterfactual
variation that must be made felicitous.

Now we attempt to account for the licensing environments of the universal and
existential FCIs in Korean. Why are they excluded in an episodic sentence? How can
subtrigging and agentivity rescue (one of) the two FCIs? We propose that the presup-
position of variation of the particle —nais too strong and thus infelicitous in an episodic
sentence (cf. Dayal 1998, Chierchia 2005). Subtrigging and agentivity help satisfy this
presupposition of variation, making —na-FCIs acceptable. Finally, we extend this anal-
ysis to the two types of FCIs in Spanish.

6.1 Rescuing Korean universal FCIs: Subtrigging

We saw that subtrigging can rescue universal FCIs in episodic sentences, as in (61), but
not existential FCIs, as in (62):

(61) a. *John-un nwukwu-hako-na macuchi-ess-ta. (Choi, 2007)
J.-TOP WHO-with-OR run.into-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone.’

“Every s, a minimal subsituation of wy containing a five-year-old, can be extended to a minimal
situation s’ in which a five-year-old solves the problem.”

>We leave the question of whether agentivity rescues universal FCIs for future research.
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b. John-un ke-ipkwu-lo tuleo-nun nwukwu-hako-nay, 3
J.-ToP the-entrance-by enter-REL WHO-with-ORy ;3
macuchi-ess-ta.
encountered
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone who was coming in by the entrance.’

(62) a. *John-un amwu-hako-na macuchi-ess-ta. (Choi, 2007)
J.-TOP AMWU-with-OR run.into-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone 5 / a random person.’

b. *John-un ke-ipkwu-lo tuleo-nun amwu-hako-na macuchi-ess-ta.
J.-Top  the-entrance-by enter-REL AMWU-with-OR encountered
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone 5 / a random person who was coming in by the
entrance.’

We propose that the crucial role of subtrigging is to help make felicitous the presup-
position of variation introduced by —na. This is done in the following way. As we have
seen, one avenue to satisfy the presupposition of variation is to interpret it as external
indifference, that it, to interpret the sentence as making a law-like statement positing
an essential relation between the N-property of the FCI and the property expressed by
the rest of the clause.

To achieve this goal, we need to turn the episodic sentence into a semi-generic sen-
tence by introducing the GEN operator and placing the FCI-indefinite in the restrictor
of GEN. This gives us the LF in (63), that is, an LF where the FCI indirectly receives
(quasi) universal quantificational force coming GEN:®

(63) LF: [;p GEN [p FCI-indefinite [;p John ran into t ]]]

Now, if the FCI is not subtrigged, as in (61a), the assertion and the presupposition
of variation would have very implausible truth conditions. As the reader can see in
(64), the assertion reads: “Every s containing a person is a situation where the person
is run into by John”. And the presupposition says that there is an essential relation be-
tween “being a person” and “being run into by John”. As Dayal (1998) and Chierchia
(2005) note, this interpretation is too strong to ever be true. Thus, the presupposition
is infelicitous, and the sentence with the unsubtrigged universal FCI is judged ungram-
matical.

(64) Assertion: A wy. GENs < wy [Ix.person(x,s)] [run.into(j,x,s)]
Presupposition:
A wp.Yw' € minyo [ Fn A w”.{x:person(x,w”)} # {x:person(x,wp)}]:
GEN + - [3x.person(x,s*)] [run.into(j,x,s7)] <
GEN <, [3x.person(x,s)] [run.into(j,x,s)]

In contrast, the addition of the relative clause in a semi-generic sentence like (61b)
makes (the assertion and) the presupposition of variation weaker and more easily sat-
isfiable. This can be seen in the formalization in (65). The presupposition of variation
here says that there is an essential relation between “being someone coming in by the
entrance” and “being run into by John”. This essential link can easily be satisfied in a

6GEN directly quantifies over situations, as in (59) and in footnote 4.
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situation where the entrance was too small and a lot of people were trying to come in
and go out by the entrance. Since the presupposition is fulfilled, the subtrigged univer-
sal FCl is judged grammatical in this sentence.

(65) Assertion: A wy. GENs < wy [Ix.person(x,s) & entering(x,s)] [run.into(j,x,s)]
Presupposition:
Awp.Vw’ € min,o [Fn A w”.{x:person(x,w”) & entering(x,w”)} # {x:person(x,wp)
& entering(x,wp)}]:
GEN+ - [Ix.person(x,s*) & entering(x,s*)] [run.into(j,x,s*)] <
GEN <, [Ix.person(x,s) & entering(x,s)] [run.into(j,x,s)]

Consider now what happens if, instead of having the FCI in the restrictor of GEN receiv-
ing universal quantificational force, the FCI remained in situ with its regular existential
force (with or without GEN in the sentence), e.g. as in (66):

(66) LF: [pJohn ran into FCI-indefinite ]

It is not entirely clear to us why an unsubtrigged FCI with existential force is unaccept-
able in this case. The predicted formalization is given in (67). The sentence asserts
that the intersection of “people” and “individual run into by John” is non-empty. The
presupposition of variation conveys that there is something essential or law-like about
this intersection being non-empty, regardless of who the actual set of people are.” Be
it as it may be, we would like to note that adding a relative clause does NOT make the
presupposition weaker and more satisfiable. To the contrary, as can be seen in (68), the
subtrigging version makes a stronger assertion —namely, that the intersection of “peo-
ple coming in by the entrance” and “individual run into by John” is non-empty- and
presupposes that there is something essential or law-like about this stronger claim.
This is spelled out in (68).

(67) Assertion: A wy. 3x [person(x,wp) & run.into(j,x,wp)]
Presupposition:
A wp.VYw’ € mino[F N A w”.{x:person(x,w”)} # {x:person(x,wp)}]:
3x [person(x,w’) & run.into(j,x,w’)] <
3x [person(x,wp) & run.into(j,x,wp)]

(68) Assertion: A wy. 3x [person(x,wp) & entering(x,wp) & run.into(j,x,wp)]
Presupposition: 1 wy.Vw’ € min,,o [ F n A w”.{x:person(x,w”) & entering(x,w”)}
# {x:person(x,wp) & entering(x,wp)} |:
3x [person(x,w’) & entering(x,w’) & run.into(j,x,w’)] <
3x [person(x,wp) & entering(x,wp) & run.into(j,x,wp)]

Hence, in the case of existential FCIs, subtrigging does not function as a rescuing strat-
egy. If the original unsubtrigged sentence is deviant, adding a relative clause does not
make its felicity conditions easier to satisfy.

“Our hunch is that external indifference is not well-suited for capturing the essentiality of a non-
empty intersection because external indifference sentences are semi-definitional: they introduce prop-
erties that define or characterize the members of a class; they do not “measure” a class against another
class by checking their intersection. In section 6.2, we will see that the same essentiality of non-empty
intersections is perfectly satisfiable when construed as agent indifference.
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6.2 Rescuing Korean existential FCIs: Agentivity

We turn now to the second rescuing strategy, agentivity, which rescues existential FCIs
in episodic sentences:

(69) *John-un amwu-hako-na / nwukwu-hako-na macuchi-ess-ta.
J.-ToP AMWU-with-OR / WHO-with-OR run.into-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John ran into anyone .’

(70) John-un amwu-chaek-ina / ?enu-chaek-ina cip-ese ku-uy-ey
J.-Top  AMWU-book-OR / WH-book-OR take-and the-top-LOC
olienoh-ass-ta.
put-PAST-DEC
‘(Lit.) John took a random book and put it on the top (of the pile).’

In this case, as it corresponds to an episodic sentence, we have the simple LF in
(71), with the FCI indefinite interpreted existentially in situ:

(71) LF: [1p John took FCI-indefinite]

Here again, we propose that the crucial role of agentivity is to make plausible the
presupposition of variation of —na. The formalization is spelled out in (72). Here the
essential link is between “being the set of books” and “having one member picked up
by John”. In other words, (70) asserts that the intersection of “being a book” and “being
picked up by John” is non-empty, and its presupposition of variation conveys that such
non-emptiness is not accidental but somehow essential. This presupposition can be
easily satisfied if one assumes agent indifference: Because the agent John doesn’t care
about the identity of the books, if a different set of books had been available, John
would have picked a book too. In this way, agentivity rescues existential FCIs.

(72) For (70a,b)
Assertion: A wy. 3x.book(x,wp) & pick.up(j,x,wpo)
Presupposition: 1 wy.Yw’ € min,,o [FN A w”.{x:book(x,w”)} # {x:book(x,wp)}]:
Ix.book(x,w’) & pick.up(j,x,w’) — Ix.book(x,wp) & pick.up(j,x,wp)

We have seen how the rescuing strategies align with the quantificational force of
Korean FCIs. A remaining question is, why amwu-(N)-na can only receive an existen-
tial reading in these sentences while wh-(N)-na allows for both quantificational forces.
Following Choi (2007), we assume that the difference has to do with scopal proper-
ties somehow derived from the nature of the indefinite root. We saw in section 4 that
amwu- is the widening-domain root and that it imposes in situ scope with respect to
a modal, as amwu- cannot gain scope over the modal in (29b). In the same way, an
amwu- indefinite cannot move to the restrictor of a newly introduced GEN to gain
universal force in (62). We also saw that wh-, the regular-domain root, has more scope
freedom, as it can take scope under or over the modal in (29a). In the same fashion,
the wh-indefinite can stay in situ ( 3 force) in (70) or move to the restrictor of GEN (V
force) in (61).
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6.3 Extension to Spanish

The analysis of rescuing just presented is built on the assumption that free choice ef-
fects are due to a presupposition of variation that needs to be satisfied in context, not
to Domain Widening. We have seen that there is morphological evidence for this as-
sumption in Korean, as the size of the domain introduced by the roots is orthogonal to
the free choice effect (section 4.2).

The morphology of Spanish FClIs brings no evidence in this respect. It is not pos-
sible to isolate a morphological component responsible for domain-widening to test
whether, with or without it, free choice effects remain or disappear. In the lack of mor-
phological evidence, and since the empirical pattern of rescuing is the same as for Ko-
rean, we assume that free choice effects in Spanish are also due to a presuposition of
variation. Then, the analysis of rescuing that we have motivated for Korean can be
straightforwardly applied to Spanish FCIs as well, as briefly sketched below.

A FCl gives rise to a presupposition of variation. If the FCI is the universal cualquier
appearing in a (non-agentive) episodic sentence, as in (73a), this presupposition a-
mounts to a law-like statement (“external indifference”) that is too strong for it to ever
be satisfied. Subtrigging in (73b) makes the presupposition weaker and, thus, more
easily satisfiable. Now the presupposition is that there is an essential link between
"being an object that wasn't in its place" and "being stumbled upon by John".

(73) a. *Ayer Juan tropezé con cualquier objeto.
Yesterday Juan stumbled with CUALQUIER object
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against any object.’

b. Ayer Juan ??tropez6 / tropezaba con cualquier objeto que
Yesterday Juan stumbled pggg / stumbled pyperr With CUALQUIER object that
no estuviese en su sitio.
notwasgyg; in its place
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against any object that wasn't in its place.’

If the FClI is the existential un N cualquiera appearingin a (non-agentive) episodic sen-
tence, as in (74a), subtrigging does not make the presupposition any weaker, as seen in
(74b). (74a) asserts that the intersection between "being an object" and "being stum-
bled upon by John" is non-empty, and it presupposes that there is something essential
about it being non-empty. (74b) makes the stronger claim that the intersection be-
tween "being an object that is not in its place" and "being stumbled upon by John" is
non-empty, and it presupposes that there is something essential about this stronger
claim. Hence, the presupposition of (74b) is not weaker than the presupposition of
(74a). As a result, subtrigging in (74b) does not help as a rescuing strategy.

(74) a. ?2?Ayer Juantropez6 con un objeto cualquiera.
Yesterday Juan stumbled with AN object CUALQUIERA
‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against any 5 / a random object.’

b. ?2?Ayer Juan tropezo / tropezaba con un objeto cualquier
Yesterday Juan stumbled pgrg / stumbled pperr With AN object CUALQUIERA
que no estuviese (/estaba) en su sitio.
that not wasgyg; (/wasyp) in its place
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‘Yesterday Juan stumbled against anys / a random object that wasn't in its
place.

If, instead, we combine the existential un N cualquiera with a volitional agent, the FCI
is acceptable in an episodic sentence, as in (75). This is because the presupposition of
variation —namely, that there is an essential link between "being the set of books" and
"having a member picked up by John"- can be easily construed as “agent indifference”.

(75) Juan necesitaba un pisapapeles, de modo que cogié unlibro cualquiera
Juanneeded a paperweight, of way thathe-took A book CUALQUIERA
de la estanteriay lopuso encimadela pila.
from the shelf and it he-put on-top of the pile
‘John needed a paperweight, so he took a random book from the shelf and put
it on top of the pile.’

7 Summary

We have seen that different sub-types of FCls respond to different amending strategies.
Whereas universal FCIs in Korean and Spanish are rescued by subtrigging in episodic
sentences, existential FCIs are not sensitive to this method but are rescued by agentiv-
ity instead.

To explain this pattern, we have assumed that the source of free choice effects is a
certain presupposition of variation (von Fintel 2000 for —ever FRs, Choi 2007 for Korean
—na-based FCIs) and not Domain Widening (Kadmon and Landman 1993, Chierchia
2005, among many others). The upshot is that, once we have a FCI, we need to make
sense of the presupposition of variation. This is easily done in purely generic sentences
(e.g. (56)), which present law-like statements where the presupposition of variation is
understood as external indifference. But this presupposition is too strong in the case
of episodic sentences (cf. Dayal 1998, Chierchia 2005), and it renders both types of
FCIs unacceptable in episodic environments. The role of subtrigging and agentivity is
to make the presupposition of variation plausible in an episodic context. Subtrigging
helps create semi-generic readings where the FCI takes on (quasi) universal force and
where the presupposition of counterfactual variation can plausibly be satisfied as ex-
ternal indifference (or law-like statement). Agentivity permits the presupposition of
variation of an existential FCI to be cashed out as agent’s indifference.
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Two types of non-restrictive relatives

Guglielmo Cinqueé®

1 Introduction

Nonrestrictive relatives are usually conceived of as a unitary type of relative clause (se-
mantically and syntactically opposed to both restrictive and “amount”, or “third type”,
relatives). In the literature, they have been analysed either as a sentence grammar phe-
nomenon, specifically as clauses internal to the nominal projection that also contains
the Head, like restrictive and “amount” relatives (see, among others, Smith 1964, Jack-
endoff 1977, chapter 7; Huot 1978; Perzanowski 1980; Cornilescu 1981; Kayne 1994,
chapter 8; Bianchi 1999, chapter 5; Kempson 2003; Arnold 2007, Arnold and Borsley
2008), or as a discourse grammar phenomenon, i.e., as sentences generated indepen-
dently of the sentence containing the Head, whose pronouns relate to the Head much
like (E-type) pronouns relate to an antecedent across discourse (see, for instance, Ross
1967,434ff; Aissen 1972; Emonds 1979; Stuurman 1983; Sells 1985; Haegeman 1988;
Fabb 1990; Espinal 1991; Peterson 2004; Grosu 2005).1

Here I would like to suggest that the two analyses proposed in the literature should
not be seen as competing analyses for a single construction, but as complementary
analyses for two distinct nonrestrictive constructions; what I will call the “integrated”
and “non-integrated” construction, respectively. Some languages (among which Ital-
ian and other Romance languages) display both. Other languages display only one.
As suggested in section 6 below, northern Italian dialects (and possibly Chinese and
Japanese) have just the sentence grammar, or “integrated”, nonrestrictive; others (En-
glish and Romanian) only the discourse grammar, or “non-integrated”, one. Still others
lack nonrestrictives entirely.

In what follows, I will first review a number of syntactic properties which differ-
entiate the two types of nonrestrictives in Italian (the ‘integrated’ ones introduced by
chelcui and the ‘nonintegrated’ ones introduced by il quale), adding to those pointed
out in Cinque (1978,1982). I will then consider English, whose nonrestrictives will be
seen to systematically pattern with the “nonintegrated” il quale-nonrestrictives of Ital-

*I thank Paola Beninca, Valentina Bianchi, Patricia Cabredo Hofherr, Francesca Del Gobbo, Alexander
Grosu, Richard Kayne, and Tong Wu for their comments. An earlier draft appeared under the title “Two
types of Appositives” in 2006 in University of Venice Working Papers in Linguistics 16.7-56.

IThis distinction roughly corresponds to what Emonds (1979,212) calls the Subordinate Clause Hy-
pothesis and the Main Clause Hypothesis, respectively. I abstract away here from the different exe-
cutions that these two hypotheses have received in the literature, and from those analyses, like Safir’s
(1986), Demirdache’s (1991, chapter 3), and Del Gobbo’s (2003,2006b), which combine the two. For a
recent overview, see de Vries (2006).
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ian. An (antisymmetric) analysis of the two types of nonrestrictives will then be sug-
gested, followed by some comparative remarks.

One general consequence of the analysis (if correct) is that the properties which are
generally attributed to the nonrestrictive construction (because of the earlier focus on
English) turn out to be representative only of the “non-integrated” type.

2 Some differences between che/cui- and il quale-nonres-
trictives in Italian

In Cinque (1978,1982) some evidence was presented which pointed to the existence
of two separate nonrestrictive constructions, one of which virtually identical to the
restrictive construction.?

For simplicity, I will call the ‘integrated’ one identical to the restrictive construc-
tion the che/cui-nonrestrictive, and the ‘non-integrated’ one distinct from the restric-
tive construction the il quale-nonrestrictive, from the different relative pronouns that
introduce them.

2.1 The che/cui-nonrestrictive

a) Subjects and direct objects are represented not by a relative pronoun but by the
complementizer che:®

(1) a. Invitero anche Giorgio, che/*cui abita qui vicino.
[ will invite also G., that/ who lives nearby.
b. Invitero anche Giorgio, che/*cui voi certamente conoscete.
I will invite also G., that/who you certainly know.
b) Prepositional objects are represented by the relative pronoun cui preceded by a
preposition:
(2) Invitero anche Giorgio, [pp di cui] /*che avete certamente sentito parlare.
I will invite also G., of whom/that you have certainly heard.

¢) no Pied Piping is possible except for that of a prepositional phrase (compare
(2) with (3)):*

2This required considering the nonrestrictive construction with il quale as conflating two separate
paradigms. See Cinque (1978,1982) for detailed discussion. Smits (1989,116) and Bianchi (1999,151f)
concede that that there is a residue of nonrestrictives that cannot be reduced to an “integrated” (match-
ing or raising) analysis.

3For present purposes whether che is a complementizer or a weak relative pronoun (with cui its
non-weak counterpart) is not really crucial. See Kayne (2007) and Sportiche (2008) for recent relevant
discussion.

“The relative pronoun cui is apparently possible even within some complex PPs (accanto a cui next
to whom/which’, senza di cui’(lit.) without of whom/which’), but not others (*prima di cui’(lit.) before
of whom/which’, *da dietro a cui’(lit.) from behind to whom/which’). The former, but not the latter,
also allow what looks like extraction of the embedded PP (A chi eri seduto accanto?’(lit.) To whom were
you seated next?, Di chi potrete fare senza? ’(lit.) Of whom will you be able to do without?’ vs. *Di chi
sei entrato prima? ’(lit.) Of whom did you enter before?” *A chi veniva da dietro? ’(lit.) To whom was
he coming behind?’ - cf. Rizzi 1988,524ff). This may suggest that the two types of complex PPs differ in
structure, with the former not being truly complex.
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(3) a. *Invitero anche Giorgio, [ pp il fratello di cui] & uno dei nostri piu cari amici.
I will also invite G., the brother of whom is one of our dearest friends.

b. *Inviterd anche Giorgio, [ »p affezionato a cui] per altro non sono.
[ will also invite G., fond of whom at any rate I am not.

c. *Invitero anche Giorgio, [ cp liberarmi di cui] non mi & proprio possibile.
I will also invite G., to get rid of whom is really not possible for me.

d. *Invitero anche Giorgio, [ pqvp diversamente da cui] io non serbo rancore.
I will invite also G., differently from whom I bear no grudge.

2.2 The il quale-nonrestrictive

a) subjects and direct objects are represented by the relative pronoun il quale:®

(4) a. Invitero anche Giorgio, il quale abita li vicino.
[ will invite also G., who lives nearby:.
b. ?Inviterd anche Giorgio, il quale voi certamente avrete avuto modo di ap-
prezzare.
I will invite also G., who you will have had some opportunity to appreciate.

b) Prepositional objects are represented by the relative pronoun il quale pre-
ceded by a preposition:

(5) Invitero anche Giorgio, [ pp del quale] /*che avete certamente sentito parlare.
I will invite also G., of whom/that you have certainly heard.

c) Pied Piping of different types of phrases is available:

(6) a. Invitero anche Giorgio, [pp il fratello del quale] € uno dei nostri pitu cari
amici.
I will invite also G., the brother of whom is one of our dearest friends.
b. Invitero anche Giorgio, [ 5p affezionato al quale] per altro non sono.
I will also invite G., fond of whom at any rate I am not.

c. Invitero anche Giorgio, [ cp liberarmi del quale] non mi & proprio possibile.
I will invite also G., to get rid of whom is really not possible for me.

d. Invitero anche Giorgio, [ Aqvp diversamente dal quale] io non serbo rancore.
I will invite also G., differently from whom I bear no grudge.

The two constructions also differ with respect to a number of other properties,
listed in 2.3.1 to 2.3.10)

SStrictly speaking, the obligatoriness of the pronoun and the unavailability of the complementizer che
in the il quale- nonrestrictive construction is not immediately obvious due to the parallel existence of
the che/cui-nonrestrictive construction, which has che for subjects and objects. It is, however, apparent
in those contexts, to be presented in section 2.3, where the che/cui nonrestrictive is disallowed. Rela-
tivization of objects with il quale is actually quite marginal, perhaps for the reason discussed in Cinque
(1978, section 3.7). Also see section 5.2 below.
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2.3 Additional differences between che/cui- and il quale-nonrestric-
tives®

2.3.1 Illocutionary independence

Nonrestrictives (just like restrictives) can be declarative even if the matrix is interroga-
tive or imperative:

(7) a. Iseven Clarence, who is wearing mauve socks, a swinger? (Ross 1967,435)
b. Get Bill, who is in charge of this operation! (Andrews 1975,28)

This property does not distinguish che/cui-nonrestrictives from il quale-nonrestric-
tives. See (8) and (9):

(8) a. SaraGianna, che non sopporta tipi del genere, disposta ad aiutarlo?
Will G., who cannot stand such kind of people, be willing to help him?

b. Sara Gianna, la quale non sopporta tipi del genere, disposta ad aiutarlo?
Will G., who cannot stand such kind of people, be willing to help him?

(9) a. ChiamaiRossi, che certamente non ti diranno di no!
Call the Rossis, who (lit. that) will certainly not say no!

b. Chiama i Rossi, i quali certamente non ti diranno di no!
Call the Rossis, who will certainly not say no!

More interesting is the converse case, where the matrix is declarative and the non-
restrictive interrogative or imperative. Here che/cui-nonrestrictives differ from il quale-
nonrestrictives. The former, like restrictives, can only be declarative (irrespective of
the illocutionary force of the matrix clause), while the latter can have their own (non-
declarative) illocutionary force (e.g., interrogative or imperative), distinct from the il-
locutionary force of the matrix clause. See the contrasts in (10) and (1 1):’

(10) a. Lunico che potrebbe e tuo padre, il quale potra, credi, perdonarci per quello
che abbiamo fatto?
The only one who could is your father, by whom will we ever be forgiven,
you think, for what we have done?

b. *?L'unico che potrebbe & tuo padre, che potra, credi, perdonarci per quello
che abbiamo fatto?
The only one who could is your father, who (lit.that) will ever forgive us, you
think, for what we have done?

6In sections 2.3.1 to 2.3.10 the c. examples contain che/cui-restrictives, which, as noted, pattern with
the che/cui-nonrestrictives rather than with the il quale-nonrestrictives.

"For similar cases in French, see Muller (2006,328f). Note that the matrix need not be declarative
when the nonrestrictive is non-declarative. In (i) the matrix and the nonrestrictive are both interrogative:

(i) (? Sarebbe stato tuo padre, al quale potremo mai rivolgerci ora per aiuto?, ben disposto nei
nostri confronti?
Would your father, to whom will we ever be able to refer now for help? , have been well disposed
toward us?

Also see the English example (37a) below, where the matrix and the nonrestrictive clauses constitute two
distinct imperative sentences, even though not all speakers seem to like it.
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(11)

e

*Questa ¢ la sola persona che potra, credi, perdonarci per quello che abbi-
amo fatto? (restrictive)

This is the only person that will he ever manage to forgive us, you think, for
what we have done?

Ci sono poi i Rossi, per i quali, ti prego, cerca di trovare una sistemazione!
There are then the R.’s, for whom please try to find an accommodation!
*2Ci sono poi i Rossi, per cui, ti prego, cerca di trovare una sistemazione!
There are then the R.’s, for whom please try to find an accommodation!
*Sono loro le sole persone per cui cerca di trovare una sistemazione! (re-
strictive)

It'’s them the only people for whom please try to find an accommodation!

2.3.2 Non adjacency

As opposed to che/cui-nonrestrictives (and restrictives), which must be adjacent to the
Head?, il quale-nonrestrictives can be separated from it within the sentence (see (12))
or across discourse (see (13) and (14)):°

(12)

a.

Da quando i russi se ne sono andati, i quali non si erano mai veramente
integrati con la popolazione, la pace e finita.

Since the Russians left, who had never really mixed with the population,
there is no more peace.

*Da quando i russi se ne sono andati, che non si erano mai veramente inte-
grati con la popolazione, la pace é finita.

Since the Russians left, who (lit. that) had never really mixed with the pop-
ulation, there is no more peace.

*Da quando i russi se ne sono andati che non si erano integratila situazione
e migliorata. (restrictive)

Since the Russians left that had not integrated the situation got better.

8Except for limited cases of extraposition of the type in (i) (nonrestrictives) and (ii) (restrictives):

®

(i)

a. Se hanno portato Carletto al mare, che comunque non c’era mai stato, una ragione c’e.

b.

a.

If they took C. to the seaside, who in any case had never been there, there is a motive.

Ho incontrato il dott. Setti ieri, che mi ha detto che non potra intervenire.
I'met dr. S. yesterday, who told me that he will not be able to come.

Ho trovato un uomo ieri alla festa che ti assomigliava molto. (cf. Cardinaletti 1987,25)
Imet a man yesterday at the party that looked very much like you.

...crede di non avere ostacoli davanti a sé che non possa abbattere o aggirare. (Cinque
1988,472)
... (s)he thinks (s)he has no obstacles in front of himself/herself that (s)he cannot pull down

Oor overcome.

On the limited applicability of relative clause extraposition in Italian, see Valesio (1974), Cinque
(1978,fn.65; 1988,section 1.1.10), Cardinaletti (1987).

9Cf. Cinque (1978,79f). For similar examples of non-adjacency in French with lequel, see Gross
(1977,136) and Fuchs and Milner (1979, 57), among others. This should not be taken to mean that non
adjacency is always possible. In fact, there appear to be severe restrictions, reminiscent of those ob-
served for English by Ziv (1973) and Ziv and Cole (1974), whose nature remains largely to be understood.
Also see fn. 17 below.
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(13)

(14)
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(Cf. Da quando i russi che non si erano integrati se ne sono andati la situ-
azione € migliorata.
‘Since the Russians that had not integrated left the situation got better’)

Ha difeso la sua tesi quasi contro tutti. La quale sosteneva la necessita del
non intervento

He defended his thesis against almost everyone. Which asserted the need
of non intervention.

Ha difeso la sua tesi quasi contro tutti. *Che sosteneva la necessita del non
intervento.

He defended his thesis against almost everyone. That asserted the need of
non intervention.

*Ha difeso la sua tesi quasi contro tutti che sosteneva la necessita del non
intervento. (restrictive)

He defended his thesis against almost everyone that asserted the need of
non intervention.

Non ho mai parlato dei miei parenti; a Clara;. Aiquali; d’altronde non serve
alcuna presentazione.

I never talked about my relatives to C. For whom in any event no introduc-
tion is necessary.

Non ho mai parlato dei miei parenti; a Clara;. *A cui; d’altronde non serve
alcuna presentazione.

I never talked about my relatives to C. For whom in any event no introduc-
tion is necessary.

*Non ho mai parlato dei miei parenti; a Clara; a cui; non serve alcuna pre-
sentazione. (restrictive)

I never talked about my relatives to C. to whom no introduction is neces-
sary.

2.3.3 Split antecedents

Il quale-nonrestrictives, but not che/cui-nonrestrictives (and restrictives), can have
split antecedents. See the contrast between (15a/b) (adapted from Cinque 1988,450),
and (16a/b):

(15)

a. Se Carlo; non amava piu Annaj, i quali;,; d’altra parte non si erano mai

voluti veramente bene, una ragione c’era.
If C. was no longer in love with A., who at any rate never really loved each
other, there was a motive.

*Se Carlo ; non amava pit1 Annaj, chej,; d’altra parte non si erano mai voluti
veramente bene, una ragione c’era.

If C. was no longer in love with A., that at any rate never really loved each
other, there was a motive.

*Se il ragazzo; non amava piu la ragazza; che;,; si erano voluti bene, una
ragione c’era. (restrictive)

If the boy no longer loved the girl that loved each other, there was a motive.
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(16) a. Se Piero; non si trova piu tanto bene con Idaj, tra i quali;,; d’altronde non
c’e¢ mai stata una vera amicizia,. .. (Cinque 1981/82,263)
If P. no longer likes to stay with I., between whom in any event there never
was a real friendship,...

b. *Se Piero; non si trova pili tanto bene con Ida;, tra cui;,; d’altronde non c’e
mai stata una vera amicizia,. ..
If P. no longer likes to stay with I., between whom in any event there never
was a real friendship,...

c. ¢ *Seil ragazzo non si trova piu tanto bene con la ragazza tra cui non c’era
stata una vera amicizia. .. (restrictive)
If the boy no longer likes to stay with the girl between whom in any event
there never was a real friendship,...

2.3.4 Retention of the ‘internal’ Head

In more careful styles of Italian the ‘internal’ Head, despite its non-distinctness from
the ‘external’ one, may be retained in il quale-nonrestrictives, but not in che/cui-non-
restrictives (nor in che/cui-restrictives):!°

(17) a. Queltale farmaco, col quale farmaco il Ministero intendeva iniziare la sper-
imentazione, era il frutto di molti anni di lavoro.
That medicine, with which medicine the Ministery intended to begin the
experiment, was the result of many years’ work.

b. Giorgio riusci a sposare quella ragazza. Della quale ragazza, devo dire, ero
invaghito anch’io. (cf. Cinque 1988,449)
G. managed to marry that girl. Which girl, I must say, I was also in love with.

2.3.5 Non identity of the ‘external’ and ‘internal’ Heads

Il quale-nonrestrictives, as opposed to che/cui-nonrestrictives (and restrictives), do
not require absolute identity of the ‘internal’ and ‘external’ Heads (cf. Cinque 1988,
449; and Sandfeld 1936,179, and Kayne 1975, chapt.1 fn.20, for corresponding facts in
French):

(18) a. Haraggiunto la fama con Il giardino dei Finzi-Contini, il quale romanzo ha
poi anche avuto una riduzione cinematografica.
He became famous with Il giardino dei Finzi-Contini, which novel was then
also made into a film.

b. All’'appuntamento erano venuti quaranta studenti. Il qual numero non im-
pressiono nessuno.
To the rendezvous forty students had come. Which number impressed no-
body.

101t can, however, be retained in the very formal il quale-restrictive discussed in Cinque (1978,84ff;
1982,section 1.5), which has many of the syntactic properties of il quale-nonrestrictives, although pre-
cisely how many and which ones remains to be investigated more systematically. Here I will not be
concerned with the restrictive constructions. French lequel-nonrestrictives display the same property.
They too can retain the ‘internal’ Head. See for example Sandfeld (1936,179), Huot (1978,119), Togeby
(1982,463), and Muller (2006,325).
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The example in (19) represents a different type of non identity (where the ‘external’ and
the ‘internal’ Heads differ in number features):!!

(19) Giorgio non era certo un romanziere, la prima virtu dei quali ¢ quella di cat-
turare 'interesse del lettore.
G. was no novelist (sing.), the first virtue of whom (pl.) is that of catching the
reader’s interest (cf. (49) below)

2.3.6 Categorial nature of the Head (DP vs. XP)

Il quale- and che/cui-nonrestrictives also differ with respect to the categorial nature
of the antecedent that they can take. While che/cui-nonrestrictives (and restrictives)
only take nominal antecedents, il quale-nonrestrictives can take a larger class of an-
tecedents, as shown in (20):

(20) a. Carlolavora troppo poco. La qual cosa verra certamente notata. (CP)
(Cinque 1988,467)!2
C. works too little. Which thing will certainly be noticed.
b. Carlo lavora troppo poco. *Che verra certamente notato.
C. works too little. That will certainly be observed.
c. Carlo lavora troppo poco. *Di cui si & reso conto anche il suo principale.!'
C. works too little. Which even his boss realized.

(21) a. Maria e suscettibile. La qual cosa sua sorella di certo non e. (AP)
M. is touchy. Which thing her sister certainly is not.

Cases of gender mismatch like (i) may only be apparent if the relative pronoun actually agrees with
a non pronounced citta (‘city, feminine; cf. la citta del Cairo ‘the city of Cairo’) taking Il Cairo as its
specifier (on non pronunciation see Kayne 2005):

(i) IlCairo, la quale/*il quale & la capitale dell’Egitto,...
(Lit.) the (masc.) Cairo, the which (fem./*masc.) is the capital of Egypt,...

12In both (20) and (21) one can have, in addition to la qual cosa ‘(lit.) the which thing), il che ‘(lit.) the
that’, and the pseudo-free relatives cosa che ‘thing that’ and cio che ‘that that’. Also see Bianchi (1999,151).

13 Cui, when preceded by per, appears to be able to resume a CP (e.g. Lei si ¢ ammalata, per cui ha
dovuto smettere di fumare’She got ill, so that she had to quit smoking’). As this is the only preposition
that seems to permit such a usage (see (20c) and the examples in (i)), I tend to interpret it as a fixed
expression. This is confirmed by the fact that per cui is not exactly synonymous with per la qual cosa’for
which thing’. See (i)e:

(i) a. Seilgoverno vacilla, alla qual cosa/*a cui ho fatto riferimento anch’io,...
If the government is shaky, to which I too have referred,...

b. Daquando la societa & sull’orlo del fallimento, con la qual cosa/*con cui dovremo fare i conti
tutti,. ..
Since the company is going bankrupt, with which all of us will have to cope,...

c. Ilprezzo del petrolio & sceso, dalla qual cosa/*da cui tutti hanno tratto benefici.
The oil price lowered, from which everybody benefitted.

d. Gianni un giorno si riprendera, nella qual cosa/*in cui tutti confidano.
One day Gianni will recover, on which everyone is relying.

e. Se Gianninon ha pagato le tasse, per la qual cosa # per cui dovra pagare una multa salata,.. .
If Gianni did not pay his taxes, for which thing/so that he will have to pay an expensive fine,...
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Maria e suscettibile. *Che sua sorella di certo non é.
M. is touchy. That her sister certainly is not.

Maria e suscettibile. *Di cui non si era resa conto neanche sua madre.
M. is touchy. Which not even her mother realized.

2.3.7 Preposability (of the sentential relative)

Cinque (1988, 467) notes that one exception to the impossibility of che in nonrestric-
tives with a sentential antecedent like (20b) is given by contexts where che is subject of
a nominal predicate, as in (22a/b):

(22)

a. Mi sono messo a giocare a carte: che ¢ sempre una distrazione. (Cinque

1988, 467)

I started playing cards: that is always a distracting thing.

Mi sembra di capire che tua madre ora stia bene, che ¢ la cosa piu impor-
tante. (Del Gobbo 20064, fn.5)

I understand that your mother is now better, that is the most important
thing.

Even this use of che differs nonetheless from la qual cosa (and il che, cosa che, cio
che) in not being preposable to the “antecedent”. See the contrast between (23a/b) (on
arequirement such preposing must meet, see Del Gobbo 2006b,fn.2):

(23)

*?Da quando, che € sempre una distrazione, mi son messo a giocare a carte,. ..
Since, that is always a distracting thing, I started playing cards,...

b. Da quando, la qual cosa € sempre una distrazione, mi son messo a giocare

a carte,...
Since, which is always a distracting thing, I started playing cards,...

2.3.8 Parasitic gaps

Parasitic gaps, which can appear within restrictives (see (24c)), can also marginally ap-
pear (for some speakers) within che/cui-nonrestrictives, but not within il quale-nonres-
trictives. See the contrast between (24a/b):

(24)

a. ?Lasola persona che i Rossi, che conoscono bene, hanno sempre ammirato

e Gianni.
The only person that the Rossis, who (lit. that) know well, have always ad-
mired is G.

*La sola persona che i Rossi, i quali conoscono bene, hanno sempre ammi-
rato e Gianni.

The only person who the Rossis, who know well, have always admired is G.
(?)La sola persona che quelli che conoscono bene non possono non ammi-
rare e Gianni. (restrictive)

The only person that those that know well cannot but admire is G.
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2.3.9 Temporal DPs as Heads

Chelcui-nonrestrictives (25a) (and restrictives - (25c), but not il quale-nonrestrictives
(25b) can have a temporal adverbial DP as Head (cf. Cinque 1988, 464):

(25)

a.

b.

La settimana prossima, che sono in ferie, ti vengo a trovare.
Next week, (lit.) that I am on holidays, I will come and visit you.

*La settimana prossima, la quale sono in ferie, ti vengo a trovare.
Next week, which I am on holidays, I will come and visit you.

(ok: La settimana prossima, nella quale sono in ferie,...

‘Next week, in which [ am on holidays,...")

La settimana che sono in ferie ti vengo a trovare. (restrictive)
The week that I am on holidays I will come and visit you.

2.3.10 Coordination of the wh-pronoun with another DP

Che/cui-nonrestrictives (26a-27a) (and restrictive — (26c-27c)) also differ from il quale-
nonrestrictives (26b-27b) in not allowing coordination with another DP:

(26)

27)

a.

*Gianni e Mario, le rispettive consorti e che non si erano mai potuti sof-
frire,...

G. and M., the respective wives and whom (lit. that) had never been able to
stand each other,...

?Gianni e Mario, le rispettive consorti e i quali non si erano mai potuti sof-
frire,...

G. and M,, the respective wives and whom had never been able to stand
each other,...

*Gli unici le rispettive consorti e che non si erano mai potuti soffrire erano
loro. (restrictive)

The only ones the respective wives and whom (lit. that) had never been able
to stand each other were them.

*Gianni e Mario, fra le rispettive consorti e cui non c’era mai stato un grande
affiatamento,...

G. and M., between their respective wives and whom there never was a real
understanding,. ..

Gianni e Mario, fra le rispettive consorti e i quali non c’era mai stato un
grande affiatamento,...

G. and M., between their respective wives and whom there never was a real
understanding,. ..

*Gli unici fra le rispettive consorti e cui non c’era mai stato un grande affi-
atamento erano loro. (restrictive)

The only ones between their respective wives and whom there never was a
real understanding were them.
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3 Some properties with respect to which che/cui- and il
quale-nonrestrictives do not differ

3.1 Speech act adverbs and performative verbs

Speech act adverbs like frankly, honestly, etc., and performative verbs used performa-
tively, have been claimed to occur only in nonrestrictive relatives (Thorne 1972, 552f;
Vergnaud 1985, 335; Emonds 1979, 238f; Lehmann 1984, 271; Cornilescu 1996, 215; and
references cited there), and thus to be able to discriminate between nonrestrictives and
restrictives. One might wonder whether the two types of nonrestrictives differ with re-
spect to this property. They don’t. See (28a/b):

(28) a. Giorgio, che francamente non si sarebbe mai dovuto comportare cosi,...
G., who (lit. that) frankly should never have behaved like that,...

(@) Giorgio, che ti prometto non mettera mai pit1 piede da noi,...
G, who (lit. that) I promise you will never set foot again in our house,...

b. Giorgio, il quale francamente non si sarebbe mai dovuto comportare cosi,. ..
G., who frankly should never have behaved like that,...

(b’) Giorgio, il quale ti prometto non mettera mai pit piede da noi,...
G., who I promise you will never set foot again in our house,...

I should point out, though, that in (my) Italian such adverbs and verbs also occur un-
problematically in restrictives. See (29):

(29) a. Lasolapersona che francamente mi sentirei di assumere & Giorgio.
The only person that frankly I would consider employing is G.

b. La sola persona che ti prometto di non rivedere mai piu & Giorgio
The only person that I promise you not to see any more is G.

3.2 Weak Crossover

While restrictive relatives give rise to Weak Crossover effects (see (30), and Safir 1986,
section 2.2), both che/cui- and il quale-nonrestrictives appear to be immune from it
(see 31a/b):

(30) *?L'uomo; che sua; moglie pensa sia disonesto si ¢ dimostrato una brava per-
sona.
The man that his wife thinks is dishonest turned out to be a good guy.
(cf. Luomo; che & amato da sua; moglie ha una diversa visione della vita
The man that is loved by his wife has a different view of life.)

(31) a. Giorgio;, che anche sua; moglie pensa sia disonesto, si &€ dimostrato un vero
impostore.
G., who (lit. that) even his wife thinks is dishonest, turned out to be a real
impostor.

b. Giorgioj, il quale anche sua; moglie pensa sia disonesto, si € dimostrato un
vero impostore.
G., who even his wife thinks is dishonest, turned out to be a real impostor.
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3.3 Pronominalization

As observed in McCawley (1981) a proform can resume a nominal Head plus a restric-
tive relative (see 32c), but not a Head plus a nonrestrictive relative. Both che/cui- and il
quale-nonrestrictives behave in this respect exactly the same. See (32a/b):

(32) a. Gianni ha un bellissimo appartamento, che da’ sul Central Park, e adesso
ne vuole un altro. (= bellissimo appartamento; # bellissimo appartamento,
che da’ sul Central Park)

G. has a beautiful apartment, which (lit.that) overlooks the Central Park, and
now he wants another.

b. Gianniha un bellissimo appartamento, il quale da’ sul Central Park, e adesso
ne vuole un altro. (= bellissimo appartamento; # bellissimo appartamento,
il quale da’ sul Central Park)
G. has a beautiful apartment, which overlooks the Central Park, and now he
wants another.

c. Gianni ha un bellissimo appartamento che da’ sul Central Park, e adesso ne
vuole un altro. (= bellissimo appartamento; or =bellissimo appartamento
che da’ sul Central Park) (restrictive)

G. has a beautiful apartment which overlooks the Central Park, and now he
wants another.

4 English

As the data in the following sections will show, English appears to lack the equivalent of
the Italian che/cui-nonrestrictive construction. Its nonrestrictives pattern with Italian
il quale-nonrestrictives. First, they, like Italian il quale-nonrestrictives (see section 2.2)
obligatorily retain wh-pronouns in subject, object (and, in the presence of preposition
stranding, oblique object) positions. See (33).!* They also retain them with the (more
formal) pied piping of a preposition. See (34). In fact, just like il guale-nonrestrictives,
they display generalized Pied Piping. See (35).1

4Nonrestrictives introduced by that are generally judged impossible in Modern English (Quirk and
Greenbaum 1973,383; Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik 1985, §17.22; Rodman (1976,174); Jack-
endoff 1977,171; Emonds 1979,§2.3; Sag 1997,fn37; De Vries 2002,182; 2006,fn49), although they were
possible in Middle English, and literary examples are attested into the nineteenth century (see Maling
1978,723 and references cited there). They are possible in a number of modern British dialects (see, e.g.,
Beal and Corrigan 2002,128; Peitsara 2002,172; Van den Eynden Morpeth 2002,188, and references cited
there), and a few cases (with inanimate antecedents) are even attested in some registers of the mod-
ern standard. See, for example, (ia/b), and for further exemplification Jespersen (1949, chapter VIII),
Jacobsson (1963,1994), Hudson (1990,396), and Huddleston and Pullum (2002,1052).

(i) a. She made me swear on the family bible, that my aunt’s poodle chewed up, that I wouldn't
buy French medicines... (Bache and Jakobsen 1980,245)

b. Thate my untrusting mind, that set Parks on the watch. (Cornilescu 1981,43fn.2)

15Cinque (1982) suggested that non “deletion” of subject and object wh-pronouns and generalized
Pied Piping go together. They are shared by Italian il quale-nonrestrictives and (formal) il quale-
restrictives; by French lequel-nonrestrictives, and by English nonrestrictives and (formal) restrictives.
Conversely, obligatory ‘deletion’ of subject and object (actually, bare DP) wh-pronouns (with the con-
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(33) a. John, who/*that/*@ got the offer, will probably refuse.
b. John, who/*that/*® we all know, would not have done that.

c. John, who/*that/*@ we are all proud of, will soon be part of the President’s
staff.

(34) John, [pp to whom] we talked yesterday, said he strongly opposed the decision.

(35) a. Thatwoman, [;p compared to whom] Attila the Hun was an angel, is unfor-
tunately my husband’s favourite aunt. (Nanni and Stillings 1978,311)

b. ...delicious entertainments, [ cp to be admitted to one of which] was a priv-
ilege,... (Jespersen 1949,194)

c. ...certain steps against his treacherous brother, [ sq,p as to the precise na-
ture of which] they could not be further enlightened. (Jespersen 1949,194)

In addition to the similarities just reviewed, in all of the contrasts between che/cui-
and il quale-nonrestrictives discussed in section 2.3 above, English nonrestrictives side
with Italian il quale-nonrestrictives. Compare sections 2.3.1-10 with sections 4.1-10.

4.1 Illocutionary independence

As with il quale-nonrestrictives (and differently from che/cui-nonrestrictives) in Ital-
ian (cf. (10)(11) above), English nonrestrictives can also be non-declarative. See (36),
where the nonrestrictives are interrogative, and (37), where they are imperative (37a/b),
or optative (37c):'®

(36) a. There is then our father, by whom will we ever be forgiven for what we have
done?

b. It may clear up, in which case would you mind hanging the washing out? (=
(10ii) of Huddleston and Pullum 2002,1061)

c. She may have her parents with her, in which case where am I going to sleep?
(= (10iii) of Huddleston and Pullum 2002,1061)

sequent appearance of a complementizer), and no Pied Piping other than that of a PP also go together.
They are displayed by che/cui-restrictives and nonrestrictives in Italian, and by English infinitival rela-
tives (modulo the presence of PRO for the subject position and of an infinitival (for or @) complementizer
in place of the finite complementizer that). See (i), and the discussion in Cinque (1982,280ff), Pesetsky
and Torrego (2006), Sportiche (2008, section 3.2.2), and references cited there:

) I found someone (*who(m)) PRO to invite.

a.
b. *Ifound someone (*whom) PRO to give the book to.
c. I'waslooking for someone with whom to discuss such matters.

d. *Iwaslooking for someone with whose help to repair my bicycle.

For the marked status of non-bare DPs containing the wh-phrase in English, Italian, and French, in-
finitival relatives, see Green (1973,18), Kayne (1976,fn22), Cinque (1982, end of section 2.2), Pesetsky
(1998,352,fn17), Sportiche (2008, section 3.2.2), Koopman and Sportiche (2008).

161t thus appears that, differently from Emonds (1979,241), Subject-Auxiliary Inversion can apply in
English nonrestrictives. On the related question of why Verb Second is unavailable in Dutch and German
nonrestrictives, see Emonds (1979,fn.4). Although certain Verb Second relatives are actually possible in
German, they are semantically restrictive only (see Gértner 2001).
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d. Iwant to talk to that man, who who the hell is he anyway? (Andrews 1975,28)

(37)

&

Please accept my check for $3.69, which find enclosed! (Martin 1972,5)

b. He said he'd show a few slides towards the end of his talk, at which point
please remember to dim the lights!
(= (10i) of Huddleston and Pullum 2002,1061)

c. My friend, who God forbid you should ever meet,... (John Lyons, reported
in Werth 1974,fn.4)

4.2 Non adjacency (cf. (12) to (14) above)

Although non-adjacency to the Head is subject to restrictions, as noted earlier for Ital-
ian il quale-nonrestrictives (cf. fn.9), various examples of non-adjacency are cited in
works on English nonrestrictives.!” See:

(38) a. John really bothered me at the party last night, who/*that, by the way, I'll
never invite to a party again. (cf. Zivand Cole 1974,777)'8

b. Johnis coming to stay, who we haven't seen for ages. (Kempson 2003,302fn4)

c. Only the flower is used, which is not poisonous and is attached to the plant
with a very fine stem. (= 23i) of Huddleston and Pullum 2002,1066)

d. Iwas talking to Howard the other day, who/*that tells me that you want to
resign. (cf. Peterson 2004,396)

As noted above with (formal) il quale-nonrestrictives, sentential which can also be-
gin a new sentence:

(39) She borrowed a history book. Which suggests that her teacher was having some
influence on her. (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik 1972,702)

4.3 Split antecedents

As was the case with Italian il quale- (but not che/cui-) nonrestrictives, English nonre-
strictives also allow for split antecedents. See (41), from Arnold (2007,274):

(40) Kim likes muffins;, but Sandy prefers scones j, which;,;/*that they eat with jam.

According to Demirdache (1991,118) another such case is Perlmutter and Ross’ (1970)
celebrated split antecedent relative (41), although a restrictive reading is also possi-
ble:!

17See Jespersen (1949, section 5.3, p.103): “Restrictive clauses are generally placed immediately after
the antecedent, while non-restrictive clauses may stand at some distance”. An instance of obligatory
non-adjacency is represented by (47a) below (from Arnold 2007,289).

18Following Jespersen (1949 [1927], 85-115), Ziv and Cole (1974,776) make a distinction between non
sentence final nonrestrictives and sentence final “continuative” nonrestrictives (which often bear a
causal or temporal relation to the matrix clause, and can be non adjacent to it). Here I take the two
types to be two different manifestations of the same “non-integrated” type of nonrestrictive (the non
adjacent case being the most restricted).

19150 see the examples given in Huddleston and Pullum (2002,1066,fn.13) and De Vries (2006,fn.38).
Indeed, according to my informants, replacing who with that renders such cases much worse.
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(41) Aman;entered the room and a woman ; went out who;; were quite similar.
which she compares to a case like (42), of anaphora across discourse:

(42) Aman; entered the room and a woman ; went out. They;; were quite similar.

4.4 Retention of the ‘internal’ Head

As with (formal) il quale- (but not che/cui-) nonrestrictives (cf. (17) above), in (formal)
English nonrestrictives the ‘internal’ Head can also be retained. See (43):20

(43) a. He rode twenty miles to see her picture in the house of a stranger, which
stranger politely insisted on his acceptance of it. (Jespersen 1949, section
6.5, p.126)
b. ...a young woman with a wedding-ring and a baby, which baby she car-
ried about with her when serving at the table. (Jespersen 1949, section 6.5,
p-126)

c. The French procured allies, which allies proved of the utmost importance.
(Poutsma 1916, chapter XXXIX, §4, p.961)

4.5 Non identity of the ‘external’ and ‘internal’ Heads

The ‘internal’ Head which is retained can even be distinct from the ‘external’ one, as
we saw above with il quale-nonrestrictives in Italian. Various examples are cited in the
literature. See, e.g., (44) to (62) (and Jespersen 1949, pp.126-128):

(44) a. Mark belongs to the Knights of Columbus, which organization has been

condemned by the Jewish Defense League. (= (33a) of McCawley 1981,118)

b. *Mark belongs to a club which organization has been condemned by the
Jewish Defense League. (restrictive) (= (33a’) of McCawley 1981,118)

(45) a. Anaccident on the road, in which accident several people were hurt,...
(Browne 1986,117)

b. *The accident on the road in which accident several people were hurt...
(restrictive)

®

(46) This book, which masterpiece I have read twice,. .. (Kayne 1994,165fn73)

b. *The book which masterpiece I have read twice... (restrictive)

(47) a. There were only thirteen senators present, which number was too few for a
quorum. (Arnold 2007,289)
b. *These are the only thirteen senators present which number we had forgot-
ten. (restrictive)

As with il quale-relatives in Italian (see (19)) the ‘internal’ Head of an English nonre-
strictive may display non identity in number with the ‘external’ Head, at least for some
speakers. See for example (48), from Cantrall (1972,22):

20jespersen (1949, section 6.5, p.126) says that such retention is possible “in a peculiar kind of nonre-
strictive clause; very often the clause is at some distance from the antecedent, and some substantive is
repeated so as to avoid any doubt as to what word is to be taken as the antecedent”.
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(48) Since John is a lexicalist, all of whom are badly confused, I never listen to him.

4.6 Categorial nature of the antecedent (DP vs. XP)

As noted by many authors,?! nonrestrictives in English differ from restrictives in allow-
ing a wider range of antecedents (as was the case with il quale-, but not with che/cui-,
nonrestrictives in Italian). See (49):

(49) a. Sheilawas beautiful, which was too bad. (Ross 1969,357) (CP)

b. She was fond of her boy, which Theobald never was. (Jespersen 1949,sec-
tion 6.4,p.124) (AP)

c. Joe debated in high school, which Chuck did too. (Thompson 1971,84) (VP)
d. Peter putit under the table, where I had put it earlier. (Fabb 1990,60) (PP)??

4.7 Preposability (of sentential relatives)

With il quale-nonrestrictives English nonrestrictives also share the possibility of prepos-
ing the relative clause to a sentential “antecedent”. See (50), from Huddleston and
Pullum (2002,1066) (also see the examples given in Poutsma 1916,chapter XXXIX, §13,
p.972; Jespersen 1949,section 5.7; and Quirk et al. 1985, p.1120):

(50) The Net will open up opportunities to exploit tax differences and — which makes
it even more of an headache than globalisation — it will make it possible to
dodge taxes altogether.

4.8 Parasitic Gaps

As noted in Safir (1986), parasitic gaps, which can appear within English restrictives
(see (51a)), cannot appear in English nonrestrictives (see (51b)), just as they cannot
appear in il quale-nonrestrictives in Italian (see (24b) above)):

(51) a. Johnis a man who everyone who knows admires. (Safir 1986,673)
b. *John is a man who Bill, who knows, admires. (Safir 1986,673)

4.9 Temporal DPs as Heads

Certain temporal DPs can head a restrictive but not a nonrestrictive in English, just as
we saw they cannot head an il quale-nonrestrictive in Italian:?3

(52) *That day, which Clinton and I were born,... (cf. The day that Clinton and I were
born...)

21See, for example, Jackendoff (1977,171), Fabb (1990,60), Demirdache (1991,108), Borsley (1997,§5),
De Vries (2002,185), Arnold (2007,274).

220n the fact that nonrestrictive where, but not restrictive where, can have the entire PP under the
table as an antecedent, see the discussion in Fabb (1990,60).

Z3In English this is true also of the manner DP way.
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4.10 Coordination of the wh-pronoun with another DP

Once again, as with il quale-nonrestrictives (and differently from che/cui nonrestric-
tives) in Italian (see (26b), wh-pronouns in English nonrestrictives can be coordinated
with other DPs:

(53) He recalled the name of the solicitor, between whom and himself there had
been occasional correspondence. (Jespersen 1949,191)

5 An analysis of the two types of nonrestrictives

5.1 The “integrated” nonrestrictive

The analysis of the integrated nonrestrictive that I am going to propose here is a nat-
ural extension of the analysis I presented in Cinque (2003) for restrictives (also see
Cinque in preparation). There I proposed that restrictive relatives are merged as IPs
in the specifier of a prenominal functional projection above the specifiers which host
attributive adjectives and numerals and below the projection hosting determiners and
demonstratives (i.e., the position in which restrictive relatives overtly appear in many
(rigid) OV languages — see Cinque 2003, and in preparation). Following Kayne (1999,
2000, 2002), I also proposed there that their eventual postnominal position in most VO,
and non-rigid OV, languages is due to the raising of IP to a higher licensing position,
followed by merger of a (finite) complementizer which attracts the internal Head, fol-
lowed in the “matching” variant by merger of another complementizer which attracts
the external Head. In the “raising” variant, the external Head is not raised but “deleted”
in situ under identity with the raised internal Head.

The “matching” derivation for a restrictive relative clause like The two nice books
that I read is given in (54):**

(54) a. [IP [Num [ ANP]]] (merge of Cy and attraction of IP) —
IP a1 Co [ t; [ Num [ A NPJ]]
(merge of C; (that) and attraction of the wh-pronoun/ ‘internal Head’)) —
c. whi-[that([[wp,, ...t;i]jCo[t; [ Num [ANP]]]]]
(merge of C, and attraction of the ‘external Head’) —
d. [Num [ANP]]\ Co wh;- [ that [ [, ti]; Co [ t; [ty ]l]]
(merge of the determiner) —
e. Det[Num [A NPy Co wh;- [that [[p,,
the two nice books that Iread

=3

t;i1;Co [t [ty 111

24Here 1 ignore various complexities and alternatives and will not address the question of “raising”
vs. “matching”. If relative clauses are merged prenominally, both derivations are in principle available
within Antisymmetry. See Cinque (2003, and in preparation). Different languages provide overt evi-
dence for one or more of the three C heads postulated in (54) in addition to the wh-pronoun, with some
displaying up to three such elements simultaneously. See, for example, (i), from Buli (Niger-Congo):

(1) kpar“a-way; [alie;ta nab 1a] (Hiraiwa 2003,46)
farmer-REL C have cow(indef.) Subord.Particle
‘The farmer who has the cow’
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“Integrated” nonrestrictives minimally differ in that the IP is merged in the specifier
of a nominal projection dominating DP; i.e., outside the scope of the determiner or the
demonstrative, as is generally assumed (Lehmann 1984,261f; Kayne 1994,112).2°

(55) a. [IPyg [pp Dem [ Num [ A NP ]]]] (merge of Cy and attraction of IP) —
b. 1P Co [ tj [pp Dem [ Num [ A NP]]]]
(merge of C; and attraction of the wh-pronoun/ ‘internal Head’) —

c. whi-[Cylp,t]jColtj[pp Dem [Num [A NP]]]]]
(merge of C and attraction of the ‘external Head’) —

2530, for example, in languages in which restrictives remain inside the demonstrative, nonrestrictives
are found outside. This is the case of Vietnamese (“When the RC precedes the demonstrative, the RC re-
stricts the meaning of the noun; when the RC follows the demonstrative, the phrase has a non-restrictive
meaning” Nguyen 2004,61f - see (i)), Indonesian (see (ii) “[ii] (a) ist restriktiv, [ii](b) appositiv’ Lehmann
1984,282), Javanese (“the séng RC preceding a demonstrative are restrictive RC, whereas the séng RC
following a demonstrative are non-restrictive RC” - Ishizuka 2007, section 2), and Louisiana Creole (see
(iii), from Gadelii 1997,128):

(i) a. Toithichcdi dam pclma cd aychon] Dem [ NAYy] (restrictive)
I like CLF dress thataunt that choose this
‘I like this dress that the aunt has chosen’
b. Toithich cdi dam penl[nayl pc[ma cd6 ay chon | (nonrestrictive)
I like CLF dress this that aunt that choose
‘Tlike this dress, which the aunt has chosen’

(i) a. lelakiyangsedang tidor itu (restrictive)
man Rel Prog sleep that
‘That man that is sleeping...’

b. lelakiitu yangsedang tidor (nonrestrictive)
man thatRel Prog sleep
‘That man, who is sleeping,...’

(iii) a. sa benzen zom katolik [ki Marikotd]la pe  vini (restrictive)
DEM PL young man catholic that M. loves DET PROG come
‘Those young catholic men that M. loves are coming’

b. sa benzen zom katolik la [ki Marikota] pe vini (nonrestrictive)
DEM PL young man catholic DET that M. loves PROG come
‘Those young catholic men, who M. loves, are coming’

According to Kim (1997, section 4.3) Korean relative clauses appearing between the determiner (or
demonstrative) and the N also receive a restrictive interpretation, while those appearing outside the
determiner (or demonstrative) receive a nonrestrictive interpretation. According to Kameshima (1989,
section 4.3.3.1) and Ishizuka (2006,2008), Japanese minimally differs from Korean in that relatives ap-
pearing inside a demonstrative have just a restrictive interpretation whereas those appearing outside
demonstratives may receive either a restrictive or a nonrestrictive interpretation. All of this suggests
that the Merge position of nonrestrictives is outside the demonstrative and that of restrictives inside
the demonstrative, even though restrictives, in languages like Japanese, can optionally raise past the
demonstrative (cf. Kameshima 1989,215), to a position lower than the Merge position of nonrestrictives
(given that the fronted restrictive must follow the nonrestrictive - Kameshima 1989,233ff).

The fact, also noted in Kameshima (1989,210f), that Japanese relatives following the quantifier ‘all’
only receive a restrictive interpretation suggests that nonrestrictives are merged even higher than the
position of universal quantifiers (which are themselves merged higher than the position of demonstra-
tives):

(iv)  [IPponrestr [ Qqu [ Dem [ IPesy [ Num [ A NP]]]]]]
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d. [ppDem [Num [A NP Mk C2 whi- [Cq [p,, tilj Cotj [tx]]]
quei dieci bei gattini, cheio amo
‘those ten nice kittens, which I love’

5.2 The “non-integrated” nonrestrictive

The analysis to be proposed for the “non-integrated” nonrestrictive is more tentative.
As mentioned at the outset, the construction appears to belong to what Williams (1977)
calls Discourse Grammar, whose basic properties, distinguishing it from Sentence Gram-
mar, are the ability to apply “across utterance boundaries”, and to be immune to island
constraints (Williams 1977,101f). We have already seen that il quale-nonrestrictives in
Italian and which/(who)-nonrestrictives in English can relate to an antecedent across
discourse. They also appear to be able to do so across islands. So, for example, in such
pied piping cases as (56) and (57) the pronoun can relate to its antecedent (the relation
called R-binding in Safir 1986) in spite of the adjunct, sentential subject, or complex
NP, island boundary between them:?®

(56) a. Questa macchina, [per comprare la quale] Giorgio si € indebitato fino al
collo,...
This car, to buy which G. is up to his ears with debts,...

26The more formal cases of “double dependence” in (i) (see Cinque 1988,473, and references cited
there) show the same thing. The wh-pronoun is fronted to the left edge of the island (possibly into the
Spec of a TopicP above the subordinator, if any).

(i) a. (9Una tale ipoteca, della quale se voi vi liberaste sareste certamente piu felici, non '’ho mai

veduta.
Such a mortgage, of which if you could get rid you would certainly be happier, I have never
seen.

b. (?)Un circolo, al quale essere ammessi a tali condizioni & senza dubbio un privilegio,. ..
A club, to which to be admitted under such conditions is certainly a privilege,...

c. (9Unimpegno, dal quale chi mai riuscira a liberarsi si sentira di sicuro piu1 leggero,...
A commitment, from which whoever will manage to free himself will certainly feel lighter,...

Also see the quite formal English cases in (ii) from Jespersen (1949,183f):

(i) a. Until the divinity of Jesus became a dogma, which to dispute was death, which to doubt was
infamy... (Jespersen 1949,183)

b. The most piteous tale [...] which in recounting this grief grew puissant... (Jespersen
1949,184)
c. ...tounderstand alittle more of the thoughts of others, which so soon as you try to do honestly,

you will discover... (Jespersen 1949,202)

That the wh-pronouns are still within the island is indicated by the ungrammaticality of the correspond-
ing cases in which the wh-pronoun is extracted (is no longer contiguous to the island). The “double-
dependence” construction was apparently quite common in Latin (see Maurel 1989 and references cited
there). One example is also given in Ehrenkranz and Hirschland (1972,26). See (iii), which they take (un-
necessarily, if we are right) to violate the Complex NP Constraint:

(iii) non politus iis artibus quas qui tenent eruditi appellantur (Cic. Fin. 1,7,26)
not polished in those arts the possessors of which (lit. which those who have) are called erudite.
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b. Questa macchina, [comprare la quale] voleva dire per lui rinunciare a tante
altre cose,...
This car, to buy which meant for him to give up many other things,...

c. Giorgio, [le ragioni per non invitare il quale] erano davvero tante,...
G., the reasons for not inviting whom were really many,. ..

(57) a. The lecture [(in order) to attend which] Sally drove 50 miles,... (Nanni and
Stillings 1978,312)
b. ...delicious entertainments, [to be admitted to one of which] was a privi-
lege,... (Jespersen 1949,194)
c. John, [the many reasons for not inviting whom] you are old enough to un-
derstand... (adapted from Jespersen 1949,194)

If we assume Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA) to hold of Discourse
Grammar as well (the null hypothesis), linear precedence in a discourse must also re-
flect asymmetric c-command. One way to achieve this is to merge the linearly preced-
ing sentence in the specifier of an (empty) head, which takes the following sentence as
a complement. Concretely, the discourse fragment in (58) would have the structural
representation in (59):

(58) Johnisnolonger here. He left at noon.

(59) HP
/\
CP HP
PN
H CP

Discourse fragments do not consist of just concatenations of CPs. Other categories
can apparently be concatenated; for example, DPs and CPs (A pink shirt? I will never
wear any such thing in my life!), which would yield the structural representation in
(60):27

(60) HP
/\
DP HP
PN
H CP

I will take the configurations in (59) and (60) to underlie the “non-integrated” non-
restrictive, (59) for the across discourse cases, and (60) for the cases in which the non-
restrictive is adjacent to its Head. In both cases, the movement internal to the “non-
integrated” nonrestrictive CP is likely to be different in target from that of “integrated”

2'The configuration in (60) possibly also underlies English-type Left Dislocation, and the Romance
Hanging Topic construction, where the relation between the left dislocated phrase and the following CP
appears to be one of Discourse Grammar (root character, no island sensitivity, no reconstruction, etc.;
see Cinque 1990, chapter 2).
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nonrestrictives (and restrictives). If the target were a CP initial TOP position, as occa-
sionally suggested, one could perhaps make sense of certain properties typical of the
“non-integrated” construction, namely the fact that objects cannot easily be relativized
with il quale-pronouns in Italian (cf. Cinque 1978, 3.7), except in those cases where no
clitic is required in the corresponding topicalization case (Cinque 1978,fn.71).28

Differently from (English-type) Left Dislocation, and the (Romance) Hanging Topic
construction, which are only possible at the Root, presumably due to the discourse
head which concatenates DP with CP, “non-integrated” nonrestrictives can be subor-
dinate clauses. This can be obtained from the same structure if, in the nonrestrictive
case, like in unbalanced coordination (Johannessen 1998), the features of the phrase in
specifier position (here the categorial features of DP) are able to percolate up and de-
termine the categorial features of the dominating category (rendering HP non-distinct
from DP). Cf. Rebuschi (2005,§3.2).

In the spirit of Williams (1977), we must also assume that the ‘Discourse Gram-
mar’ head H, as is the general rule for sentences in a discourse, blocks every ‘Sentence
Grammar’ relation between its specifier and complement (internal Merge, Agree, Bind-
ing, etc.), despite the asymmetric c-command relation existing between the two under
the extension of the LCA to Discourse Grammar.

5.3 Deriving the properties of the two types of nonrestrictives

Let us start from the differences between the two types of constructions noted in 2.3.1
to 2.3.10, beginning with the “non-integrated” type.

The fact that il quale- (but not che/cui-) nonrestrictives can have illocutionary in-
dependence (2.3.1), can be separated from the Head (also across discourse) (2.3.2), can
have split antecedents (whereby at least one of the antecedents is not adjacent to the
relative clause) (2.3.3), can have non-nominal antecedents (2.3.6), and cannot host a
parasitic gap licensed by an operator binding a variable in the matrix (2.3.7), appears
to directly depend on the nonrestrictive CP being, in both (59) and (60), an indepen-
dent sentence at the Discourse level, connected to the antecedent by the same kind of
(abstract) heads which concatenate discourse fragments.

The impossibility for il quale-nonrestrictives to have as Head a nominal temporal

Z8Given that “non-integrated” nonrestrictives can also be adjacent to a Head internal to an island (The
Ferrari which Pietro, who Sofia adores, bought from me cost him a bundle - Ross 1967,174), an analysis
in terms of extraction (from the island) followed by remnant movement does not seem a plausible alter-
native. The present analysis is reminiscent of the “ColonP” analysis advanced in Koster (2000) for both
restrictive and nonrestrictive relatives, to the ParatacticP analysis which Gértner (2001,§2) suggests for
V2 relatives in German, and to the analyses proposed in Rebuschi (2005) and Frascarelli and Puglielli
(2005) (except that we would limit it here to the “non-integrated” nonrestrictive). De Vries (2002; 2006)
proposes modifying Koster’s analysis to one of balanced coordination of the Head with a Headless false
(or light) free relative in apposition to the Head ([g, P Ann; [& [pp she; [ t; who t; is our manager]]]] -
De Vries 2006,248), even though he also has to admit the availability of unbalanced coordination for the
cases of non-nominal antecedents (De Vries 2006,fn25 and K of section 5.2). This modification however
implies, contrary to fact, that il quale-pronouns in Italian should be found in false (or light) free rela-
tives, which are taken to be a necessary component of nonrestrictives. See *Quella/una la quale e di la
e mia sorella ‘(Lit.) That/one which is in the other room is my sister’, *Cio il quale mi hanno detto e falso
‘that which they told me is false’ (a comparable problem is raised by French lequel). For further critical
remarks concerning De Vries’s analysis, see Del Gobbo (2003,§4.4.1) and Citko (2008).
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adverbial (2.3.9) may instead be attributed to the particular relation (Safir’s R-binding)
that is established between the wh-pronoun and the Head. In the “non-integrated”
nonrestrictive with il quale the pronoun is a kind of E-type pronoun requiring coref-
erence with some object(s) (Evans 1980, 340); hence requiring that the antecedent be
independently capable of referring (something that nominal temporal adverbials are
not).%?

Properties 2.3.4 (possible retention of the ‘internal’ Head), 2.3.5 (possible non iden-
tity of the ‘internal’ and ‘external’ Heads), 2.3.10 (the possibility for il quale-pronouns
to be coordinated with other DPs), and the property of such pronouns to allow for
generalized Pied Piping (2.2), also appear related to the E-type character of il quale-
pronouns. In that, they behave just like demonstrative pronouns (and adjectives) which
can resume an antecedent across discourse, can be followed by an identical or non-
identical copy of the antecedent, can be coordinated with other like categories, and
can be freely embedded in other phrases:>°

The non ‘deletability’ of il quale pronouns instead may possibly be related to the
fact that their deletion is unrecoverable given that the pronoun cannot enter into any
relation (except for the one characteristic of E-type anaphora) with its antecedent (cf.
Cinque 1982, 260).3!

On the other hand, the strictly complementary behavior of the che/cui-nonrestric-
tives appears related to their being an integral part of the DP containing their an-
tecedent. As a consequence of that they lack illocutionary independence (2.3.1), they
must be adjacent to the Head (except for the limited cases where extraposition is al-
lowed) and cannot have split antecedents (2.3.2 and 2.3.3). Being merged within the
DP that contains their Head (an extended projection of NP), they can take only a nom-
inal antecedent (2.3.6), and are c-commanded by whatever c-commands their Head,
thus allowing a parasitic gap to be licensed (for some speakers) by an operator binding
another variable in the matrix (2.3.8). Not being E-type pronouns, which require an au-
tonomously referential antecedent (with the provisos of fn.29) they can also relativize
nominal temporal adverbials (2.3.9).

The remaining properties (2.3.4, 2.3.5, 2.3.10) may instead be related to whatever
properties force the wh-pronoun cui to ‘delete’ and be separated from the Head by at
most one PP boundary. In Cinque (1978,1982), I took these properties to follow from
a principle of obligatory deletion up to recoverability and from the anaphoric status of
cui, which imposes a strong locality condition on the distance between the Head and
the wh-pronoun.

29The notion of reference appropriate for E-type pronouns should be somewhat qualified given the
possibility for such pronouns to have indefinite antecedents under the scope of a quantifier ((ia), and
even a negative quantifier if certain pragmatic conditions hold ((ib) (for discussion see Authier and Reed
2005,641 and references cited there):

(i) a. Every guest will bring a bottle. It/Which will almost certainly be a bottle of wine.

b. The professor saw no students in class Thursday. They/ Who had all gone to the beach in-
stead.

30Cf, Jackendoff (1977,175): “relative pronouns in nonrestrictives can be anaphoric to the same con-
stituents as ordinary demonstrative pronouns can.”

31In Cinque (1982, 275 and fn.43) T also conjectured that non-anaphoric wh-pronouns must have in-
dependent uses in the language (e.g., as interrogative pronouns).
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Today, I have nothing more interesting to contribute to this aspect of the syntax
of che/cui- nonrestrictives (and restrictives), which still awaits to be properly under-
stood.3?

As to the similarities between the two types of nonrestrictives reviewed in section 3,
speech act adverbs and performative verbs, as noted, are possible (at least for me) with
chelcui-restrictives; hence unsurprisingly also with che/cui-nonrestrictives (as well as
with il quale-nonrestrictives). Concerning Weak Crossover, I noted that both types of
nonrestrictives (as opposed to restrictives) are immune to it. This seems to be due to
the fact that the Head of il quale-nonrestrictives necessarily has, and that of che/cui-
nonrestrictives can have, independent reference, so that the possessive may directly
relate to the Head rather than to the relative clause internal trace. Finally the fact thata
pronominal can resume a Head plus a restrictive relative but not the Head plus a non-
restrictive relative (whether of the il quale- or the che/cui-type) may be related to the
level of attachment of the nonrestrictive, which is above DP/QP in the “integrated” op-
tion, and independent of the DP/QP in the “non-integrated” one (differently in either
case from the restrictive, which is below D/Q). If the pronominal is the (possibly ellip-
tical) constituent following D/Q (He wants to buy that one/ another (one)/ two ....),
then only a restrictive can be included in that constituent.

6 Some comparative remarks

An in-depth typological study of nonrestrictives is not available. The few observations
that are found in the literature are sketchy and not even always converging, as the fol-
lowing quotes illustrate:

(A) “The properties of nonrestrictive RC’s are quite different from those of restric-
tive RC’s across languages. Some languages apparently have no nonrestrictive
RC’s; in others they are syntactically quite distinct; in others restrictive and non-
restrictive RC’s are syntactically indistinguishable” (Downing 1978,380)

(B) “Formal distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relatives is found
sporadically across languages|...]” (Comrie 1981,132).

(C) “[...] the syntax of non-restrictives in a language will be largely similar to that
of restrictives, modulo some small differences, [...]” (Keenan 1985,169).33

The remarks that follow thus cannot be but highly selective and tentative. As noted
in the quote from Downing (1978), not all languages have nonrestrictives. In fact Jeng
(1977,195), Lehmann (1984,268), Berg (1989,231), Carlson (1994,487) and Aboh (2005,
fn.2) explicitly claim this to be the case of Bunun, Dagbani, Muna, Supyire and Gungbe,
respectively.>* Andrews (1975,73) and Aygen’s (2003,199) mention Navajo as another

32For interesting recent alternatives to the deletion analysis, see Pesetsky and Torrego (2006),
Sportiche (2008), and Koopman and Sportiche (2008).

33Also see Mallinson and Blake (1981, section 5.5), Andrews (1995,27f, 2007,207), and De Vries
(2005,chapter 6).

34Aboh (p.c.) points out that Gungbe (perhaps all Gbe) resorts to overt or covert coordination instead,
as does Bunun (Jeng 1977,195). Another strategy, utilized in Yoruba (Sadat-Tehrani 2004,§5), as well as
in a number of Mixtecan languages (see Bradley and Hollenbach 1992), consists in inserting a generic
noun like ‘person’ in apposition, followed by a restrictive clause (‘John, a person that no woman would



122 Guglielmo Cinque

language lacking nonrestrictives.>

Most languages however do have nonrestrictives, although the question now arises
whether they have one, the other, or both, of the two nonrestrictive constructions iso-
lated above. Apparently, it so happens that in addition to languages with both types,
there are languages which only have one: either the “integrated” or the “non-integrated
nonrestrictive. The disagreement concerning nonrestrictive relative clauses illustrated
in the quotes above is possibly due to the fact that where “restrictive and nonrestrictive
RCs are syntactically indistinguishable” only the “integrated” type is present, which we
saw is virtually identical to the restrictive construction (in Italian), while in those lan-
guages in which restrictive and nonrestrictive relative clauses are syntactically distinct
itis tempting to think that just the “non-integrated”, Discourse Grammar, type of non-
restrictives is present, which was seen above to pattern quite differently from restric-
tives (and “integrated” nonrestrictives).

”

like to marry,... - possibly a sort of false or light free relative).

35Als0 see De Vries (2005,10f; 2006,266). His, as well as Citko’s (2008), and others’ claim that prenom-
inal and internally headed relatives cannot be nonrestrictive may be correct for the “non-integrated”
construction (apparently, languages with exclusively prenominal nonrestrictive relatives cannot rela-
tivize a sentence, which is something that only “non-integrated” nonrestrictives can do - see section 6.2
below). It may, however, be wrong for the “integrated” construction. And in fact prenominal and in-
ternally headed nonrestrictive relatives are documented in the literature. Setting aside those languages
where prenominal nonrestrictives are of the reduced (participial) type, possibly comparable to English
the recently arrived newspapers (e.g. the Marathi ones according to Pandharipande’s 1977,80f descrip-
tion), some genuine cases of full finite prenominal nonrestrictives seem to exist. This is apparently the
case of Basque (De Rijk 1972,134), of Korean and Japanese (Tagashira 1972,217; Kuno 1973,235; Krause
2001a, chapt. IV,§7 and b,§6;Yuasa 2005,§6.3; and references cited there) and of Amharic, Quechua and
Turkish (Wu 2008, section 2.2.2.1); this possibility for Turkish, pace Aygen 2003, was confirmed to me by
Jaklin Kornfilt). De Vries’s (2006,265) second way to reinterpret “prenominal nonrestrictives”, namely as
“(definite) free relatives followed by an apposition” (‘(the one) who I love, Jean, lives in Paris’) also ap-
pears dubious if Downing (1978,392) and Keenan (1985,149) are right in claiming that no language with
prenominal relative clauses displays genuine (initial) wh-pronouns. One of the two classes of internally
headed relatives isolated in Basilico (1996) and Grosu and Landman (1998) (those that do not display an
indefinite restriction) can also apparently be nonrestrictive. See (i):

(1) a. Taroo-wa [0 rooka-o isoide aruitekita] Hanako-ni deatta (Japanese - It6 1986,109)

T.-Top  corridor-Acchurriedly walked  H.-Dat  met
‘Taro happened to meet Hanako, who was hurriedly walking through the corridor’

b. [Kim-ssi-ka pang-eyse naonun  kes]-lul manasse (Korean —Jung 1995,241)
K.-Mr.-Nom room-from coming.out kes-Acc met
‘Tmet Mr.Kim, who was coming out of the room’

c. (ded) Edwin wayazakaki he (ded) thi (Dakota — Alboiu 1997,267)
(here) E. 3sg.sick the that (here) house
‘Edwin, who is sick, lives here’

d. [tuut-ee-raa qung-ee 7ij-aa-n]-raaga ’la 7waa-gaa-n (Haida- Enrico 2003,570)
box-DF-in moon-DF be-EVID-PST-for 3PERS do-EVID-PST
‘He did it for the moon, which was in the box’

Jung (1995,section3) argues in fact that Korean internally headed relatives can only be nonrestrictive
(though see Kim 2004,273f); Prost (1969), cited in Culy (1990,251), claims the same thing for Togo Ka.
On nonrestrictive internally headed relatives, see the discussion in Culy (1990,chapter 5,§2.4).
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6.1 Languages with both integrated and non-integrated nonrestric-
tives

As seen, Italian possesses both types. And so does French (see the discussion above
and Cinque 1982, section 2.1). Spanish, Catalan and (European) Portuguese, which
can use either the complementizer or a wh-pronoun, plausibly also display both types
(see Brucart 1999, Sola 2002, and Brito 1991, respectively).

Germanic languages, except for Nynorsk and modern spoken Faroese and Icelandic
(and certain dialects of Swedish — Karlsson and Sullivan 2002,103), which only use the
relative complementizer som/sum/sem, possibly have both types too (Platzack 2002).
They employ either wh-pronouns, like English, or d-pronouns. Since only d-pronouns
appear compatible with raising of the Head (only d-pronouns can relativize amounts
and idiom chunks - Prinzhorn and Schmitt 2005,498fn2; Salzmann 2006,chapter 2), it is
plausible that when they appear in the nonrestrictive construction, they instantiate the
“integrated” type (while wh-pronouns presumably enter the “non-integrated” one).
To judge from Sotiri (2006), Albanian (but not Arberesh, the Albanian spoken in Central
and Southern Italy), also displays both types of nonrestrictives.>’

6.2 Languages with only “integrated” nonrestrictives

As originally pointed out to me by Paola Beninca, Northern Italian dialects lack il quale-
nonrestrictives altogether.3® Hence, they plausibly have just the “integrated” construc-
tion.

The same is possibly true of Chinese. As shown in great detail in Del Gobbo (2001,
2003, 2004, 2005, 20063, 2008), Chinese relatives receiving a “nonrestrictive” interpre-
tation behave with respect to many of the properties reviewed above like English re-
strictives (and che/cui-nonrestrictives in Italian) rather than like English nonrestric-
tives (and il quale-nonrestrictives in Italian). For example, they can only have nominal
antecedents, and allow a long-distance anaphor to be bound by an antecedent out-
side of the nonrestrictive.3® All of this suggests that (possibly in addition to reduced
relatives, which share properties of nonrestrictive adjectives — Del Gobbo 2004,2005)
the only type available in Chinese is the “integrated” nonrestrictive (see, in fact, the
conclusion in Del Gobbo 2006c¢, 2008).

36This implies that a restrictive relative like Ich kenne nicht den Mann der da ist ‘I do not know the man
who is there’ involves some kind of doubling. Both the Head (den Mann) and the d-pronoun raise to (two
adjacent) COMP(s), possibly as in the so-called Contrastive Left Dislocation construction (Den Mann,
den kenne ich nicht ‘the man, him I do not know’), except that in the former case one has to assume
that the Case assigned to the Head within the relative clause is overridden by the Case assigned to the
big DP from outside (cf. Kayne 1994,155,fn.15). Alternatively, the d-pronoun is actually an agreeing
complementizer, much as Pesetsky and Torrego (2006) argue for for the corresponding d-pronouns of
Dutch.

37Like TItalian, Albanian can utilize either the finite complementizer (gé) or a wh-pronoun (cil-in
‘which-the’). See Kallulli (2000,359f) and Sotiri (2006).

381n fact, they utilize no wh-pronoun (except for dove ‘where’), but just the complementizer of finite
complement clauses and either a gap or a pronominal (clitic, where possible) within the relative clause,
depending on the complement position being relativized.

39Tong Wu also tells me that they can only be declarative, cannot have split antecedents, have to be
strictly adjacent to the Head, and never show full retention of the internal Head.
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To judge from Kuno (1973,235), Andrews (1975,48f), Emonds (1979,fn4), and Kame-
shima (1989,4.3.3), Japanese nonrestrictives, which are identical syntactically to re-
strictives (pace Yuasa 2005), may also just be of the “integrated” type (for example,
the language lacks sentential relatives, like Italian che/cui-nonrestrictives).*? Similarly,
Basque and Yoruba nonrestrictives (de Rijk 1972,134; and Sadat-Tehrani 2004) cannot
have a whole sentence as antecedent, again suggesting that those languages may have
only nonrestrictives of the “integrated” type (de Rijk 1972 also notes that “Japanese,
Tamil, and Turkish do not allow sentential relatives, either.” (p.135), and connects it
to the SOV character of all these languages). Following Kayne (1994, 174,fn71), I will
rather take this to be related to the fact that all these languages have prenominal rela-
tive clauses, which as noted in fn.35 above lack wh-pronouns, which alone can enter
the “non-integrated” type of nonrestrictives, given their demonstrative-like character
and related use as E-type pronouns.

6.3 Languages with only “non-integrated” nonrestrictives

As argued above, English has just the “non-integrated” nonrestrictive construction.
Another language that appears to be like English is (modern standard) Romanian, in
which nonrestrictives (and restrictives) only employ wh-pronouns of the care para-
digm (also used in interrogatives), and never show the presence of the finite indicative
complementizer cd (Dobrovie Sorin 1994,213; Grosu 1994,212):

(61) *loana, ca mi-au prezentat(-o) ieri, nu mi-a placut (cf. Grosu 1994,212)
L., that they introduced (her) to me yesterday, did not appeal to me.

Indeed, Romanian nonrestrictives display the typical properties of English nonrestric-
tives and of il quale-nonrestrictives of Italian. They admit generalized Pied Piping (see
(62)), show illocutionary independence (see (63)), possible non adjacency to the Head
(see (64)), split antecedents (see (65)), retention of the ‘internal’ Head (see (66)), which
may also be non strictly identical to the ‘external’ Head (see (67)); furthermore they
may take non-nominal antecedents (see (68)), and may be preposed to a sentential
antecedent (see (69)):*!

6.3.1 Pied Piping of phrases other than PPs

(62) a. D.maior E.B,, gratie amabilitatii caruia opera filantropica avusese concur-
sul gratis,... (Caragiale, quoted in Nilsson 1969,19)
‘D. major E.B., thanks to the amiability of whom the philanthropic deeds
had a free competition,...’

40Andrews (1975,49 and 62), Emonds (1979,fn.4), and Fukui (1986,235) take the fact that nonrestric-
tives can stack in Japanese and Korean (while they cannot in English) as further indication that nonre-
strictives in these languages are like restrictives. More generally Andrews claims (p.63) that languages
with exclusively prenominal relatives do not mark the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction; i.e. have
only “integrated” nonrestrictives, in our terms (also see Kuno 1973,235; Keenan 1985,169; and Kayne
1994,111).

41Coordination of the wh-pronoun with another DP, however, was not accepted by my informants.
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6.3.2
(63)

6.3.3
(64)

6.3.4
(65)

6.3.5
(66)

b. Ti cunosc bine pe fratii tai, cel mai inalt dintre care e fara indoiala Ion.
(Grosu 2005, §3.3.2.1)
I am acquainted with your brothers, the tallest of whom is undoubtedlyI.

c. Am facut de curand cunostinta unui mare savant, a discuta in mod serios
cu care mi-ar cere cunostinte pe care nu le am. (Grosu 2005, § 3.3.2.1)
I have recently made the acquaintance of a great scholar, to carry out seri-
ous discussions with whom would require knowledge I do not possess.

Illocutionary independence

a. Ion, pe care nu uita sa-1 inviti la nunta!, te-a cautat ieri. (Grosu 2005, §2.1)
L., who do not forget to invite to the wedding!, looked for you yesterday.

b. Ion, pe care cine s-ar gandi sa-1 invite?,. ..
Ion, whom who would think of inviting?,....

Non adjacency

a. Intreba pe cei dimprejur: - Joci? Care la randul lor raspundeau intr-un glas:
- Se poate. (Nilsson 1969,52)
(He) was asking those around : - Will you play ? Who in turn answered unan-
imously: - Maybe.

b. Peste doua ore vine trenul de Predeal — Care trece pe la Sinaia. (Nilsson
1969,130)
In two hours the Predeal train arrives — Which passes through Sinaia.

c. Imi oferea premii de incurajare pentru raspandirea sdpunului in Tara Roma-
neascsi pe cat se poate pentru uzul batistei. La care raspundeam. (Nilsson
1969,130)

(He) was offering me prizes of encouragement for the promotion of soap in
Valachia and as far as possible for the use of the handkerchief. To which I
replied.

Split antecedents

?Daca lon; n-o mai iubeste pe Maria j, care copii;,; de altfel nu s-au iubit nicio-
data cu adevarat,.. .
If I. is no longer in love with M., which young people in any event never really
loved each other,...

Retention of the ‘internal’ Head

Guvernul a facut o propunere cu ramificatii multiple si complexe, care prop-
unere fusese deja facuta de opozitie cu multi ani in urma. (Grosu 2005, §3.3.2.1)
The government made a proposal with multiple and complex ramifications,
which proposal had already been made by the opposition many years ago.
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6.3.6 Non identity of the ‘external’ and ‘internal’ Heads

(67) a. Un Micul, care nume ii trddeaza originea vlaha,... (Nilsson 1969,12)
A guy named M., which name betrays his Valachian origin,...

b. E posibil ca guvernul sa demisioneze in curand, in care caz va urma o lunga
perioada de incertitudine politica. (Grosu 2005, §3.3.2.1)
It is possible for the government to fall soon, in which case a long period of
political uncertainty will follow.

6.3.7 Categorial nature of the antecedent (CP)

(68) a. In patruzeci si noud de lupte crancene nu-si pierduse niciodatd sangele
rece, salvase situatia de multe ori, drept care fusese de atatea ori laudat,
decorat, imbratisat (Nilsson 1969,48) (CP)

In forty nine cruel fights he never lost his cold blood, he had saved the sit-
uation many times, in virtue of which he had been praised, decorated, em-
braced.

b. Lelu le-a prezentat-o pe Geta, dupa care au mers in casa
(Gheorghe 2004,149) (CP)
L. introduced G. to her, after which they went into the house.

6.3.8 Preposability (of the sentential relative)

(69) Ne umplu, cu varf, farfuriile, cu ciorba, ne aseza frumos servetelele si — lucru
la care nu gandeam - ne intinse si cate o ceasca dolofana cu prastina (Nilsson
1969,51) (He) filled up the plates with broth, nicely laid the napkins and — some-
thing which I had not thought of — (he) also served us a fat cup with prastina.

Archaic literary Romanian appears to have another relative construction, headed by ce
(lit. ‘what’), also used in free relatives (eu spun ce am auzit ‘1 say what I heard’; fericit
de tot ce vedea ‘pleased of all that I saw’). See Nilsson (1969, chapter 3), Dobrovie-Sorin
(1994, §6.1.4.2), Grosu (1994,§8.3). Grosu (1994,212ff) discusses evidence that while
the ce of free relatives is a wh-pronoun or -adjective, the ce which introduces (non
neuter) headed relatives is a complementizer. Given the possibility of nonrestrictives
like (70a/b) in archaic literary Romanian, one may hypothesize that that language also
has the “integrated” construction:

(70) a. Cand trecuram print-un sat, ce Hidveg ii zicea,... (Nilsson 1969,25)
When we passed through a village, which (lit. what) they call it Hidveg,...
b. Cuconu Costache Banescu, ce fusese numit sef de posta aci,...
(Nilsson 1969,57)
Master C.B., who (lit. what) had been appointed head of the post office
here,...

Colloquial (substandard) Romanian may have reanalysed careas a complementizer
(so that one could argue that that variety of Romanian also has both types of nonre-
strictive constructions) (cf. Grosu 1994,212):
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(71) a. Avenitlanoiun elvetian, care proiectul lui l-a interesat pe director. (Gheo-
rghe 2004,279)
A Swiss came to us, who his project interested the director.

b. Ion, care l-am vazut pe el ieri,...
Ion, who I saw him yesterday;. ..

6.4 Conclusion

On the basis of some comparative evidence I have argued for the existence of two dis-
tinct nonrestrictive relative constructions; one essentially identical to the ordinary re-
strictive construction (as such part of sentence grammar); the other distinct from the
ordinary restrictive construction (with characteristics of the grammar of discourse).
Italian and other Romance languages display both constructions; English and Roma-
nian only the discourse grammar construction; Northern Italian dialects only the sen-
tence grammar one; and other languages neither. It thus appears that earlier focus on
English, which, as noted, possesses just the discourse grammar construction, has had
the effect of biasing the theoretical analyses proposed in the literature for the nonre-
strictive construction.
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Remarks on split intransitivity and fluid
intransitivity

Denis Creissels

1 Introduction

The aim of this paper is to confront the way some types of alignment variations have
been dealt with in different frameworks, and to argue that some phenomena exten-
sively discussed in the literature on unaccusativity but largely neglected by typologists
(with however the notable exception of Maslova, 2006) are relevant to alignment ty-
pology, and necessitate the recognition of a type of fluid intransitivity not identified in
classical works on alignment typology.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, after recalling the definition of split
intransitivity, I review the possible manifestations of split intransitivity, in the coding
characteristics of core arguments and in their behavioral properties. In section 3, I
briefly discuss several issues in the study of split intransitivity. Section 4 is devoted
to a discussion of the relationship between the notions of split intransitivity and un-
accusativity. In section 5, devoted to fluid intransitivity, I discuss some illustrations
of pragmatically driven fluid intransitivity, a particular type of fluid intransitivity ac-
counting in particular for the impersonal construction of French intransitive verbs,
and I show that the recognition of this type of alignment variation converges with re-
cent developments in generative studies of unaccusativity.

2 Splitintransitivity and its manifestations

2.1 Alignment, alignment variations, and split intransitivity: defini-
tions

A term T of a construction C and a term T’ of a construction C’ are aligned for a given
property if they show the same characteristics with respect to this property. For ex-
ample, in the East Caucasian language Akhvakh, in the construction illustrated by ex.
(1a-c), the single argument of bequrula ‘come’ is aligned with the patient of biXorula
‘kill’ with respect to case marking and gender-number agreement, but with the agent
of bixorula ‘kill’ with respect to the variations of the verb in person: the single argu-
ment of ‘come’ is in the absolute case, like the patient of ‘kill’ (whereas the agent of
‘kill’ is in the ergative case), it governs variations of the verb in gender and number like
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the patient of ‘kill’, and it governs the variations of the verb in person like the agent of
kil

(1) Akhvakh (author’s field notes)

a. Canaga w-og-ari
hunter.ABS SGM-come-PFV
‘The hunter came’

b. baca b-eq-ari
wolf.ABS SGN-come-PFV

c. de-ne  w-og-ada
1SG-ABS SGM-come-PEV.1D/2Q
‘I came’ (said by a man)

d. &anaqasu-de baca b-iXx-ari
hunter-ERG wolf.ABS SGN-kill-PFV
‘The hunter killed the wolf’

e. baco-de canaga w-uX-ari
wolf-ERG hunter.ABS SGM-kill-PFv
‘The wolfkilled the hunter’

f. de-de baca b-ix-ada
1SG-ERG wolf.ABS SGN-kill-PFV.1D/2Q
‘Tkilled the wolf’

In the last decades, the main concern of alignment typology has been the sys-
tematic investigation of the alignment of S (single argument of semantically mono-
valent verbs) with the core terms of the prototypical transitive construction, A(gent)
and P(atient).? For each property giving rise to a contrast between A and P, S may be
aligned with A (accusative alignment) or P (ergative alignment), or show characteristics
different from those of both A and P (tripartite alignment).

The intransitive constructions of a given language are not necessarily uniform in
their alignment with the prototypical transitive construction, and several types of a-
lignment variations must be distinguished. Alignment variations governed by gram-
matical characteristics of the verbs or by the nature of the NPs representing their core
arguments are commonly termedsplit ergativity. Alignment variations triggered by the

1A list of the abbreviations used in the glosses of the examples is given at the end of the paper.

20n the basic notions of classic alignment typology, see a.o. (Dixon, 1994; Lazard, 1994). See (Bickel,
forthcoming) for an alternative approach aiming at rectifying some shortcomings of traditional align-
ment typology. On the necessity of a finer-grained approach to the question of lexically driven align-
ment splits, see (Nichols, 2008). A particularly controversial issue in alignment studies, which however
will not be discussed here, is the possibility to accommodate languages whose transitive constructions
are characterized by a relative hierarchical type of coding within the classic model of alignment—see in
particular (Zaiiga, 2006).

3As illustrated by the Akhvakh example above, S does not necessarily show the same type of align-
ment for all of its characteristics, but some combinations are more common that others. For example,
the combination of ergative alignment in case marking and accusative alignment in indexation is quite
common, whereas the combination of accusative alignment in case marking and ergative alignment in
indexation does not seem to be attested. Another well-established generalization about alignment mis-
matches is that ergative alignment is much more widespread in the coding properties of S, A and P than
in their behavioral properties.
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TAM value of the verb form are particularly common. For example, in the Kurmanji
variety of Kurdish, the S argument of intransitive verbs is uniformly in the nominative,
and the verb uniformly agrees with it, whereas A and P show variations in case mark-
ing and indexation conditioned by the TAM value of the verb: in some tenses, A in the
nominative contrasts with P in the oblique case, and verb agreement is governed by A
(hence accusative alignment: S = A # P)—ex. (2a-d), whereas in some others, A in the
oblique case contrasts with P in the nominative, and verb agreement is governed by P
(hence ergative alignment: S = P # A)—ex. (2e-h).

(2) Kurmanji (Blau and Barak, 1999)

a. Ez dikev-im
1sG fall.PRS-1SG
‘I am falling.’

b. Mirov dikev-e
man fall.PRS-3SG
‘The man is falling.’

c. Ez mirov-i dibin-im
1SG man-0OBL.SGM see.PRS-1SG
‘Isee the man.’

d. Mirov min dibin-e
man 1SG.OBL see.PRS-3SG
‘The man sees me.’

e. Ez ket-im
1sG fall.pFv-1SG
Tfell”

f. Mirov ket-@
man fall.PFV-3SG
‘The man fell.’

g. Min mirov dit-@
1SG.OBL man see.PFV-3SG
‘T saw the man.’

h. Mirov-i ez dit-im
man-OBL.SGM 1SG see.PFV-1SG
‘The man saw me.’

Two other types of alignment variations, commonly termed split intransitivity and
fluid intransitivity, are recognized in recent literature on alignment typology. They
have in common that their conditioning does not involve the inflectional characteris-
tics of verbs or the nature of their arguments. For example, in the Papuan language
Galela, transitive verbs have two distinct sets of prefixes cross-referencing A and P
respectively—ex. (3a-b), whereas intransitive verbs divide into a subclass whose sole
argument S, is indexed via the paradigm used to index the A argument of transitive
verbs—ex. (3¢), and a subclass whose sole argument is indexed via the paradigm used
to index the P argument of transitive verbs—ex. (3d).

(3) Galela (Holton, 2008)
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a. No-wi-doto
A2SG-P3SGM-teach
“You teach him.’

b. Wo-ni-doto

A3SGM-P2SG-teach
‘He teaches you’

c. No-tagi
A2S5G-go
‘You are going’
d. Ni-kiolo

P2sG-be asleep
‘You are asleep’

A variety of terms have been used with reference to the type of alignment varia-
tions designated here as split intransitivity: split S, unaccusativity, agentive alignment,
active-stative alignment, semantic alignment. Split intransitivity is retained here as the
most general, neutral and non-committal term transparently referring to situations in
which verbs occurring in intransitive constructions divide into two classes character-
ized by a contrast in the way their single core argument S is aligned with the two core
terms of the transitive construction, A and P* In order to avoid terminological prob-
lems with terms variously used in different traditions, intransitive verbs whose S argu-
ment is aligned with A and intransitive verbs whose S argument is aligned with P will
be designated as S, and Sp verbs respectively.

Any contrasting property of the two core arguments of the prototypical transitive
construction may be involved in an intransitivity split. Intransitivity splits may in-
volve the coding characteristics of core arguments (case marking, argument indexa-
tion, and/or constituent order—overt split intransitivity), or their behavior in various
syntactic mechanisms (covert split intransitivity).

2.2 Overt split intransitivity
2.2.1 Splitintransitivity in argument indexation

Overt split intransitivity has been reported mainly in predominantly head-marking
languages with a split intransitive pattern of argument indexation similar to that of
Galela—ex. (3) above. (Boas, 1909) is among the first language descriptions in which
an indexation system of this kind is clearly identified. Dakota (Van Valin Jr., 1977) and
Guarani (Gregores and Suares, 1967) are among the best-known examples of split in-
transitivity manifested in argument indexation.>

“The inconvenience of terms such as agentive alignment or active-stative alignment is that they re-
fer to possible semantic correlates of split intransitivity, and therefore imply an a priori decision with
respect to what constitutes a controversial question in the study of split intransitivity and related phe-
nomena. Even the term semantic alignment recently proposed by S. Wichmann (Donohue and Wich-
mann, 2008) can be criticized from this point of view, since it excludes the very possibility of purely
lexical (i.e., semantically arbitrary) intransitivity splits—see section 3.3.2. The relationship between the
notions of split intransitivity and unaccusativity will be discussed in section 4.

>More complex indexation patterns, with three indexation possibilities for S arguments and varia-
tions in the indexation of A and O that complicate the identification of alignment patterns, have also
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2.2.2 Split intransitivity in case marking

Splitintransitivity in case marking can be illustrated by Nepali (Li, 2007), Georgian (Van
Valin Jr., 1990; Lazard, 1995), or Basque. Most Basque intransitive verbs have their
single argument in the same absolute case as the P argument of transitive verbs, but
Basque also has a minor class of intransitive verbs that assign ergative case to S—ex.
(4).

(4) Basque
a. Gizon-ak ur-a edan du
man-SG.ERG water-SG.ABS drink.PFV AUX.PRS.P3SG.A3SG
‘The man has drunk the water.’

b. Gizon-a etorri da
man-SG.ABS come.PFV AUX.PRS.S3SG
‘The man has come.’

c. Ur-ak irakin  du
water-SG.ERG boil.PFV AUX.PRS.P3SG.A3SG
‘The water has boiled.’

2.2.3 Splitintransitivity in constituent order

In languages with a rigid AVP or PVA constituent order in the transitive construction,
the choice between SV and VS may constitute a manifestation of split intransitivity, as
claimed by Donohue (2008) for Ambonese Malay—ex. (5).

(5) Ambonese Malay (Donohue, 2008)

a. Dorang cari betang konco
3pL  search_formy  friend
‘They are looking for my friend.’

b. Betang konco su-bajaang
my  friend PFv-walk
‘My friend walked away.’

c. Su-jato betang konco
prv-fallmy  friend
‘My friend has fallen over.’

Note however that SV~VS alternations are rarely rigidly determined by the choice
of individual intransitive verbs, and more commonly involve pragmatically governed
fluid intransitivity—see section 5.

2.3 Covert split intransitivity

In principle, any contrast in the behavior of the two core arguments of transitive verbs
can be involved in an intransitivity split. In this section, after illustrating the notion of
covert split intransitivity with the example of Nahuatl impersonalization, I enumerate

been reported. See a.o. (Heath, 1977) on Choctaw, (Donohue, 2001) on Saweru.
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the best-known manifestations of covert split-intransitivity (discussed in the genera-
tive literature as ‘unaccusativity diagnostics’), and I add two examples of lesser known
phenomena that may be involved in intransitivity splits. Several phenomena currently
mentioned as possible ‘unaccusativity diagnostics’ are however not mentioned in this
section. The reason is that, either they cannot be defined in terms of a contrast be-
tween S alignment with A and S alignment with P (see section 4.2), or they involve fluid
intransitivity rather than split intransitivity (see section 5).

2.3.1 Nahuatl impersonalization

Nahuatl has no case contrast between A and P, and uniformly uses the same prefixes to
index the A argument of transitive verbs and the S argument or intransitive verbs, but
shows an intransitivity split in the way to encode unspecific S arguments.

Nahuatl has two distinct morphological devices to encode unspecific agents (pas-
sivization by means of the suffix -lo) and unspecific patients (the so-called indefinite
object prefixes tla- and fe-), and shows a tripartite split with respect to the morpho-
logical operations used to encode unspecific S arguments of intransitives: with some
intransitive verbs, unspecific S is encoded via the same passive suffix -lo as A—ex. (6a-
b), with some others, unspecific S is encoded via the same ‘introversive’ prefix tla- as
an inanimate P—ex. (6¢-d), and a third group of intransitive verbs uses a special im-
personal suffix -hua—ex. (6e-f) (Launey, 1981, 1994).

(6) Nahuatl (Launey, 1981)

a. Mayana in  pilli
A3SG.be_hungry.PRS DEF child
‘The child is hungry.’

b. Mayana-lo

A3SG.be_hungry-PASS.PRS
‘People are hungry.’

c. Popoca in tepetl
A3SG.smoke.PRS DEF mountain
‘The mountain is smoking.’

d. Tla-popoca
A3SG.INTRV-smoke.PRS
Something is smoking.’

e. Tzatzi in  pilli
A3SG.scream.PRS DEF child
‘The child is screaming.’

f. Tzatzi-hua
A3SG.scream-IMPERS.PRS
‘Somebody is screaming’

2.3.2 Other possible manifestations of covert split intransitivity

The following manifestations of covert split intransitivity have been widely discussed
in the literature:
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* Impersonal passives: In languages in which passive morphology can be used to
block the expression of the A argument of transitive verbs without affecting the
expression of the P argument, the same operation may apply to the S argument
of a subclass of intransitive verbs (Perlmutter, 1978). The possibility to passivize
‘unergative’ intransitive verbs but not ‘unaccusative’ ones has been noted by Rice
(1991) for the Athapaskan language Slave.

* The syntax of resultatives: In English and some other languages, a resultative
phrase can be predicated of the P argument of transitive verbs, or of the S ar-
gument of a subclass of intransitive verbs, but cannot be predicated, either of
the A argument of transitive verbs, or of the S argument of another subclass of
intransitive verbs (Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995).

* The attributive use of past participles: In several Germanic and Romance lan-
guages, past participles of transitive verbs can modify a head noun semantically
identified to the P argument (as in English uneaten food vs. *uneaten man). The
past participle of a subclass of intransitive verbs can combine in the same way
with a head noun identified to the S argument (unfallen leaves), whereas with
another subclass of intransitive verbs, the attributive use of the past participle is
impossible (*unrun jogger)—see (Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1986). A similar
split, involving the attributive use of verb forms including aspectual suffixes, has
been described in Japanese—see (Kishimoto, 1996).

* Russian bare po-phrases: In Russian, with transitive verbs, distributive bare po-
phrases can occur only in P role, and intransitive verbs divide into a subclass
that accepts distributive po-phrases in S role, and a subclass that does not accept
them (Pesetsky, 1982; Schoorlemmer, 2004).

e German split phrases: According to (Grewendorf, 1989), in German, NPs where
the head and its dependents are separated are allowed in P role, and also in S role
with a subclass of intransitive verbs, but not in A role, nor in S role with another
subclass of intransitive verbs.®

* Germanic ‘what-for’ split: According to (Grewendorf, 1989), the German ‘what-
for’ construction is possible with nouns in P role, and also in S role with a sub-
class of intransitive verbs, but not with nouns in A role, or in S role with another
subclass of intransitive verbs. Similar observations have been made on other
Germanic languages (Dutch, Swedish).

* Possessor raising: In some languages in which an external possessor can refer to
the P argument of a transitive verb, it has been claimed that intransitive verbs
divide into two subclasses according to the possibility to be constructed with an
external possessor referring to their S argument—see in particular (Borer and
Grodzinsky, 1986) on Hebrew.

5Note that Grewendorf’s analysis has been challenged by De Kuthy (2002), who argues that the se-
mantic roles assigned by the verb do not constitute the decisive factor in the conditioning of this
phenomenon.
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* Noun incorporation: In languages having a productive mechanism of noun in-
corporation, transitive verbs can incorporate their P argument, but not their A
argument, and intransitive verbs may divide into a subclass whose S argument
can be incorporated in the same way as P, and another subclass with which S in-
corporation is impossible— see (Baker, 1988); see also (Rice, 1991) on the Atha-
paskan language Slave.

Lesser known manifestations of covert split intransitivity include the following two:

* Northern Mande nominalization: Several Northern Mande languages make a
distinction between two varieties of genitival construction: inalienable genitive
modifiers immediately precede their head, whereas alienable genitive modifiers
are marked by a postposition. When transitive verbs are nominalized, A is en-
coded like an alienable genitive modifier, whereas P is encoded like an inalien-
able genitive modifier, and in at least some Northern Mande languages, the S ar-
gument of some intransitive verbs is treated in nominalization in the same way
as A, whereas with other intransitive verbs, the behavior of S in nominalization
aligns on that of P—see in particular (Liipke, 2005, 327-347) on Jalonke.

e Halkomelem Salish desideratives: According to (Gerdts, 1991) Halkomelem Sal-
ish has a desiderative derivation that modifies the semantic role of the A argu-
ment of transitive verbs in the same way as the want to V construction of En-
glish. The same derivation is possible for a subclass of intransitive verbs but is
impossible for others, even in cases in which the want to V construction would
be fully acceptable in English (for example, Halkomelem Salish uses the desider-
ative derivation to express ‘I want to go’, but cannot use it to express ‘I don't want
to get lost'—(Gerdts, 1991, 236-237)).

3 Issues in the study of split intransitivity

3.1 Inconsistencies in the recognition of intransitivity splits

The typological and generative traditions share the same bias in the way they deal
with predominantly ergative and predominantly accusative languages. In predomi-
nantly ergative languages having a minor class of verbs whose construction involves
an argument having the coding characteristics of A but no argument with the coding
characteristics of P (which is for example the case of Basque), no typologist hesitates
to recognize an intransitivity split with a minor class of intransitive verbs following ac-
cusative alignment, and generativists immediately identify a subclass of ‘unergative’
verbs. But when the symmetrical situation is found in predominantly accusative lan-
guages (for example, in languages like Latin, German or Russian that have a minor
class of ‘impersonal’ constructions involving an accusative NP but no nominative NP),
the possibility to analyze it in terms of split intransitivity or unaccusativity is gener-
ally neglected. There are however some notable exceptions, in particular (Moravcsik,
1978).”

In this article, devoted to manifestations of ergativity in predominantly accusative languages,
E. Moravcsik recognizes “accusatively marked intransitive subjects” (and consequently, ergative align-
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Ex. (4¢), reproduced here as (7), illustrates a monovalent verb of Basque whose sole
argument is encoded like the A argument of transitive verbs, contrary to the general
rule of ergative alignment. Ex. (8) illustrate the symmetric case of a monovalent verb
of Russian whose sole argument, in contradiction with the general rule of accusative
alignment, is encoded like the P argument of a transitive verb.

(7) Basque
Ur-ak irakin  du
water-SG.ERG boil.PFV AUX.PRS.P3SG.A3SG

‘The water has boiled.’

(8) Russian
Menja  tosnit
1sG.AccC feel_nauseous.PRS.3SG
‘I feel nauseous.’

Basque verbs like those illustrated by ex. (7) are termed ‘unergatives’ by genera-
tivists, which may suggest that they constitute the mirror image of the unaccusative
verbs identified in the other European languages. But in fact, they constitute the exact
mirror image of the Russian (or Latin, German, etc.) impersonal verbs with a unique
argument represented by an accusative NP, like the Russian verb of ex. (8), which are
never mentioned in discussions of unaccusativity.

In the typological tradition, it is commonly admitted that the subclass of Basque
intransitive verbs with S in the ergative case constitutes an instance of split intransitiv-
ity; at the same time, many a typologist would probably disagree with the proposal to
analyze in a symmetric way the Russian verb of ex. (8), because this verb shows what
could be the trace of 3rd person singular A argument. But accepting this objection
implies putting expletive subjects and default agreement marks on a par with NPs or
bound pronouns representing arguments in the definition of alignment types, and the
same line of argument should be applied to the S, verbs of Basque. The construction
of these verbs includes the transitive auxiliary in the form that normally implies a 3rd
person singular P argument, and therefore can be viewed as an exception to the erga-
tive alignment rule only if expletive subjects and default agreement marks are distin-
guished from referential NPs and bound pronouns in the identification of alignment
patterns. Recognizing overt split intransitivity in Basque but not in Russian (or Ger-
man, or Latin) is therefore totally inconsistent.

Note that even in Romance languages, exceptional valency patterns including an
argument fully aligned with P but no argument aligned with A are not totally unknown.
In French, falloir ‘need’ cannot occur in a canonical construction with a subject NP and
does not inflect for person—ex. (9).

(9) French

a. Il me faut ces livres
A3SGM D1SG need.PRS.3SG DEM.PL book.PL
‘I need these books.’

ment) in constructions including an experiencer in the accusative such as Old English Mec longade, ‘1
longed’ (lit. ‘Me longed’), Latin Pudet me ‘T am ashamed’ (lit. ‘Shames me’), or German Es friert mich ‘1
am cold’ (lit. ‘It freezes me’).
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b. Ces livres, il me les faut
DEM.PL book.PL A3SGM D1SG P3PL need.PRS.3SG
‘These books, I need them.’

c. *Ces livres  me fallent
DEM.PL book.PL D1SG need.PRS.3PL

Whatever the analysis of expletive subjects, the absence of an argument repre-
sented by an NP showing the same properties as A in the prototypical transitive con-
struction, and the presence of an argument fully aligned with P, make this construction
comparable to the constructions involving an S argument aligned with P in languages
in which overt split intransitivity is traditionally recognized.

3.2 Variations in the size and productivity of subclasses of intransi-
tive verbs

As mentioned by (Merlan, 1985), in languages having split intransitive systems, the
size of the two subclasses of intransitive verbs varies a good deal. Some languages (for
example, Basque) have a small class of S verbs and a large class of Sp verbs, others (for
example, the Saharan language Beria—(Jakobi and Crass, 2004)) have a small class of Sp
verbs and a large class of S, verbs, and in other languages, both classes are numerically
important. French and Occitan, with just one verb whose construction includes an
argument fully aligned with P but cannot include an argument aligned with A (section
3.1), illustrate the borderline case of languages in which a class of verbs characterized
by exceptional alignment properties includes just one member.

3.3 The semantic correlates of split intransitivity

Leaving apart for the moment the pragmatic conditioning characteristic of situations
involving fluid intransitivity rather than split intransitivity (section 5), two semantic
features have been put forward as semantic correlates of split intransitivity: agentivity
and verbal lexical aspect (Aktionsart).

3.3.1 Semantically motivated intransitivity splits

Agentivity is a cluster concept, and the distinction between S, and Sp verbs may be
sensitive to various aspects thereof. For example, verbs expressing non-volitional bod-
ily processes allowing for some degree of control (such as ‘cry’) belong to the S, class
in some languages, and to the Sy class in some others.®

Verbal lexical semantics has been reported to condition split intransitivity in three
possible ways, which according to the Dowty/Vendler classification of verbs can be
defined as follows:

8The ambiguous status of such verbs from the point of view of agentivity is apparent in the fact that,
out of context, their imperative positive (e.g., Cry!) sounds somewhat strange, whereas their imperative
negative (e.g., Don't cry! or Stop crying!) sounds perfectly normal. By contrast, Sweat! and Stop sweating!
are equally anomalous. Another possible criterion is that feign to be crying is semantically perfectly
normal, whereas for example feign fo be sweating is semantically problematic.
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(a) statesvs. activities ~ achievements ~ accomplishments (or [tstative])
(b) states ~ activities vs. achievements ~ accomplishments (or [+telic])

(c) activities vs. states ~ achievements ~ accomplishments

The third possibility has been advocated by Van Valin as an explanation of auxil-
iary selection in Italian, but also of the intransitivity split of Georgian (Van Valin Jr.,
1990), and the second possibility can be illustrated by auxiliary selection in Dutch (see
van Hout, 2004, among others). In other words, if one accepts the distinction put for-
ward here between split intransitivity proper and variations in the behavior of intransi-
tive verbs that cannot be straightforwardly formulated in terms of alignment variation,
these two possibilities are rather marginal as possible explanations of split intransi-
tivity proper. Uncontroversial cases of semantically motivated split intransitivity are
regularly conditioned, either by the [tagentive] distinction in argument structure, or
by the [+stative] distinction in lexical aspect.’

Mithun (1991) analyzes the semantic basis of split intransitivity in Guarani, Lakhota
(a dialect of Dakota), Central Pomo (from the Pomoan family), Caddo (from the Cad-
doan family), and Mohawk (from the Iroquoian family), and the wider sample of North-
ern Amerindian languages she takes into consideration in (Mithun, 2008) confirms the
validity of the hypotheses put forward in the former study.'°

Concerning Guarani, Mithun concludes that S, verbs denote events (activities, ac-
complishments, and achievements), whereas Sp verbs denote states, and that conse-
quently this system, “based primarily on a distinction of lexical aspect, could thus be
accurately identified as active-stative”.

In the case of Lakhota, Mithun shows that the [tstative] distinction plays no role
in the intransitivity split, and that S arguments aligned with A typically perform, ef-
fect, instigate and control events, while S arguments aligned with P are typically af-
fected. Central Pomo and Caddo are similar, with however differences in the particular
aspects of agentivity (volitionality, control, affectedness, ...) relevant to the classifica-
tion of intransitive verbs into S, verbs and Sp verbs. Mohawk can also be described as
having an intransitivity split whose semantic correlate is agentivity, but in which this
original motivation has been somewhat blurred by processes of grammaticalization
and lexicalization.

An important aspect of Mithun'’s study is that she shows how the semantic parame-
ters underlying split intransitivity may evolve, giving rise to apparent exceptions to the
predominant regularity.

Recent studies have considerably enlarged the documentation on split intransi-
tivity (in particular among the languages of the Pacific). They have revealed addi-
tional cases of split intransitivity conditioned by the [tstative] feature—for example,
the Papuan language Galela (Holton, 2008), but on the whole they confirm the prepon-
derance of agentivity in the semantic conditioning of intransitivity splits. For example,

91 am aware of only two cases of overt split intransitivity that have been claimed to be conditioned by
telicity: Georgian and Nepali.
100n the semantic basis of split intransitivity in Northern Amerindian languages, see also (Hardy and
Davis, 1993) on the Muskogean language Alabama.
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(Klamer, 2008) provides an overview of split intransitivity in ten languages from In-
donesia, from which it follows that semantic features of the arguments are relevant in
all languages of the sample, whereas verbal aspect plays a role in two of them only.

More or less complex cases of interaction of agentivity and lexical aspect have been
reported too. For example, Li 2007 argues that the intransitivity split of Nepali follows
from the interaction of agentivity and telicity.!!

3.3.2 Semantically arbitrary intransitivity splits

The semantic motivation of intransitivity splits may be less transparent than in the
cases mentioned in the preceding section. Some languages seem to have a relatively
homogeneous small class contrasting with a large class semantically heterogeneous
(see for example (Michailovsky, 1997) on Limbu, a Tibeto-Burman language of Nepal).

On the question of the relative size of the subclasses of S, and Sp intransitive verbs,
R. Pustet rightly observes that “this aspect of the structure of split-S systems has been
widely neglected” (Pustet, 2002, 383), and argues that this parameter is crucial in the
semantic analysis of intransitivity splits. She shows that the two related languages
Lakota and Osage, in spite of having intransitivity splits based on the same semantic
feature of agentivity, greatly differ in the relative size of the two subclasses of intran-
sitive verbs: Osage has much more S, verbs and much less Sp verbs than Lakota, and
many cognate verb stems are categorized as Sp verbs in Lakota, but as S, verbs in Os-
age, for example Lakota cacg vs. Osage ¢o¢cg ‘tremble’. The explanation proposed is that
“multifactor concepts like agency are per se scalar concepts”, and that consequently,
vacillations in the categorization of S arguments of intransitive verbs as [+agentive] are
normal. One of the two subclasses of S, verbs and Sp verbs can therefore behave as a
default class grouping all intransitive verbs that do not assign prototypical agenthood
or prototypical patienthood to their S argument.

The possibility of purely lexical intransitivity splits (i.e., intransitivity splits devoid
of any semantic consistency) should be considered at least when the two subsets of in-
transitive verbs are of a very unequal numerical importance. In particular, Trask explic-
itly argued that the subclass of Basque S, verbs is “semantically arbitrary” (Trask, 1997,
111), and constitutes nothing more than a collection of isolated historical accidents
without any connection between themselves. Doubts about the possibility to find a
semantic motivation of an intransitivity split have also been expressed for Kali'na, a
Cariban language of French Guyana (Renault-Lescure, 2001-2002)

Semantically arbitrary intransitivity splits involving a minor subclass of intransitive
verbs with an exceptional alignhment pattern may result from the decay of previously
semantically motivated intransitivity splits, with a limited subclass of intransitive verbs
constituting vestiges of a type of behavior formerly productive, but that the evolution
tends to eliminate. An alternative explanation is the emergence of a split alignment
pattern due to the accumulation of isolated evolutions affecting individual intransitive
verbs but having in common that they create exceptions to the predominant alignment
pattern.

U Nepali seems to be a particularly complex case: according to (Butt and Poudel, 2007), some aspects
of the distribution of the ergative case in Nepali for which no explanation had previously been offered
can be explained with reference to the notions of stage-level vs. individual level predication. Note that
the variations they analyze constitute an instance of fluid intransitivity rather than split intransitivity.
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3.4 The diachrony of split intransitivity

As discussed in Holton, Malchukov and Mithun’s papers included in (Donohue and
Wichmann, 2008), in predominantly accusative languages, split intransitivity may re-
sult from the reanalysis of ‘transimpersonal’ constructions, i.e., of constructions that
have the appearance of transitive constructions, but involve a dummy A pronoun or
default A agreement and a unique core argument encoded like the P argument of pro-
totypical action verbs.

In predominantly ergative languages, split intransitivity may develop as the result
of the coalescence of light verb compounds, as discussed for Lezgian by (Haspelmath,
1993). The Mayan languages Chol and Chontal are another case in point. As dis-
cussed by (Vazquez Alvarez, 2002), (Gutiérrez Sanchez, 2004) and (Gutiérrez Sanchez
and Zavala Maldonado, 2005), Chol and Chontal have an intransitivity splitin S index-
ation with a class of S, inflected analytically, whereas Sp verbs are inflected via affixes,
and this situation results from the grammaticalization of light verb constructions.

The grammaticalization of aspectual periphrases has also been reported as a possi-
ble source of split intransitivity—see (Danziger, 1996) on the Mayan language Mopan.

4 Splitintransitivity and unaccusativity

4.1 Splitintransitivity in generative syntax and the Unaccusative Hy-
pothesis

Split intransitivity has attracted the attention of linguists working within very different
theoretical frameworks. Sapir (1917) initiated a tradition with a marked typological ori-
entation, which concentrates on cases of overt split intransitivity, i.e., split intransitivity
apparent in the coding characteristics of S (case marking and/or verb agreement), and
tends to neglect covert split intransitivity, i.e., split intransitivity manifested in some
aspects of the behavior of S in languages in which the coding characteristics of S do
not depend on the choice of a particular intransitive verb. The generative tradition
was initiated by Perlmutter (1978) within the framework of relational grammar, and by
Burzio (1986) within the GB paradigm. At its beginning, it was mainly concerned with
the discussion of the Unaccusative Hypothesis.

Unaccusativity primarily refers to a possible syntactic explanation of split intransi-
tivity within the frame of multistratal theories of syntax, according to which “the single
argument of unaccusative verbs is an underlying object, and thus displays many syn-
tactic properties of direct objects of transitive verbs”, whereas “the single argument of
unergative verbs is a subject at all levels of representation, and thus displays the same
syntactic behavior as the subject of transitive verbs” (Sorace, 2004)

4.2 ‘Unaccusativity diagnostics’ that are not straightforwardly inter-
pretable in terms of alignment variations

A problem with the notion of unaccusativity is that it is not limited to phenomena
straightforwardly definable in terms of alignment variations (S=A #P vs. S=P #A).
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‘Unaccusativity diagnostics’ also include variable properties of intransitive construc-
tions that cannot be defined in terms of alignment of S with one of the core terms of
the transitive construction.

4.2.1 Auxiliary selection

Auxiliary selection in Germanic and Romance languages is one of the most popular
unaccusativity diagnostics. However, in spite of several proposals to establish a con-
nection, many authors acknowledge that it remains unclear why auxiliary selection
should be sensitive to a distinction between intransitive verbs whose S argument is an
underlying A and intransitive verbs whose S argument is an underlying P (see a. o.
Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995).

In the languages in question, the perfect auxiliary in transitive constructions is in-
variably have, and it would simply be nonsensical to try to describe auxiliary selection
as based on a contrast between A triggering the choice of have and P triggering the
choice of be, with extension to S along a split intransitive pattern. Therefore, whatever
the possibility to establish a connection between unaccusative syntax and the selection
of beis, it should be clear that auxiliary selection cannot be described as a contrast be-
tween S, verbs and Sp verbs. Consequently, there is no a priori reason to expect that
subclasses of intransitive verbs established on the basis of auxiliary selection should
coincide with subclasses of intransitive verbs established on the basis of distinctions
straightforwardly involving intransitivity splits. For detailed analyses and discussions,
see (Legendre and Sorace, 2003; Sorace, 2004; Bentley, 2006; Aranovich, 2007), and ref-
erences therein.

4.2.2 Inflectional classes of intransitive verbs

Some languages have an inflectional class of stative verbs, and this has sometimes been
proposed as an unaccusativity diagnostic (see (Kroeger, 1990) on the Philippine-type
language Kimarangang Dusun). However, if the inflectional distinction does not cor-
relate with a variation in the way S is aligned with A or P, it cannot be described as a
contrast between S, verbs and Sp verbs.

4.2.3 Variations in the transitivization properties of intransitive verbs

In some languages, intransitive verbs divide into two sub-classes with respect to the
possibility of being used in a transitive construction. For example, English causative
alternation, in which the same verb can be used transitively and intransitively with the
meaning equivalence V(x, y) = Caus(x, V(y)), has been claimed to be an unaccusativity
diagnostic (see a.o. Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995, 79-178).

According to (Rice, 1991), Athapaskan languages have a causative derivation that
can apply to any intransitive verb in some Athapaskan languages (for example, Navajo),
whereas in some others (for example, Slave), its occurrence is limited to a subclass of
intransitive verbs.

A variant of this situation is found in languages such as Fijian (Dixon, 1988), in
which the general rule is that transitive verbs are overtly derived from intransitive ones
by the addition of a transitivizing suffix, and intransitive verbs divide into two classes
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with respect to the effect of the morphological operation of transitivization on argu-
ment structure: either A bears the same semantic role as S, and an additional P argu-
ment is introduced, or P bears the same semantic role as S, and a causer is introduced
in Arole.

Similar situations are discussed by Austin (1997) for several Australian aboriginal
languages, and by Danziger (1996) for three languages of the Yucatecan branch of the
Mayan family (Yucatec, Lacandon, and Itzaj). As explicitly stated by E. Danziger for Yu-
catecan languagues, such splits may be motivated by the same distinctions in lexical
aspect or argument structure as true intransitivity splits in other languages, and it is
reasonable to investigate possible connections. However, the ability of the S argument
of an intransitive verb to be converted into the A or P argument of a transitive verb is a
derivational property of intransitive verbs, not a characteristic of the intransitive con-
struction, and it cannot be compared with similar derivational properties of the core
arguments of the transitive construction, since by definition, transitivization cannot
apply to transitive constructions. Therefore, such variations cannot be described in
terms of alignment of the intransitive construction with the transitive construction.

4.3 Unaccusative verbs, or unaccusative syntax?

An important part of the literature on unaccusativity is devoted to ‘unaccusativity mis-
matches’. Interestingly, many of them involve phenomena that do not have the same
status with respect to split intransitivity in the strict sense of this term. For example,
(Gerdts, 1991) describes a mismatch between the classification of the intransitive verbs
of Halkomelem Salish according to their behavior in the formation of causatives and
desideratives. But, as argued above, the formation of desideratives as described by
(Gerdts, 1991) is an uncontroversial case of split intransitivity, whereas the variable be-
havior of intransitive verbs in causativization cannot be viewed as an alignment split.

A thorough examination of ‘unaccusativity mismatches’ has resulted in that a grow-
ing proportion of studies devoted to phenomena considered as possible manifesta-
tions of unaccusativity have started expressing doubts about the possibility to explain
this rather heterogeneous set of variable properties of intransitive verbs within the
frame of the Unaccusative Hypothesis as it was initially formulated. In particular, re-
cent generative studies of unaccusativity tend to focus rather on the representation of
unaccusative syntax (i.e., on the configurations likely to account for constructions in
which the S argument of intransitive verbs shows properties typical of objects), with-
out necessarily postulating that unaccusative syntax should be reserved to a subclass
of ‘unaccusative’ intransitive verbs. For example, recent studies of the impersonal con-
struction of French intransitive verbs have concluded that this construction has ‘unac-
cusative syntax’, but does not involve a division of intransitive verbs into two classes—
see in particular (Cummins, 2000). Some aspects of this question will be developed in
the following section.
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5 Fluid intransitivity and presentational focus

5.1 Semanticvs. pragmatic fluid intransitivity

The difference between fluid-S systems and split-S systems is that, in fluid-S systems,
the choice of S alignment cannot be described as involving a division of intransitive
verbs into two subclasses. Until recently, the only type of fluid intransitivity discussed
in the typological literature was a type in which the choice of S alignment depends on
the semantic feature of control (Dixon, 1994, 78-83). What distinguishes such fluid-
S systems from the commonest type of split-S systems is that the semantic nature of
the verb does not entirely determine the choice of S alignment: in fluid systems, the S
argument of the same intransitive verb may align either with A or with P, depending on
the degree to which the referent of the S NP controls the activity in the particular event
referred to. Acehnese, a western Austronesian language from Sumatra, is one of the
best-known and most cited cases of control-driven fluid intransitivity (Durie, 1985).

On the basis of Dogon and Tundra Yukaghir data, Maslova (2006) proposes the
recognition of focus-oriented split intransitivity. Tundra Yukaghir has a marker /ep with
the following distribution: in transitive predication, regardless of information struc-
ture, it attaches to P and is incompatible with A—ex. (10a-b), whereas in intransitive
predication, it attaches to S if and only if S is focalized—ex. (10c-d).

(10) Tundra Yukaghir (Maslova, 2006)
a. met ten'i n'awn’iklie-len tonore-men
1SG here polar_fox-LED chase-PFV.1/2SG
‘I have been chasing A POLAR FOX here.’
b. nime-le aq pajp wie-nun
dwelling-LED only woman.SG make-HAB(AFOC)
‘Only WOMEN install dwellings.’
C. ... qahime-len kelu-I
raven-LEl) came-SFOC
‘... ARAVEN came’
d. qad’irapanala:  me-kelu-j
DISC old_woman AFF-come-STOP
‘The old woman CAME.

The term used by Maslova is somewhat misleading, since the phenomenon in ques-
tion does not involve a division of intransitive verbs into two subclasses, and therefore
constitutes a type of fluid intransitivity which differs from the type traditionally recog-
nized in the typological literature by the pragmatic nature of its conditioning.

In the following sections, I show that, in a typological perspective, the notion of
pragmatically driven fluid intransitivity also accounts for some phenomena widely dis-
cussed in the literature on unaccusativity, but so far neglected by typologists.

5.2 French as a ‘fluid-S’ language

French intransitive verbs have an impersonal construction of a type which is found in
Northern Italian dialects (Saccon, 1993), but has no exact equivalent in most other Ro-
mance languages. In this construction, illustrated by ex. (11), the S argument appears
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in postverbal position (i.e., in the canonical P position), does not govern verb agree-
ment, and more generally shows no evidence of having any of the properties that, in
the transitive construction, distinguish A from P.

(11) French

a. Une femme viendra
INDEE.SGF woman.SG come.FUT.3SG
‘Awoman will come.’

b. Il viendra une femme
A3SGM come.FUT.3SG INDEESGF woman.SG
lit. ‘It will come a woman’, same denotative meaning as (a), but with a dif-
ferent perspective (something like ‘There will be a woman coming’).

As illustrated by ex. (12) to (14), in this construction, the postverbal NP represent-
ing the subject argument of an intransitive verb patterns with P with respect to a range
of properties that are not shared by A: en-cliticization—ex. (12), combinability with
restrictive que—ex. (13), possibility to take the determiner de in negative environ-
ments—ex. (14), etc.

(12) French

a. Le garcon a mangé  trois pommes
DEFE.SGM boy.SG AUX.PRS.3SG eat.PTCP three apple.PL
‘The boy ate three apples.’

— Le garcon en a mangé trois
‘The boy ate three of them.’
b. Trois garcons ont vu ce film

three boy-PL AUX.PRS.3PL see.PTCP DEM.SGM movie.SG
‘Three boys have seen this movie.’
— *Trois en ont vu ce film
intended: ‘Three of them have seen this film’ (OK: Trois ont vu ce film,
or Il y en a trois qui ont vu ce film)
c. Trois garcons sont entrés
three boy-PL AUX.PRS.3PL enter.PTCP.PLM
‘Three boys entered.’
— *Trois en sont entrés
intended: ‘Three of them entered’ (OK: Trois sont entrés, or Il y en a
trois qui sont entrés)
d. /1 est entré trois garcons
A3SGM AUX.PRS.3SG enter.PTCP.SGM three boy.PL
‘Three boys entered.’
— Il en est entré trois
‘Three of them entered.’
(13) French
a. Jeann'a invité que  Marie
Jean NEG-AUX.PRS.3SG invite.PTCP RESTR Marie
‘Jean invited only Mary.’
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b. *Que Jeann'a invité Marie
RESTR Jean NEG-AUX.PRS.3SG invite.PTCP Marie
intended: ‘Only Jean invited Mary.’ (OK: Il n'y a que Jean qui a invité Marie)
c. *Que Jean n'est venu
RESTR Jean NEG-AUX.PRS.3SG come.PTCP.SGM
intended: ‘Only Jean came.” (OK: Il n'y a que Jean qui est venu)

d. /1l n’est venu que  Jean
A3SGM NEG-AUX.PRS.3SG come.PTCP RESTR Jean
‘Only Jean came.’

(14) French

a. Jeann'a pas mangé de pommes
Jean NEG-AUX.PRS.3SG NEG eat.PTCP DE apple.PL

b. * De garcons n’ont pas vu ce film
DE boy.PL NEG-AUX.PRS.3PL NEG see.PTCP DEM.SGM movie.SG
intended: ‘No boy saw this movie’ (OK: Il n’y a pas de garcon qui ait vu ce
film)

c. * Degarconsne sont pas entrés
DE boy.PL NEG AUX.PRS.3PL NEG come_in.PTCP.PLM
intended: ‘No boy came in.” (OK: Il n'y a pas de garcon qui soit entré)

d. /1l n'est pas entré de garcons
A3SGM NEG-AUX.PRS.3SG NEG come_in.PTCP DE boy.PL
‘No boy came in.’

The only evidence against identifying the postverbal NP as fulfilling the syntactic
role of object is that it cannot be represented by an object clitic pronoun. But this
impossibility can be viewed as a mere consequence of the ‘thetic’ (or ‘existential’, ‘pre-
sentational’) meaning of the construction. This pragmatic function, repeatedly un-
derscored in the literature (whatever the terms used to characterize it) is sufficient to
explain the impossibility to cliticize the postverbal NP, since weak pronouns cannot be
used to introduce new referents. There is to my knowledge no convincing evidence
against the analysis according to which the postverbal NP fulfills the same syntactic
role as the postverbal patient NP in the prototypical transitive construction, but the
discourse value of the construction blocks the manifestation of objectal properties im-
plying a topical status of the object.

The theory according to which the postverbal NP in the French impersonal con-
struction of intransitive verbs fulfills the syntactic role of object, in spite of being as-
signed the same semanticrole as the subject of the same verb in a canonical predicative
construction, is not new in French syntax: it was already advocated by Brunot (1926)!
and it has been re-discovered recently by formal syntacticians. For example, Cummins

12Although he explicitly analyzed the postverbal NP in the impersonal construction of French intran-
sitive verbs as an object, Brunot proposed to designate it by the non-committal term séquence imper-
sonnelle (‘impersonal sequence’), in order to avoid controversy. This term was subsequently adopted
by many French grammarians. Its descriptive adequacy is unquestionable; however, it suggests that the
impersonal construction involves a grammatical relation that cannot be assimilated to any of the gram-
matical relations recognized in other constructions, which is certainly not what Brunot had in mind
when he introduced it.
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(2000) concludes her analysis of this construction by stating that French has “two ba-
sic types of intransitive clauses: subject-verb and verb-object”. Although she does not
state it explicitly, this implies recognizing the impersonal construction of French in-
transitive verbs as an instance of ergative alignment.

In addition to that, contrary to an opinion popularized by early studies within the
frame of the Unaccusative Hypothesis, the impersonal construction is not restricted
to a limited subset of ‘unaccusative’ intransitive verbs. As shown a.o. by (Cummins,
2000) on the basis of the corpus provided by (Hériau, 1980), the list of the 50 most fre-
quent verbs in this construction also includes several typically ‘unergative’ verbs, and
no semantic subclass of intransitive verbs can be considered as absolutely excluded
from this construction. The fact that some intransitive verbs (including ‘unergative’
ones) occur with a particular frequency can be satisfactorily explained by the mere fact
that their lexical meaning is “highly compatible with the ‘presentational’ value of the
I[mpersonal] Clonstruction], expressing appearance or existence at location” (Cum-
mins, 2000, 239), and with intransitive verbs of other semantic classes, whose com-
patibility with the impersonal construction may at first sight seem questionable, the
presence of a locative complement improves the acceptability of the impersonal con-
struction.

If one accepts this analysis of the impersonal construction of French intransitive
verbs with a postverbal NP representing the S argument, from a typological point of
view, the only possible conclusion is that French is a fluid-S language, but with a prag-
matic conditioning of fluid intransitivity similar to that described by Maslova for Tun-
dra Yukaghir. In the French type of fluid intransitivity, ergative alignment is not trig-
gered by the semantic feature [—control], but rather has the pragmatic function of ex-
pressing a ‘presentational’ (or ‘thetic’, ‘existential’) organization of predication.

The functional motivation of the French type of fluid intransitivity can be analyzed
as follows: in the transitive construction, A is typically more topical than P, and new
referents are typically introduced in P position; consequently, in a language in which
accusative alignment predominates, it is natural to de-topicalize S by means of a con-
struction in which S is aligned with P. According to Lambrecht,

“Slentence] F[ocus] marking involves cancellation of those prosodic and/
or morphosyntactic subject properties which are associated with the role
of subjects as topic expressions in P[redicate] F[ocus] sentences ... One
natural way of achieving non-topic construal (though not the only logically
possible one) is to endow the subject constituent with grammatical prop-
erties which are conventionally associated with FOCUS arguments. Since
in a P[redicate] F[ocus] construction the unmarked focus argument is the
OBJECT, topic construal can be cancelled by coding the subject with gram-
matical features normally found on the object of a P[redicate] F[ocus] sen-
tence.”

(Lambrecht, 2000, 624-625)

5.3 The impersonal construction of Tswana intransitive verbs

The transitive construction of Tswana has a rigid AVPX constituent order. A and P are
equally unmarked, but transitive verbs obligatorily agree with A, whereas the use of
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pronominal affixes representing P is conditioned by topicality. Tswana intransitive
verbs have an accusatively aligned construction in which S precedes the verb and gov-
erns verb agreement in the same way as A. In this construction, S is obligatorily in-
terpreted as topical, but intransitive verbs also have an impersonal construction very
similar to that of French, whose function is to de-topicalize S. In the impersonal con-
struction, the intransitive verb does not show any overt mark of a valency change, the
NP representing the S argument occurs immediately after the verb, i.e. in the canonical
position of objects, and is not cross-referenced on the verb, which invariably shows a
dummy subject marker of class 15/17 —ex. (15).

(15) Tswana (author’s field notes)

a. Ba-simane ba-tlaa-bin-a
2-boy A3:2-FUT-dance-FIN
‘The boys will dance.’
b. Go-tlaa-bin-a ba-simane
A3:15/17-FuT-dance-FIN 2-boy
‘There will be a dance performed by (the) boys.” (lit. ‘There will dance boys’)

This construction is much more frequent in Tswana than in French, due to con-
straints on the topicality of NPs in subject role particularly strict in Tswana. For ex-
ample, in Tswana, negative or interrogative pronouns cannot occur in A/S, role. With
transitive verbs, passivization is the strategy commonly used to avoid A NPs that would
not meet the topicality requirements imposed by the system of Tswana, and with in-
transitive verbs, the impersonal construction provides a possible strategy to encode S
arguments that do not meet the conditions to occur in a construction in which S is
aligned with A.

(16) Tswana (author’s field notes)
a. Go-tlaa-bin-a bo-mang?
A3:15/17-FuT-dance-FIN 2-who
‘Which persons will dance?’ (lit. “There will dance which persons?’)

b. * Bo-mang ba-tlaa-bin-a?

It is interesting to note in this connection that in Tswana, ‘Thank you’ is usually
expressed as Ke-a-lebog-a, lit. ‘Tam THANKING/, a polite reply being Go-lebog-a nna (lit.
‘There thanks ME’), with the same verb in the impersonal construction, and the first
person singular pronoun nna in postverbal position. Similarly, Tswana speakers use
the impersonal construction to identify themselves at the beginning of a phone call.
For example, a man named Kitso usually begins a phone call by the sentence Go-bu-a
Kitso, lit. ‘There speaks KITSO'. In this context, the accusatively aligned construction
Kitso o-a-bu-a ‘Kitso is SPEAKING’ would be inappropriate.!3

13For a similar analysis of an analogous construction in another Southern Bantu language, see
(Du Plessis and Visser, 1992, 130-133). On the basis of misinterpreted second-hand data, (Van Valin Jr.,
1999, 516) analyzes the same construction in Southern Sotho as a construction similar to those found in
Spanish and Italian, where focalized S NPs occur in postverbal position without losing all of their A-like
properties (see section 5.4). In fact, the impersonal construction of Sotho intransitive verbs has exactly
the same characteristics as those of French or Tswana.
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5.4 Russian genitive of negation

According to Pesetsky (1982), in Russian, as illustrated by ex. (17), objects of transi-
tive verbs, but not subjects, can appear in the genitive case when the clause contains
negation, and this property is shared by the subjects of a subclass of intransitive verbs.

(17) Russian (Pesetsky, 1982)

a. Mal'¢ikine polucili nikakix pisem
boy.PL NEG receive.PST.PL any.PL.GEN letter.PL.GEN
‘The boys didn’t receive any letters.’

b. * Nikakix mal'¢ikov  ne polucilo pis'ma

any.PL.GEN boy.PL.GEN NEG receive.PST.SGN letter.PL

intended: ‘No boys received letters.’

c. Ne prislo ni odnogo mal’cika
NEG come.PST.SGN not_even one.SG.GEN boy.SG.GEN
‘Not a single boy came.’

d. * Ne tancevalo ni odnogo mal’cika
NEG dance.PST.SGN not_even one.SG.GEN boy.SG.GEN
intended: ‘Not a single boy danced.’

However, Babby 2001 observes that ‘unergative’ intransitives are not disallowed
from occurring in this construction, provided a locative preposition phrase precedes
the verb, as in ex. (18).

(18) Russian (Babby, 2001)

a. Mezdu brevnami ne skryvalos’  tarakanov
between beam.PL.INSTR NEG hide.PST.SGN cockroach.PL.GEN
‘There were no cockroaches hiding among the beams.’

b. Tam bol’se ne igraet nikakix detej
there more NEG play.PRS.A3SG any.PL.GEN child.PL.GEN
‘There are no longer any children playing there.’

Therefore, the genitive of negation of Russian does not involve split intransitivity,
and must be viewed as another case of pragmatically driven fluid intransitivity.

6 Partial fluid intransitivity

6.1 Subject inversion and ‘unaccusative inversion’ in French

In addition to the impersonal construction analyzed above, French has several con-
structions in which an NP representing the S argument of an intransitive verb occurs
in postverbal position. These constructions are not clearly distinguished by traditional
grammar, but have been analyzed in detail by Bonami, Godard and Marandin (see
Marandin, 2001; Bonami et al., 1999; Bonami and Marandin, 2001). In two of them
(inversion in extraction contexts and heavy subject NP inversion), A arguments of tran-
sitive verbs may occur in postverbal position too, and are equally concerned by the loss
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of some properties typical for canonical S/A NPs. The constructions in question can-
not be analyzed in terms of alignment variation, and do not necessitate a revision of
the characterization of inverted NPs as subjects. But in the construction termed ‘unac-
cusative inversion’ in Marandin’s terminology, illustrated by ex. (19), the possibility to
occur in postverbal construction is limited to the S argument of intransitive verbs.

(19) French (Marandin, 2001)

a. Je voudrais que vienne Marie
A1SG want.COND.1SG that come.SBJV.3SG Marie
‘I would like for Marie to come.’

b. [Le silence se fit.]
Alors sont entrés deux hommes
then AUX.PRS.3SG enter.PTCP.PLM two man.PL
‘[Silence fell.] Then entered two men.’

c. Pierre ne savait pas que suivaient d’autres
Pierre NEG know.IMPE.3SG NEG that follow.IMPE.3PL INDEE-other.PL
personnes
person.PL

‘Pierre did not know that other persons were following.’

In this construction, unlike inverted subjects in extraction contexts, indefinite post-
verbal S NPs trigger en-pronominalization in the same way as P NPs in the transi-
tive construction. But in other respects they are aligned with A: as shown in detail
by (Marandin, 2001), unlike postverbal S NPs in the impersonal construction, S NPs
in the ‘unaccusative inversion’ can control adjuncts like canonical S/A NPs, and agree
with the verb in number. Therefore, they do not lend themselves to a straightforward
characterization as syntactic subjects (as in inversion in extraction contexts) or objects
(as in the impersonal construction), and are best analyzed as a special type of com-
plement (Bonami and Marandin, 2001, 123). In other words, this construction is an
instance of partial fluid intransitivity.

6.2 Partial fluid intransitivity in other languages

Presentational constructions of intransitive verbs functionally similar to the imper-
sonal construction of French intransitive verbs have been described in many other Eu-
ropean languages, but formally, these constructions are rather comparable to French
‘unaccusative inversion), in the sense that the S argument occuring in postverbal posi-
tion is aligned with P with respect to some other properties, but remains aligned with
A as regards the control of verb agreement. Languages in which such constructions
are found can still be characterized as having pragmatically driven fluid-S systems, but
their fluidity involves an alternation between accusative and mixed alignment (and not
between accusative and ergative alignment, as in the case of the impersonal construc-
tion of French intransitive verbs).

In languages in which the basic constituent order of the transitive construction is
AVP it has often been observed that intransitive S NPs in postverbal position may show
alignment with P with respect to some other properties, without however losing the
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control of verb agreement. A crucial characteristic of the constructions in question is
that the possibility to show ergative alignment in some behavioral properties is limited
to postverbal S arguments, i.e. to S arguments overtly aligned with P with respect to
constituent order, and disappears when the S argument of the same intransitive verbs
occupies the canonical A/S position to the left of the verb.

In the literature on unaccusativity, partial alignment with P limited to postverbal S
NPs in languages having SV~VS alternations has been characterized as surface unac-
cusativity, in order to distinguish it from deep unaccusativity manifested irrespective of
the position of the argument (Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995, 17-21). The tendency
in recent works is clearly to question the status of such alignment variations as unac-
cusativity diagnostics, and to emphasize the relation with presentational focus (see a.o.
Lambrecht, 2000; Alexiadou, 2007).

Here again, using the notions of alignment typology, the crucial point is that ‘sur-
face unaccusativity’ is an instance of fluid intransitivity rather than split intransitivity,
since it involves the possibility for (at least a subclass of) intransitive verbs to have two
constructions differing in the alignment properties of S. The difference with the con-
structions of French or Tswana examined in section 5 is that, in the cases considered
in this section, the alignment variation affects some characteristics of S only, and in
particular does not affect its status as the controller of verb agreement.

This applies in particular to Italian ne-cliticization. According to (Burzio, 1986),
in Italian, ne can represent the head of an NP in P role, or of an NP encoding the S
argument of a subclass of intransitive verbs, but cannot represent, either the head of
an NP in Arole, or of an NP encoding the S argument of another subclass of intransitive
verbs. Crucially, ne can represent the head of postverbal S NPs only—ex. (20).

(20) Italian (Burzio, 1986)

a. Molti esperti  arriveranno
many.PLM expert.PL arrive.FUT.3PL
‘Many experts will arrive.’

b. Arriveranno  molti esperti
arrive.FUT.3PL many.PLM expert.PL
‘Many experts will arrive.’

c. Ne arriveranno  molti
of them arrive.FUT.3PL many.PLM
‘Many of them will arrive.’

d. * Molti ne arriveranno
many.PLM of_them arrive.FUT.3PL

Several studies have shown that the division of Italian intransitive verbs into two
classes according to this criterion is questionable (Lonzi, 1986), and have pointed to a
relation with sentence focus (Bentley, 2004).

Another unaccusativity diagnostic proposed for a number of languages (see a.o.
(Torrego, 1989) for Spanish, (Alexiadou, 1996) for Greek) is that, in languages in which
bare nouns can occur in P role but not in A role, bare nouns in S role are possible with
a subclass of intransitive verbs only—ex. (21). But here again, this possibility is limited
to postverbal S NPs, and the division of intransitive verbs into two classes according
to this criterion is not so clear-cut as it may seem at first sight. ‘Unergative’ predicates
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may become acceptable when a locative adverbial phrase is added, which suggests
a parallel with locative inversion and points to a pragmatic conditioning in terms of
presentational focus (Ortega-Santos, 2005; Alexiadou, 2007).

(21)

Spanish (Ortega-Santos, 2005)

a. Llegaron libros
arrive.PFV.3PL book.PL
‘Some books arrived.’

b. 22 Corren chicos
run.PRrS.3PL boy.PL
‘Boys run.’
c. Aqui corren chicos

here run.prS.3PL boy.PL
‘Boys run here.’

English Locative Inversion and there-insertion are other cases in point—see a.o.
(Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995, 215-277). The same analysis also applies to the
contrast found in the Mayan language Ch’orti’ between fixed alignment with respect
to indexation and fluid alignment in constituent order (Quizar, 1994).

The SV~VS alternation of Mandarin Chinese (Li and Thompson, 1981, 501-519) ba-
sically illustrates the same phenomenon, with however the particularity that Chinese
simply cannot have mismatches between constituent order and other coding charac-
teristics of core syntactic terms, due to the total absence of case marking and argument
indexation.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, I have tried to show that,

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

not all variable properties of intransitive constructions can be described in terms
of alignment variations, and in particular, several phenomena currently men-
tioned as ‘unaccusativity diagnostics’ are not so straightforwardly related to split
intransitivity as could be expected from the definition of unaccusativity as it is
currently formulated;

overt split intransitivity is a more widespread phenomenon than assumed by
most typologists, and should in particular be recognized in a number of pre-
dominantly accusative languages in which current practice tends to occult the
existence of a minor class of intransitive verbs whose coding properties show
ergative alignment;

although current hypotheses about the semantic correlates of split intransitivity
seem to be basically correct, the possibility of semantically arbitrary intransitiv-
ity splits should not be totally discarded;

the distinction between split intransitivity proper and fluid intransitivity is cru-
cial in the evaluation of the precise status of variations in the alignment proper-
ties of intransitive verbs;
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(e) a thorough analysis of the impersonal constructions of French and Tswana in-
transitive verbs confirms the existence of a type of alignment variation not rec-
ognized in classical works on alignment typology, namely pragmatically driven

fluid intransitivity;

(9

as illustrated by French, several constructions involving pragmatically driven flu-

id intransitivity but differing in the extent to which S shows A-like vs. P-like prop-
erties may coexist in the same language.

Abbreviations

In the Tswana examples, numbers at the be-
ginning of nominal forms, or after ‘3., indicate
noun classes (3:1 = 3rd person class 1, etc.).
Otherwise, numbers indicate persons.

1D/2Q: (Akhvakh) 1st person in declarative
clauses, 2nd person in questions

A: pronominal clitic or affix referring to the
agent of prototypical action verbs

ABS: absolutive

ACC: accusative

AFF: affirmative

AFOC: A-focus

AUX: auxiliary

COND: conditional

D: pronominal clitic or affix referring to a par-
ticipant represented by a dative NP

DEF: definite

DEM: demonstrative

DISC: discourse particle

ERG: ergative

F: feminine

FIN: (Tswana) inflectional ending of verbs that
does not carry a meaning by itself, but con-
tributes to the identification of tense

FUT: future

GEN: genitive
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OBL: (Kurmanji) oblique case
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PASS: passive
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PTCP: participle
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