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Non-possessive person

in the nominal domain
Georg Friedrich Karl Hohn

This thesis provides an investigation of non-possessive nominal person from a crosslinguistic
perspective, i.e. variation in the way that the grammatical person of nominal expressions
is marked across languages. The most prominent construction of this type are adnominal
pronoun constructions (APCs) of the we linguists type.

The first part of the thesis provides a survey of expressions of nominal person in a sample
of 92 languages from 44 genera, to my knowledge the first larger scale overview of its kind.
I review the observable crosslinguistic variation with respect to word order, the presence
or absence of definite articles, the possibility of the co-occurrence of demonstratives with
pronouns and with respect to restrictions on person-number combinations in expressions of
nominal person.

The second part examines the applicability of the classical pronominal determiner analysis
(Abney 1987, Postal 1969) to the data collected in the survey, in particular with respect to
word order, the co-occurrence of adnominal pronouns with articles and the person-number
restrictions on expressions of nominal person. I discuss alternatives and amendments to
the pronominal determiner analysis for problematic data, one important outcome being that
nominal person is not universally encoded in the same position as definiteness.

In the third part, I review the so-called unagreement phenomenon as a case of non-overt
nominal person marking and discuss the interaction of person with other deictic features in
the nominal domain: the possibility of demonstrative constructions to control non-third per-
son agreement in a few languages as well as personal pronoun-demonstrative constructions
(PPDCs) involving demonstratives co-occurring with personal pronouns in some languages.
The existence of the latter constructions suggests that person is not universally encoded in
the same syntactic position as demonstratives.

The overall picture emerging is that there is crosslinguistic variation in the locus of person
in the extended nominal projection and the types of features that are encoded on the same
head as person, although there appears to be a universal tendency for person to be in a

relatively high position.






Fiir mein Briiderchen
and

yia tqv EAecva






Declaration

I hereby declare that except where specific reference is made to the work of others, the
contents of this dissertation are original and have not been submitted in whole or in part
for consideration for any other degree or qualification in this, or any other University. This
dissertation is the result of my own work and includes nothing which is the outcome of
work done in collaboration, except where specifically indicated in the text. This dissertation

contains less than 80,000 words including footnotes and appendices.

Georg Friedrich Karl Hohn
July 2017






Acknowledgements

While writing the body of this thesis, I have both looked forward to and dreaded the time
when I'd get around to this particular part. I'm glad about the opportunity to thank people
who helped me in one way or another (and often many), but trying to put everything in order
and, most importantly, not missing anyone is fairly stressful — even with the best intentions
of keeping notes, there’s still the nagging thought of having forgotten someone. My honest
apologies in case this has happened!

I gladly acknowledge the funding of this research by the European Research Council
Advanced Grant No. 269752 “Rethinking Comparative Syntax” (ReCoS). The ReCoS project
has provided a great, inspiring environment for doing linguistics in Cambridge and I feel very
lucky to have had Ian Roberts, Theresa Biberauer and Michelle Sheehan as my supervisors. I
learned a lot from them and their support went well beyond this thesis — I don’t know how
I could have published my first major article without their input. Also, it is not self-evident
that you can count on getting feedback and help when you need it and I am deeply grateful
that I always could!

My examiners Grev Corbett and Jonathan Bobaljik provided me with very useful com-
ments, helped me to clarify several aspects of this thesis and pointed out interesting avenues
for further investigation. Many thanks for a pleasant and stimulating discussion!

Conversations with Anders Holmberg were another great source of input and surprising
observations (it is unfortunate that many of them didn’t find space in this dissertation). Im-
portantly, he also introduced me to the Routledge Descriptive Grammars series, which ended
up playing a central role in this thesis. Thank you!

Jenneke van der Wal and me shared the task of keeping the light burning in the ReCoS
office day and night. Luckily, there was enough time overlap for sharing a chat, a treat or a
discussion of Bantu (un-)agreement in the meanwhile. Thanks for being the life of the office!

I would also like to thank my fellow PhD students on ReCoS for their company and input!
Alison Biggs and Tim Bazalgette as the first generation of PhD students on the project helped
a lot with getting the hang of the quirks of Cambridge. After coincidentally sharing a room in
Budapest well before our ReCoS-time, I was glad to meet Andras Barany again in Cambridge.

After the three years we shared on the project and plenty of insightful, funny and enjoyable



conversations then and beyond, I can confidently say that that sentiment was more than
justified. Danke dir, Barany Ur!

During Maia Duguine’s time in Cambridge, I highly enjoyed our conversations over lunch
(admittedly, mostly I was the only one still eating). Your input and encouragement were highly
appreciated, especially at a time when my topic was still a moving target, mil esker! I am
also very grateful to Maia and to Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria for inviting me to give a talk at
EHU, prompting for my first visit to Euskal Herria (and hopefully not the last).

Several other people visited ReCoS at various periods and contributed to the enjoyable
intellectual atmosphere of the project. I am indebted to all of them and I'm particularly
thankful to Adriana Fasanella for discussing null arguments and morphology, Aritz Irurtzun
for numerous conversations and valuable input on Spanish and Basque and to Sten Vikner
for talking with me about Danish and other interesting subjects.

Ricardo Etxepare played a more significant role in shaping the outlook of this thesis
than I (and probably he) realised at the time. Our brief conversation at CamCoS3 eventually
prompted me to try and extend the empirical scope of my work well beyond the mainly
Indoeuropean group of languages I had been looking at at the time. Thanks for the nudge
into deeper waters!

Stavros Skopeteas has been a constant in my linguistic life since my time in Potsdam. His
support and advice over the years have been invaluable and I am glad to not only have had
the chance of working with him on various occasions, but also to count him as a friend.

I'd also like to say thanks to my other linguistics teachers over the years, and particularly
to Gisbert Fanselow, who introduced me to syntax (and Distributed Morphology!); to Luis
Vicente, who got me interested in Basque; to Malte Zimmermann for providing me with a
foundation in semantics; and to Ad Neeleman for his refreshingly unorthodox approaches
and excellent teaching, as well as opening up the world of unagreement to me.

The strong link between the departments of linguistics and Italian in Cambridge provided
me with the lucky opportunity for collaboration with Giuseppina Silvestri and M. Olimpia
Squillaci on unagreement in southern Italian dialects and I'm looking forward to further work
together. Mille grazie, figghioli/quatrara!

Fryni Panayidou freely shared her expertise and contacts concerning Cypriot Maronite
Arabic, taught me some Cypriot Greek and is generally great company, “y’know?” Thanks
for everything, x6pn! Many thanks also to Onisiforos Ioannou for on-the-ground help and
hospitality in Nicosia.

Dimitris Michelioudakis and me have been crossing paths on numerous occasions and I
am grateful for your company and friendship. Without your gentle encouragement I likely

wouldn’t have gone to Cambridge, so I — and this thesis — owe you a lot!



When I started studying in Potsdam, Concha Hoéfler was just about to finish and I'm glad
we happened to attend the same Basque class back then. Thanks for being a great friend and
for allowing me to indulge in my Steckenpferd of language and identity once in a while (and

for alerting me to that summer school in 2013!).

Many thanks moreover to Ibraim Sapountzi for practical help in getting Pomak data and
to Maria Bellou for the same for Aromanian; to Xabier Artiagoitia for inspiring discussions
about the Basque nominal domain; to Phoevos Panagiotidis for our conversations about his
intriguing perspective on categories; to Jachoon Choi for sharing his writings and thoughts
on unagreement; to Kari Kinn for her help with Norwegian and useful pointers to literature

on Scandinavian; and to Ioanna Sitaridou for her input and support on several occasions.

My work has benefited from the input of many other people who sacrificed their time to
help in one way or another, be it by discussing theoretical aspects, providing hints, sending
me their draft papers or by providing me with their intuitions as competent speakers of a
particular language. Here they are in no particular order: Adam Ledgeway, Jeft Parrott, Bert
Vaux, Daniel Harbour, Kleanthes Grohmann, Marta Wierzba, David Willis, Moreno Mitrovié¢,
Sarah Ouwayda, Hagit Borer, Klaus Abels, Léa Nash, Dana Louagie, Lesley Stirling, Brett
Baker, Philippe Schlenker, Javi Ormazabal, Maialen Iraola Azpiroz, Koldo Zuazo, Nerea Gur-
rutxaga Arruti, Cristina Lopez Sanjurjo, Sabine Iatridou, Despina Oikonomou, Athanasia
Asyllogistou, Dalina Kallulli, Brian Joseph, Melita Stavrou, Vassilios Spyropoulos, Andrey N.
Sobolev, John R. Rennisson, Martina Wiltschko, Cristina Guardiano, Ion Giurgea, Afra Pu-
jol i Campeny, Victor Acedo Matellan, Ana Luiza Lopes, Ana Calindro, Chris Mengying Xia,
Freddy Hu, Kleanthes Grohmann, Sharbel Frankiskou, Ioanna Balamoti, Ersin Gilitli, Anna Jes-
persen, Halldor Sigurdsson, Iris Edda Nowenstein and Porhalla Gudmundsdoéttir Beck, David
Hall, Yasutada Sudo, Cherry Lam, Tommi Grondahl, Orsolya Tanczos, Carmen Stanculescu,
Alexandru Nicolae, Yvonne Treis, FrantiSek Kratochvil, John Roberts, Petra Sugita-Andrée,
Astrid Brochlos, Zeljko Boskovi¢, Emilia Dimitrova, Daisuke Shinagawa, Yukiko Morimoto,
Yoneda Nobuko, Yusuf Baba Gar and Vital Kazimoto. Some of these people I met at numerous
conferences, workshops and summerschools that the ReCoS project allowed me to attend.
I'm grateful to the project for these opportunities and everyone participating in those events

for all the things I got to learn.

Eleni Savva was one of the first people I met at the department and Luca Sbordone and
Anna Jespersen followed soon after. Thanks for a wide range of serious, funny or absurd
conversations and great company! I'd also like to thank the other PhD students (and beyond)
at the MML faculty, it was always fun to pop by the grad centre or meet one of you by design

or accident and have a chat!

X1



Other people who made my time in Cambridge enjoyable were Tom Rowley, Tanya Za-
harchenko, Filio Constantinou, Emilia Dimitrova, Aurelio Romero Bermutdez, Mike Golan,
Alex Wolfers, Ryan Davey, Tom White and Martin Schlegel. Thanks to all of you!

Plenty thanks also to Zoé Belk for our conversations linguistic and non-linguistic on my
occasional visits to London, as well as for providing shelter for me on many an occasion.
Another person from the UCL days I'm glad stays in touch even though oceans divide us is
Garrett Giffin - thanks, my friend!

Over the last year, I have worked at a number of universities and I'm grateful to my
colleagues at the University of Hertfordshire, the University of Bielefeld and the University
of Wuppertal for their guidance and support in maneuvring the challenges of teaching and
academic administration and providing a pleasant social atmosphere!

One of the unfortunate aspects of writing a PhD is that especially towards the end — which
can stretch out much longer than one would like - time for social endeavours becomes rare to
non-existent. So it brought me great joy to catch at least an occasional glimpse of friends who
lived further away. I'm bound to miss people, my only consolation being that most of you
will probably never read this, but I'd still like to mention Tom Gerisch, Christos Zarkogiannis,
Marc Holland-Cunz, Vivian Wurm, Daniela Ruf3, Melanie Grof3, Jonathan Strauch, Katharina
Freisinger, Ulrika Miiller, Helena Jank, Konstantinos Tsaltas, Zoe Papastathopoulou, Katerina
Danae Kandylaki, Anja Nmezi and Vasja Bolotnozmiev. I hope to see more of you once the
dust has settled.

One of the things that sustained me mentally and physically throughout the time of my
PhD was Capoeira Angola and I am grateful to King’s College Cambridge for providing a space
for training and to all Capoeiristas I had the chance to play with over these years. Thanks
to mestre Rosalvo, contramestra Susy and to Matthias Réhrig Assuncéao for following our
invitation to the workshop in Cambridge. Matthias also helped me not to forget Capoeira in
Colchester, many thanks for that, too. Last but not at all least, I want to extend my gratitude
to Gloria Heilbronn and Richard Nunes for forming the hard core of Capoeira Angola in
Cambridge, muito obrigado!

My parents supported me all the way and I am truly thankful for your trust, advice and
love! They and the rest of the family provided a soothing counter-balance to the pressures of
academia. Seid alle ganz lieb bedankt! I'm also very grateful to Anni and Kyriakos for making
my favourite city feel even more like home on every visit, evyaplotd TEpa TOAD yio OAat!

Last but definitely not least, I'd like to thank the person who’s touched my life most
profoundly. I can imagine that life with me hasn’t always been easy over the last years.
Thanks for bearing with and caring for me and for lighting up my world, Ataxddo pov!

Ayamiéoon otd péva! :)

xii



Contents

Abstract

Acknowledgements

List of Figures

List of Tables

Abbreviations and glosses

1

2

Introduction

1.1 Distributed Morphology . . . . . ... ... ..
1.1.1  Lists of unpredictable informationinDM . . . . . ... ... ... ..
1.1.2  Realisationof structure . . . . . .. ... ... .. oL
1.1.3  Categorisation . . . . . . ... ... ..

1.2 English adnominal pronouns . . . . . . ... ... ... . . oL
1.2.1  The structure of the xnP and English-type pronouns . . . . ... ..
1.2.2  The pronominal determiner analysis . . . .. ... ..........
1.2.3  Against an appositive analysis . . . . . .. ...

13 Outline . . . . . ...

Crosslinguistic data

A survey of non-possessive nominal person marking

2.1 Thedatabase . . . . . ... .. .. ... .
2.1.1  Methodologicalissues . . . ... ... .. ... ... .. ... ...
2.1.2  OVerview . . . . . . . e e

22 Absence of APCs . . . . . . . ..

2.3 The relative position of person marking . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..

ii

viii

xvii

Xix

xx1i

O I N

12
13
16
18
21

23



Contents

II

3

4

23.1 Prenominal pronoun . . . ... ... ...
2.3.2  Postnominal pronoun . . .. ... ... ... oL
2.3.3  Ambidirectional APCs . . . . ... ... Lo
2.3.4 Clitic/affixal person marking . . . ... ... .. ... ... .. ...
235 Summary ... ... e
24 Articles . . ...
2.4.1  Third person pronouns used for definiteness marking . . ... ...
242 Overtarticlesin APCs . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
2.5 Personal pronoun-demonstrative constructions . . . ... ... ... .. ..
2.5.1 PPDCs with demonstrative-personal pronoun order. . . . . . . . ..
2.5.2 PPDCs with personal pronoun-demonstrative order . . . . . . . . ..
2.5.3 PPDCs with two potential orders . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ..
2.6 Asymmetries in personand number . . . . ... ...
2.6.1 Personasymmetry . . ... ... ... o
2.6.2 Number asymmetry . ... ... ... ... ... .. .. .......
2.63  SummMary . . ... ..o e e e

27 SUMMATY . . . . .ttt e e e e e e e e e

Person features in the nominal domain

Word order
3.1 Prenominal APCs and postpositions . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..
3.2 Prenominal APCs and postnominal demonstratives . . . . . ... ... ...
3.3 Postnominal APCs . . . . . . . ...
3.4 Prenominal demonstratives in languages with enclitic nominal person
3.4.1 The locus of person in Khoekhoe . . . . . ... ... ... ... ...
3.42 Basque proximateplural . . . . .. ... ... 000000
3.5 Ambidirectional APCs. . . . . .. ... L

3.6 Summary . . ... e

APCs and articles

4.1 Definite articlesin APCs . . . . . . . ... ...
4.1.1 Person in non-definite contexts . . . . ... . ... ... ... ....
4.1.2  Rejecting an appositive analysis . . . . . ... ... Lo,

4.2 Article-lesslanguages . . . . . .. ..o

42.1 Mandarin APCs compared to Japanese and Korean . . . ... .. ..

Xiv

107

111
113
119
127
134
136
140
144
146



Contents

4.2.2  APCs in article-less Slavic languages . . . . ... ... ..

43 Summary . . . ...

Restrictions on person and number in APCs

5.1 Thelack of third person APCs . . . . .. ... ...........
5.1.1 German d-pronouns . . . . . . . . . ...
5.1.2 LanguageswithdAPCs. . .. ... ... ... .......
5.1.3  Article-less languages . . . .. ... ... ... ...
5.2 Third person-article generalisation . . . .. ... .. ... ... ..
521 Lavukaleve . . ... ... ... . ... ... ... ...
5.2.2  Scandinavian APC anomalies . . ... ... ... ... ..
5.3 Number restrictions . . . . . ... ... ... Lo

54 Summary . . ... ..o e e e

III Nominal person beyond APCs

6

7

Unagreement

6.1 Crosslinguistic distribution of unagreement . . .. ... ... ..

6.2 The theoretical challenge of unagreement . . . . . . ... ... ..

6.2.1 Unagreement is related to the agreement mechanism

6.2.2  Unagreement is related to properties of the DP . . . . . .
6.2.3 Unagreement # imposters . . . . . . . ... ... .....
6.3 Proposedanalysis . . .. ... ... ... ...
6.3.1 Crosslinguistic generalisation on unagreement . . . . . .
6.3.2  Deriving unagreement fromdAPCs . . . . . .. ... ...
6.3.3  Quantificational unagreement and [-dem] . . ... .. ..

6.3.4 Object unagreement . . .. ... ... ...........

6.3.5 Pronominal determiners and the lack of unagreement

6.4 Predictions rightandwrong . . . ... ... .. ... ... ....
6.4.1 Unexpected lack of unagreement . . . .. ... ... ...
6.4.2 Unexpected availability of unagreement . . . . ... . ..

6.5 Summary . . . ...

Demonstratives, deixis and person marking

7.1 Observations on the structure of PPDCs . . . . . . . . .. .. ...
7.1.1 Demonstrative >Person . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ..

7.1.2  Person > Demonstrative . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ...

XV



Contents

7.2 Interactions of deixis and person marking . . . . . .. ... Lo, 267
7.21 Deictic articlesin Pomak . . . . . ... ... o000 269

7.2.2  Warlpiri unagreement with demonstratives . . . . . . ... ... .. 272

7.2.3 Basque demonstratives and person agreement . . . . . ... ... .. 274

73 SUMMATY . . . . . . o e e e e e e 280

8 Conclusion 283
8.1 Findings . . . . . . ... 283

8.2 Extremity of Person Hypothesis . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ... ..., 287

8.3 Parametric variation and outlook . . . ... ... o000 289
Bibliography 297

XVvi



List of Figures

2.1 Map of (most) languages included in the sample

XVii






List of Tables

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.9

2.10
2.11
2.12
2.13
2.14
2.15
2.16
2.17
2.18
2.19
2.20
2.21
2.22
2.23
2.24
2.25
2.26
2.27
2.28

List of sampled languages . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... .. 28
Languages with prepositions and prenominal APCs and demonstratives . . . 36
Languages with postpositions and prenominal APCs and demonstratives . . 39
Languages with prenominal pronouns and postnominal demonstratives . . . 40
Word order of languages with prenominal APCs . . . . .. ... ... .... 40
Word order of languages with prenominal APCs (compressed) . . . . .. .. 41
Languages with postnominal pronouns and demonstratives . . . . . . . . .. 42
Languages with postnominal pronouns and prenominal demonstratives . . . 44
Word order of languages with postnominal APCs . . . ... ... ...... 46
Word order of languages with postnominal APCs (compressed) . . . . . . . . 46
Languages with ambidirectional APCs . . . . . ... ... ... ........ 46
Languages with clitic nominal person marking . . . . . ... ... ... ... 51
Person suffixes occurring with nouns in Yagaria (Renck 1975: 18) . . . . .. 58
Appositional pronouns in Fore (Scott 1978: 79, (123)) . . . . .. ... .. .. 58
“Pronominal appositions” in Hua (Haiman 1980: 226) . . . . . ... ... .. 58
Personaliser-marked personal pronouns in Hua (Haiman 1980: 229) . . . . . 61
Personaliser suffixes in Hua (Haiman 1980: 229) . . . .. ... ... ..... 61
pNG-markers in Alamblak (Bruce 1984: 96, Table 34) . . . . . ... ... ... 62
Alamblak personal pronouns (after Bruce 1984: 75, Table 21 and 22) . . . . . 63
Word order in non-possessive nominal person marking . . . ... ... ... 66
Word order in non-possessive nominal person marking (compressed) . . .. 67
Definite articlesin APCs . . . . . . . ... . .. 68
Languages with co-occurrence of demonstratives and personal pronouns . . 75
Languages without 3rd person APCs . . . . . ... ... ........... 85
Languages claimed to only have third person APCs . . . .. ... ... ... 86

Languages with APCs in all persons and demonstratives = 3rd person pronouns 87

Languages reported to allow APCs with all persons . . . . .. ... ... .. 88

XiX



List of Tables

2.29
2.30
2.31
2.32
2.33
2.34
2.35
2.36
2.37
2.38
2.39
2.40
241

5.1

Languages likely to allow APCs in all person forms . . . ... ... ... .. 91
Languages with unclear status of person restrictions. . . . . ... ... ... 92
Languages that restrict APCs to non-singular . . . . ... ... ... ... .. 94
Languages that may restrict APCs to non-singular . . . . .. ... ... ... 94
Languages without number restrictionin APCs . . . ... ... ... .... 95
Languages without number distinction in observed APCs . . . . . . . .. .. 97
Languages that may have no number restrictionin APCs . . . . .. ... .. 97
Languages with unclear number restrictionsin APCs . . . . ... ... ... 97
Person and number restrictionsin APCs . . . . .. ... ... .. ... .. 98
Person restrictions in APCsby genus . . . .. ... ... ... ........ 99
Person restrictions in APCs (compressed) . . . . . . ... ... ........ 100
Number restrictions in APCsby genus . . . . ... ... ... ........ 101
Number restrictions in APCs (compressed) . . . . ... ... ......... 103

Number of languages with third person APCs according to availability of articles 190

XX



Abbreviations and glosses

The glosses below are used in addition to the standard usage defined in the Leipzig Glossing

Rules.

Abbreviations/Acronyms

ALA accounts actual lack of agreement accounts (section 6.2.1)

APC
BCMS

C-I system
dAPC

DM

FOFC

IE

LF

p.c.

PDD

PF

PNG

PPDC

S-M system

TAP

adnominal pronoun construction
Bosnian-Croatian-Montenegrin-Serbian (a.k.a. Serbocroatian)
conceptual-intentional system

APC with mandatory definite marker

Distributed Morphology

Final-Over-Final-Constraint (cf. Biberauer et al. 2008, 2014a a.o.)
Indoeuropean (language family)

Logical Form

personal communication

psychologically distal demonstrative (Johannessen 2008)
Phonological Form

person-number-gender marker, see chapter 2 section 2.3.4
personal pronoun-demonstrative construction

sensory-motor system

Timor-Alor-Pantar (language family)

poel



List of Tables

TNG Trans-New-Guinea (language family)
VI Vocabulary item
xnP extended nominal projection

Yim-Yal-Yid.  Yimidhirr-Yalanji-Yidinic (Pama-Nyungan)

Glosses

:pt “potent” case ending (Kuku Yalanji)

ADDR addressee

A agent-like argument of canonical transitive verb
ANAPH anaphoric

ANT anterior

AOR aorist

AUTH author

C common gender

cg common gender

COMPEL compellative (Khoekhoe)

CONJ conjunction

DEICT deictic (Koromfe, Rennison 1997)

DISJP disjunctive pronoun (free word form, Rennison 1997)
DLN delineator (Fore, Scott 1978)

DYNAM dynamic (Abkhaz)

EFOC focus marker from heo paradigm (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)
FM father’s mother (Kuku Yalanji, Patz 2002)

FPAST far past (Usan, Reesink 1987)

Gl gender class 1 (Supyire, Carlson 1994)

XX1i



List of Tables

HABIT

HUM

INCH

INCOMPL

INDEF.OBJ

INFL

LDA

LIG

LNK

MERG

MOD

NCL

NFIN

N-FUT

NONF

NPST

NTRL

PCO

PERS

PIV

PLS

PLU

PLZ

PN

habitual

human

inchoative

incompletive aspect (Nigerian Pidgin, Faraclas 1996)
indefinite object conjugation (Hungarian, Kenesei et al. 1998)
inflection (Wari’, Everett & Kern 1997)
locative-directional-ablative (Vaeakau-Taumako, Neess & Hovdhaugen 2011)
ligature (Obata 2003)

adnominal linker morpheme

merged (Pitjantjatjara, Bowe 1990)

demonstrative modifier from hoia paradigm (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)
noun class (e.g. in Bantu)

non-final (Sawila, Kratochvil 2014)

non-future

non-feminine

non-past

neutral distance demonstrative (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)
perfective converb (Kambaata, Treis 2008)

personal article

pivotal marker (Yagaria, Renck 1975)

plural subject agreement (Kuku Yalanji, Patz 2002)

plural form of the article in Kwaio (Keesing 1985)
personaliser (Kamano, Payne & Drew 1970/2009)

demonstrative pronoun from foia paradigm (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)

xxiii



List of Tables

PREV

PRO

PROXART

PSNV

PURP

PREV

REAL

RECPST

REP

RP/P

SM

SPEC

SRC

SUCC

SUPL

TAM

TODPST

TRN

preverb (Abkhaz, Hewitt 1989)

oblique pro-form (Vaeakau-Taumako, Neess & Hovdhaugen 2011)
proximate/inclusive article (Basque)

presentative verb suffix (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)
purposive verb suffix (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)
preverb (Georgian)

realis

recent past (e.g. Khoekhoe)

reported speech particle (Pitjantjatjara, Bowe 1990)
realis past/present (Wari’, Everett & Kern 1997)
soft mutation (Welsh)

specific

source (Imonda, Seiler 1985)

successive verb suffix (Lavukaleve, Terrill 2003)
superlative

Tense-aspect-mood marker

today’s past (Amele, Roberts 1987)

transitivising suffix

XX1V



Chapter 1

Introduction

The topic of this thesis is non-possessive person in the nominal domain, or nominal person.
By this, I mean the grammatical person of nominal phrases which anchors their denotation
with respect to speech act participants, either to the author of an utterance (“first person”),
its addressee (“second person”) or identifies it as not involving any speech act participant
(“third person”).

Probably the most prominent example of nominal person are adnominal pronoun con-
structions (APCs) like English we linguists. The so-called pronominal determiner analysis,
based on Postal’s (1969) influential work on these constructions, treats the pronominal part
of these APCs as a determiner on par with the definite article. On this approach, adnominal
pronouns and by extension the person features they encode form part of the structure of
the domain of the full noun, the extended nominal projection (xnP), as sketched in (1). The

pronominal determiner analysis is further discussed in section 1.2.

(1)

linguists

Elaborating on this association between the determiner position and person marking,
the role of person for definiteness and other discourse effects has been addressed by several
authors (Barany 2015, Lyons 1999, Richards 2008) and it has been argued that the main
function of the D head is the syntactic representation of person (Bernstein 2008b, Longobardi

2008), implying a structure like (2).
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(2)
DP

N
5 DL
[person] A

NP

Assigning a central syntactic role to person features in the nominal domain raises ques-
tions about the crosslinguistic distribution of such structures. APCs as the prototypical
instance of nominal person have been investigated in a few languages to varying degrees.
Apart from English, there has been work, for example, on Basque (Artiagoitia 2012), German
(Lawrenz 1993, Rauh 2003, Roehrs 2005), Italian (Cardinaletti 1994), Japanese (Furuya 2008,
Inokuma 2009, Noguchi 1997) and Romanian (Cornilescu & Nicolae 2014). However, compar-
ison has typically been restricted to English and occasionally one or two other languages. To
my knowledge, Pesetsky (1978) with comments on 10 languages and Choi (2014b) with dis-
cussion of 11 languages currently represent the typologically most extensive studies of APCs
from a generative perspective. Louagie & Verstraete (2015) provide a detailed typological
investigation of adnominal pronouns in 75 Australian languages as potential sources for the
grammaticalisation of determiners, but the goals and domain of their study, which focuses
on adnominal third person pronouns only, are different from those of the present work.

This thesis aims to contribute to the research on person in the nominal domain by provid-
ing a crosslinguistic overview of the range of syntactic variation of non-possessive nominal
person, in particular APCs, based on a survey of 92 languages from 44 genera. I extract a
number of crosslinguistic generalisations regarding the interactions of word order properties
of APCs on the one hand and adpositions and adnominal demonstratives on the other hand.
Moreover, certain markedness patterns in the range of available person-number combinations
are described for APCs and comparable constructions. While a systematic classification of
languages necessarily makes use of theoretical assumptions, I have attempted to keep this
discussion as theory-independent as possible to facilitate accessibility for researchers from
various theoretical backgrounds.

The remainder of the thesis discusses these data from a theoretical background. Taking a
somewhat conservative approach, I take the pronominal determiner analysis as the basis of
discussion and examine whether it can account for the observable patterns. Where it cannot,
extensions or alternatives to the pronominal determiner analysis are proposed, suggesting
that the location of person features in the structure of xnPs varies crosslinguistically in several
respects. This includes not only their ordering relative to the head noun of an APC, but also
the question of whether they share a syntactic position with other features like definiteness

or demonstrativity, i.e. the features characterising definite articles and demonstratives. For



the investigation of the latter question, two other constructions apart from APCs play an im-
portant role. Unagreement is a phenomenon where definite plural subjects can co-occur with
non-third person agreement in some languages. Extending work reported by Hohn (2016),
I propose that this indicates that person features are encoded separately from definiteness.
Moreover, based on the observable co-occurrence of personal pronouns and demonstratives in
several languages, I argue that person and demonstrative features may be encoded in distinct
positions of nominal structure.

A tentative hypothesis regarding the syntactic distribution of nominal person compatible
with the data discussed in this thesis will be briefly addressed in the conclusion in chapter 8.
It appears that nominal person may be either encoded in the outermost referential layer of
the xnP, with variation as to which other features it combines with, or at its core, when it
has a noun-like status.

In this thesis, I limit myself to APCs and other expressions of nominal person in their use as
arguments. This includes the so-called unagreement phenomenon (Hurtado 1985) discussed
in detail in chapter 6, which seems to involve definite subjects controlling non-third person

verbal agreement as in (3).

3) Oi proletaries  den echoume patrida. [Greek]

DET.NOM.PL proletarians.F NEG have.lpL fatherland

‘We proletarians don’t have a fatherland.”

Exclamative constructions like you idiot!, on the other hand, are outside the purview of
this discussion (see Corver 2008 for discussion of their difference from argumental APCs).

Expressions involving adjectives and pronouns like (4) are likewise excluded.

(4) a. Poor us!
b. Poveri noi! [Italian]
poor.PL we

‘Poor us!’

c. Wir Armen! [German]

we pOOrI.PL

‘Poor us!’

ICf. http://www.streetpoems.gr/tag/%CF%80%CE%B1%CF%84%CF%81%CE%AF%CE%B4%CE%B1/; accessed
24 September 2013. For the transcription of Greek, I follow the transliteration guidelines of the UNGEGN
Working Group on Romanization Systems in version 4.0 from March 2016 as reported on http://www.eki.ee/
wegrs/rom1_elhtm, accessed 10 January 2017.


http://www.streetpoems.gr/tag/%CF%80%CE%B1%CF%84%CF%81%CE%AF%CE%B4%CE%B1/
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Although the argumental use of English constructions like (4a) may be marginally avail-
able at least in the singular (5a), the pronoun does not express the grammatical person of the
argument as indicated by the mandatory third person agreement. The same consideration
applies to possibly related expressions like the real me, which can also not control first person
agreement. I suspect that the apparent pronouns in these contexts are in a nominal position
(Bernstein 2008a; Siewierska 2004: 10, fn. 8).2

(5) a. Poor me has/*have lost the game.
b. The real me has/*have not shown itself/*myself.

In the literature, the term nominal person is sometimes used to refer to pronominal
clitics or affixes indicating possession, see for example Siewierska’s (1998) study of “nominal
and verbal person marking”, where nominal person markers are understood to be possessive
markers. This phenomenon is illustrated by the pronominal clitic o in the bold noun phrase in
(6) from Bilua, a Papuan language of the Solomon Islands. As the qualification non-possessive

in the title indicates, I will not be concerned with nominal person in this sense here.

(6) ... o=bazue=m=a o=baerebaere poso. [Bilua]

3sGc.M=tell=3prL.0BJ=PRS 3sG.M=friend PL.M

“...he told his friends. after Obata 2003: 99, (7.99)

The remainder of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. In section 1.1 I sketch
the theoretical framework of Distributed Morphology that is assumed throughout the thesis.
Section 1.2 presents the pronominal determiner analysis for English-type adnominal pronoun
constructions, which provides a comparative basis for the structures encountered in later
chapters. The introduction concludes with a brief overview of the remaining chapters in
section 1.3.

1.1 Distributed Morphology

The framework adopted in this thesis is Distributed Morphology (Bobaljik to appear, Embick
2010, Halle & Marantz 1993, Harley & Noyer 1999, Siddiqi 2010), henceforth DM. DM is
a version of what has come to be known as the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, 2000,
2001 among others). Like most minimalist theories, DM employs the classical Y-model of
grammar consisting of the computational system (syntax) which generates hierarchical struc-

tures, the conceptual-intentional (C-I) systems concerned with meaning in the wider sense

?Tleave open whether they are derived from the homonymous pronouns or if this is an instance of functional
morphemes being merged in root positions, see below and particularly De Belder (2011).

4
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and the sensory-motor (S-M) systems responsible for the externalisation of structure. The
computational system provides the input to both other systems. Insofar as these systems
place different requirements on their input, the syntactic structure is assumed to be sent
off to two distinct interface levels, a process commonly called spell-out. LF (Logical Form)
interfaces with the C-I systems and PF (Phonological Form) interfaces with the S-M systems.
The version of the Y-model of grammar commonly assumed in the DM framework is sketched
in (7), drawing on Harley & Noyer (1999: 3, (1)) and De Belder (2011: 24, (5)).?

(7) A sketch of the DM architecture of grammar

(N arrow lexicon>—>-

Spell-out

Linearisation
2
o‘»oe
N
®[\o
Vocabulary
‘—
insertion

LF PF Vocabulary )

Encyclopedia

Classical “lexicalist” theories posit a lexicon that not only stores lexical items as the basic
building blocks of syntax (consisting of sets of syntactic, phonological, semantic and poten-
tially encyclopedic information), but also contains a combinatory system to form complex
words, morphology, which then feed into syntax. On this view, there are two distinct genera-
tive systems in the grammar: syntax for sentence structure and the lexicon/morphology for

word structure.* DM, in contrast, assumes only one structure building component, syntax,

3The connection from PF to the C-I system is necessary to account for idioms.

*1t is possible to distinguish between “strong” and “weak” lexicalist approaches. While the former assign all
word formation to the lexicon, the latter take derivation to happen in the lexicon but assign inflection to the
syntax.
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which constructs sentences as well as complex words and distributes the functions classically
assigned to the morphological component across the grammar.

DM is a realisational theory of morphology insofar as the basic elements the syntax oper-
ates on are morphemes consisting of abstract feature bundles without phonological informa-
tion, in contrast to the classical view of the morpheme as directly encoding sound-meaning
correspondences. The copy of the generated hierarchical structure is sent to PF upon spell-out
and subsequently undergoes at least linearisation followed by a process providing abstract
feature bundles with phonological exponence. The classical lexicon as the storage of sets of
combined syntactic, phonological and semantic information is replaced with three separate
lists of unpredictable information. These lists provide the basis for syntactic structure building
(narrow lexicon), exponence/realisation of abstract structure (Vocabulary) and semantic in-
terpretation (Encyclopedia), and are consequently associated with the computational system,

PF and LF respectively. These lists are discussed in the next subsection.

1.1.1 Lists of unpredictable information in DM

The narrow lexicon contains the building blocks that the combinatory system operates on:
functional heads, roots and categorising heads. Functional heads (or f-morphemes) consist of
abstract feature bundles and do not have any phonological content, which is only supplied
after spell out on the PF branch. Notice that the DM notion of morpheme contrasts with
the traditional one insofar as morphemes do not (directly) form sound-meaning pairs. The
realisational nature of the model allows for features that are interpreted at LF to remain
without a phonological exponent (see below and subsection 1.1.2). The second type of building
block are roots (or I-morphemes in Harley & Noyer 1999), corresponding to the “content”
words of other theories. Roots are assumed to be category-neutral, and possibly lack any
grammatical features (De Belder 2011). Instead of being encoded on lexical items, categorial
properties like nominality or verbality are properties of grammatical structures. In DM,
categorising heads like n and v are assumed to turn a structure into a nominal or verbal
projection (see e.g. Embick & Marantz 2008, Marantz 1997, 2009, Panagiotidis 2011, 2015; for
criticism of categorising heads cf. Borer 2005, 2013, De Belder 2011). Section 1.1.3 further
discusses categorising heads and the corresponding categorial features.

The phonological content of terminal nodes, in particular f-morphemes, is supplied in

a process called Vocabulary insertion or exponence.’® This process utilises the so-called Vo-

°] assume that Vocabulary insertion targets terminal nodes in line with the mainstream of DM research.
See Embick (2012) for arguments in favour of terminal insertion. Cf. Radkevich (2010) for a modified system
allowing insertion at non-terminal nodes in restricted contexts. Concerning roots, some recent implementations
of DM assume that they enter the derivation with at least a minimal phonological matrix for identification, cf.
for example Embick (2010: ch. 2, fn. 1) and also Borer (2005: 30) for a similar view in a different but related



1.1 Distributed Morphology

cabulary, a list of Vocabulary items (VIs) providing rules of exponence for terminal nodes
identified by their grammatical features. I exemplify how this works in subsection 1.1.2 below.
The Encyclopedia, finally, lists unpredictable meanings, not only for VIs but also non-

compositional meanings of complex expressions like idioms.

1.1.2 Realisation of structure

Returning to the PF branch and the process of vocabulary insertion, it is important to bear in
mind that its input consists of linearised strings of terminal nodes that are fully specified for
their relevant features. The realisational nature of vocabulary insertion, however, allows for
VIs to be underspecified for features represented in the input. That means that the description
of a VI may lack features specified on the syntactic node it realises. There may be more than
one VI in the Vocabulary compatible with the featural composition of a given terminal node.
These compete for insertion and it is the VI with the most specific description fitting a given
terminal node that wins the competition. What counts as most specific is typically taken to

be decided by the Subset Principle, reproduced in (8).
(8) Subset Principle

The phonological exponent of a Vocabulary item is inserted into a morpheme in the
terminal string if the item matches all or a subset of the grammatical features specified
in the terminal morpheme. Insertion does not take place if the Vocabulary item contains
features not present in the morpheme. Where several Vocabulary items meet the condi-
tions for insertion, the item matching the greatest number of features specified in the

terminal morpheme must be chosen. Halle 1997: 128, (7)
For cases that are not decided by (8), either extrinsic ordering of VIs (Halle & Marantz

1993) or a markedness hierarchy of the involved features (Noyer 1997) may be involved in
determining the winner.

In addition to the (partial) feature matching required under the Subset Principle, VIs
sometimes require a certain local context for insertion. This plays an important role in cases
of contextually conditioned allomorphy, see e.g. Bobaljik (2000), Embick (2010) and chapters 5
and 6. Following Embick (2010), I assume that the local domain for such contexts is structurally
and linearly determined. Hence, the triggering property (a feature or a phonological context)

has to be represented on a linearly adjacent node inside the same spell-out domain.® Spell-

framework. Notice that late insertion may be required for roots as well. This case is made particularly clear by
suppletion phenomena that are not easily explained in terms of (morphophonological) readjustment rules such
as the realisation of the root 1/GoOD as good in the positive, but best in the superlative (see Bobaljik 2012 for
details).

See Arregi & Nevins (2012b) for the proposal that contextual restrictions may actually be more important
for determining the winning VI than the number of featural matches.
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out domains are cyclically determined (see e.g. Bobaljik 2000, 2012, Embick 2010, Embick &
Marantz 2008, Marantz 2009), parallel to common assumptions about the phasal nature of
syntactic structure (Chomsky 2001). In Embick’s (2010) C;-LIN theory, which I adopt here,
merger of a phase head in the sense of Chomsky (2001) triggers the spell-out of cyclic domains
in its complement (see also chapter 5 section 5.1.1).

Underspecification of VIs in combination with late insertion accounts for the fact that
there is no universal one-to-one mapping between sounds and meanings and provides an
elegant means of capturing syncretisms. For illustration, consider the small toy Vocabulary
in (9) and the structures in (10).

9) X[+w] —a
X[+v] — B
X[+w, +y] <7
X[+w] ~0 /__e€
(10) a. b. C.
XP XP XP
N N N
ZP 7P ZP
+w A +w A +w A
+y Z... +v €... +y €...

For the realisation of the terminal X in (10a), the VIs o and «” are potential candidates
because their feature specification is compatible with the input X[+w, +y]. Assuming that
XP is the spell-out domain and Z does not contain ¢, ¢ is not eligible for insertion since its
contextual restriction is not met, while 3 is simply ruled out by the fact that the input node
X does not contain a [+v] feature. Due to (8), X is realised as 7y because this VI represents the
closest match to the input features.

In the structure in (10b), o, § and 0 are eligible for insertion into X. All of the VIs share
one relevant feature with the input node, and indeed if 6 were not part of the Vocabulary,
extrinsic ordering would have to decide between « and . In this case, however, I assume that
the additional contextual restriction of ) makes it more specific than the other two VIs so that
X is realised as d. This illustrates the possibility of underspecification, since the exponent for
X, 0, does not refer to the feature [+v] even though the feature is syntactically present.

Finally, (10c) illustrates competition between ~ and d. This case has, to my knowledge,
not been much discussed in the literature (but cf. Arregi & Nevins 2012b). v matches both

features of the input and in that respect wins over ¢, which matches only [+w]. However,

T will informally refer to VIs by their exponent in what follows.
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0 contains the additional contextual restriction requiring it to appear in the context of € -
which I take to be fulfilled in (10c). The question is then whether the specification introduced
by a feature is of the same importance as that introduced by a contextual condition. If this
is the case, as I will assume here, v and ¢ are equally specific for purposes of Vocabulary
insertion and extrinsic ordering has to decide between them. Given a convention that linear
ordering of VIs represents their intrinsic ordering this would mean that X is spelled out as 7y
here. If, however, either feature specifications or contextual restrictions count more for the
determination of specificity of a VI, either v or 6 would get to realise X without recourse to
rule ordering.

While vocabulary insertion and linearisation are the only operations on the PF branch
commonly taken to apply obligatorily in DM, several other operations can modify the syntac-
tic structure after spell-out and before Vocabulary insertion. This includes at least two types
of post-syntactic movement of complete nodes, Lowering and Local Dislocation (Embick 2007,
Embick & Noyer 2001, Marantz 1988), as well as operations manipulating individual features,
such as Fission (splitting the features of one node onto two separate nodes), Fusion (com-
bining features from two separate nodes onto one node) and Impoverishment (removal of
individual features from the input), see Arregi & Nevins (2012a), Halle (1997) and Harley &
Noyer (1999) for further discussion.

1.1.3 Categorisation

As mentioned earlier, roots are category-neutral and categorial information is introduced
syntactically by categorial heads such as n and v. I adopt Panagiotidis’s (2015) approach to
the nature of categorisers and this subsection briefly outlines the core assumptions.

The lack of unbound roots has led to the postulation of the assumption in (11).

(11) Categorization assumption
Roots cannot appear (cannot be pronounced or interpreted) without being categorized,
they are categorized by merging syntactically with category-defining functional heads.
If all category-defining heads are phase heads in Chomsky’s (2001) sense—that is, if
they are heads that initiate spell-out—the categorization assumption would follow from
the general architecture of grammar (see [Marantz 2009]).
Embick & Marantz 2008: 6, (7)

Panagiotidis (2011, 2015) proposes to motivate this assumption by appealing to the im-

poverished interface properties of roots as in (12).

(12)  (Free/uncategorized) roots are not readable by the Conceptual-Intentional/SEM sys-
tems. Panagiotidis 2015: 95, (18)
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The raison d’étre of categorial heads is then to make roots readable at LF. Additionally,
categorisers may play an important role in allowing the syntax to manipulate roots if we
assume that their radical lack of features would make them syntactically inert on their own
(on both points cf. also Acquaviva 2009). They contribute an interpretational perspective
to their complement along the lines of (13), where [N] and [V] correspond to the relevant

interpretable feature on n and v respectively.

(13) LF-interpretation of categorial features
An [N] feature imposes a sortal perspective on the categorizer’s complement at LF.
A [V] feature imposes an extending-into-time perspective on the categorizer’s comple-
ment at LF. Panagiotidis 2015: 84, (7)

There is a wide consensus that there is a specific, “bi-unique” (Felix 1990) relationship
between functional heads and a lexical category to the effect that functional heads “cluster”
around a specific lexical head. For example, D is found only in nominal projections, while
T is associated with verbal projections. This is reflected, e.g., in van Riemsdijk’s (1999) Cat-
egorial Identity Thesis or in Grimshaw’s (2005) influential extended projections, an item
of terminology I am adopting here. Building on these earlier findings, Panagiotidis argues
that categorising heads are the necessary core of an extended verbal or nominal projection
because, in essence, they “are the only lexical heads” (Panagiotidis 2011: 366). In contrast,
the presence of a root is optional (Panagiotidis 2015: 100). Panagiotidis proposes that the

aforementioned bi-unique relationship results from the principle of Categorial Deficiency:

(14)  Categorial Deficiency: functional elements bear the uninterpretable version of the cate-
gorial feature of the lexical head at the bottom of their projection line (cf. Panagiotidis
2002: ch. 5). Panagiotidis 2015: 117, (9)

The categorial coherence of an extended projection results from the need to value/check
the uninterpretable categorial features of functional elements against an interpretable cate-
gorial feature, which can be found on a categorial head only as sketched in (15).

(15)
DP

N

D NumP

WN]

Num nP

wN] N\

10
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As a consequence, functional heads cannot appear outside the extended projection of a
lexical category, i.e. without a lexical category at its core, neither on their own (16a) nor
complemented by a bare root (16b).? If they did, they would find no interpretable categorial

feature to value/check their uninterpretable categorial feature, leading to a crash at the LF

interface.
(16) a. b.
*DP *DP
D Num D NumP

[uN] [uN] wN] O\
Num ./
[uN]

As suggested by the formulation of (14), Panagiotidis (2011, 2015) departs from the com-
mon practice within DM of treating categorising heads as functional heads, proposing instead
that heads bearing interpretable categorial features are lexical heads and those with unin-
terpretable categorial features are functional (Panagiotidis 2015: 119). This terminological
distinction between categorial heads and (other) functional heads aims to highlight the promi-
nent role of categorial heads in the formation of extended projections. I adopt this perspective
and the corresponding hypothesis that the narrow lexicon consists of three classes: acatego-
rial roots, categorial/lexical heads and functional heads in the sense explicated. A potential
fourth class are “inner morphemes” which Panagiotidis (2015: 124, fn. 12) exemplifies with
low applicatives (Pylkkéinen 2008), low causatives and particles. Their feature bundles lack
(interpretable or uninterpretable) categorial features, allowing them to be merged inside the
domain of categorial nodes.

It is important to stress that categorial heads may bear other grammatical (functional)
features alongside the categorial feature, so classifying n as a lexical head in this sense does
not prevent it from bearing gender features (e.g. Acquaviva 2009, Kramer 2009, Lowenstamm
2008). To clarify the terminological distinction consider the illustration in (17). Note that,
strictly speaking, roots may be placed outside of the faculty of language in the narrow sense
(FLN; Hauser et al. 2002) if one takes seriously the idea that they are radically featureless,
require categorial heads in order to become manipulable by the computational system and,

following Panagiotidis (2015), are optional as opposed to categorial heads.

8Notice that (16b) is also ruled out by the fact that the root would remain unreadable at LF, see (12).

11
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(17) Representation of assumed ontology of syntactic elements
Lexical item

bears features
no yes %

Ly,
5
: i
Roots bears categorial feature 2, %,
féée e,
no yes szp 2% 2
“Inner morphemes” bears interpretable

categorial feature

no yes

Functional heads Lexical heads/

categorisers

The main point of this illustration is that all classes below the first yes branch in (17)
correspond to the classical notion of functional head insofar as they can bear functional
features. This contrasts with the narrower notion of functional head located at the low end
of the tree, which designates heads that bear an uninterpretable categorial feature. Unless

indicated otherwise, the term functional head will be used in its wider sense below.

This concludes the overview of the basic framework adopted here. The following section
discusses some core issues of nominal structure, in particular concerning the categorising

head n and the pronominal determiner analysis of APCs.

1.2 English adnominal pronouns

This section outlines some basic assumptions regarding the structure of the nominal domain
and adnominal pronouns in English. The next subsection outlines my basic assumptions
about the structure of the xnP and the role of personal pronouns in it. Section 1.2.2 presents
the pronominal determiner analysis against this background, while section 1.2.3 summarises

a number of arguments against an alternative appositive analysis for English APCs.
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1.2.1 The structure of the xnP and English-type pronouns

There is a wide consensus in the literature that pronouns have internal structure which resem-
bles that of noun phrases in general (e.g. Barbosa 2013, Cardinaletti & Starke 1999b, Déchaine
& Wiltschko 2002, Neeleman & Szendréi 2007, Panagiotidis 2002, Ritter 1995), although there
is, of course, variation in the specifics of the various proposals. Here, I sketch my basic
assumptions regarding nominal structure and its relation to the structure of pronouns in
English.

I assume that apart from the nominal core (traditionally called NP, in the present frame-
work a categoriser n and a categoryless root), the xnP (minimally) consists of a Num projection
encoding number (Ritter 1995, Wiltschko 2008) and the D projection encoding definiteness
and crucially also person, based largely on the pronominal determiner analysis discussed
below in section 1.2.2.

Following Panagiotidis (2002, 2003a,b), I take pronouns to essentially share this nominal
structure. Panagiotidis proposes that a silent “empty noun” ey forms the lexical core of
pronouns as illustrated in (18), see also Elbourne (2005) for a similar proposal from a semantic
perspective.” Abney’s (1987) alternative analysis of pronouns as “intransitive determiners”,
sketched in (19), implies unlikely behaviour for a functional head - all other functional heads
“(ultimately) need a lexical complement” (Panagiotidis 2002: 13). Panagiotidis (2002: ch. 5.2)
also notes that intransitive determiners are problematic from a semantic perspective because
they would, depending on the analysis adopted for determiners, either represent unsaturated
functions (Heim & Kratzer 1998: 52-53) or fail to receive a f-role from a noun (Higginbotham
1985). Technically, the intransitive DP in (19) lacks a lexical, in this case nominal, core which
can project an extended nominal projection. Due to the categorial deficiency of functional
heads, see (14), the head D requires interpretable nominal feature in its complement domain

as discussed in section 1.1.3. These considerations lead me to adopt Panagiotidis’ analysis.

(18) after Panagiotidis (2002: 35, (19a)) (19) Abney (1987: 180, (307a))
DP DP
D NumP D
we _  Num NP we
ASE
[plu] en
*plu

? ASE stands for Author of Speech Event following Halle (1997: 429), plu for plural and [*plu] indicates that
the feature is uninterpretable and the result of agreement with the lower Num head.

13
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Panagiotidis (2002) presents ey as a silent counterpart to contentless nouns like English one.
Syntactically, he treats it as a lexical head of the category N, i.e. a regular lexical noun without
an associated phonological matrix (or alternatively associated with a null phonological matrix,
if that makes a difference).!’

The characterisation of ey as a silent empty noun requires some qualification within the
present framework, where content words are constructed from acategorial roots instead of
lexemes that are lexically categorised as nouns or verbs. Plausibly, ey corresponds to a silent

categorising head n as in (20), in line with Panagiotidis (2015: 99).

(20)
DP

N

D  NumP

/N

Num 1

Recall that the presence of a root is optional (Panagiotidis 2015: 100) and in the present
case it would be superfluous. Consider that one of the crucial features of what Panagiotidis
(2003b: 415) calls “grammatical nouns” (comprising words like one, thing etc. in addition
to ey) is their relative lack of conceptual content. A common characterisation of the role of
roots, on the other hand, is that they “add conceptual meaning to the structures built up by
syntax” (De Belder 2011: 31). Alternatively, Acquaviva (2009: 17) makes the stronger claim
that roots carry no meaning themselves, but that “they are just differential indices that fix the
identity of larger constructs, which constitute the minimal units for semantic interpretation.”
On either approach to the ‘meaning’ of roots, it is superfluous to assume some kind of silent
root at the core of ey with the only property of not contributing any conceptual meaning.

To conclude, I follow Panagiotidis (2015: 99) in assuming that ey is a bare categorising
functional head n. Gender features, which Panagiotidis (2002, 2003b) assigned to ey, have also
widely been associated with the n head (cf. Acquaviva 2009, Kramer 2009, 2012, 2014, Lecarme
2002, Lowenstamm 2008). The basic structure of the xnP that I assume for a language like
English is sketched in (21). The categorising head n may merge with a categoryless root in the
case of full nouns. Pronouns contain no root and the categoriser forms a minimal-maximal
projection on its own. A Num head encodes number features, while person features and
definiteness are encoded on D, which also agrees for number and gender with the remainder

of the xnP (possibly in a feature sharing model as suggested by Danon 2010).

OE]bourne (2005: 124) independently makes a similar proposal with his phonologically null ONE with the
semantics [A\z : € D..x € D,].
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1.2 English adnominal pronouns

(21)

DP

/\

D
uN

+def

person:

unumber:

ugender:

+auth
tpart

NumP

/\

Num nP
A
n (/)

uN

number: +prL

[gender: F

The assumption that person features are located in the D head at least in English and

similar languages raises questions about the nature and formal representation of those person

features. I adopt the system of Nevins (2007, 2011) for the purpose of representing and

analysing nominal person. The system is based on two binary features as defined in (22)

interacting as sketched in (23) to produce a basic three person system.

(22) [-F]= —[+F]

a.

b.

(23) a.
b.

C.

d.

[+Auth] = the reference set contains the speaker

[+Participant] = the reference set contains one of the discourse participants

Nevins 2007: 288, (43)

[+Auth,+Part] = 1st person

[-Auth,+Part] = 2nd person

[-Auth,-Part] = 3rd person

[+Auth,-Part] = logically impossible

Nevins 2007: 288, (44)

The distinction between inclusive and exclusive first person is captured by an optional

unary feature [addr(essee)] which Nevins (2007) takes to be active in languages with clusivity.
This is illustrated in (24).

(24) a.
b.

[+Auth,+Part] = 1st person exclusive

[+Auth,+Part][addr] = 1st person exclusive

[-Auth,+Part][addr] = 2nd person

[-Auth,-Part] = 3rd person

[-Auth,-Part][addr] = logically impossible

[+Auth,-Part] = logically impossible

Nevins 2007: 305, (92)
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1.2.2 The pronominal determiner analysis

Adnominal pronouns in languages like English, German or Italian are in complementary
distribution with definite articles as illustrated in (25). This insight provides the name for
Postal’s (1969) classical pronominal determiner analysis, which treats the pronoun in these
APCs as an instance of the definite article. Variants of this analysis have been argued for by
Abney (1987), Déchaine & Wiltschko (2002), Lawrenz (1993), Longobardi (1994: 635f.), Lyons
(1999), Panagiotidis (2002), Pesetsky (1978), Rauh (2003) and Roehrs (2005) among others."!

(25) we (*the) students [English]
wir (*die) Studenten [German]
noi ("gli) studenti [Standard Italian]

The xnP structure presented in the previous section incorporates the pronominal deter-
miner analysis by locating person features alongside definiteness on the D head. The structure
of an adnominal pronoun construction like we students is illustrated in (26). I leave open the
question of whether the determiner is base generated in the D position, as is often assumed,
or whether it moves there from a lower position as suggested by Roehrs (2005). I adopt this
analysis for English-type APCs and will use it as the basis of comparison in part II of the

thesis.

(26) Structure of we students

DP
_ D _ NumP
+def Num nP
person:  +auth uN TN
tpart number: PL N /STUDENT

g

A competing analysis, sketched in 27, takes the lexical noun to be an apposition to the

unumber: PL

pronoun. Variants of this appositive analysis have been assumed, among others, by Ackema
& Neeleman (2013), Cardinaletti (1994), Cardinaletti & Starke (1999b), Delorme & Dougherty
(1972) and Olsen (1991). As sketched in (27), an APC consists of a pronominal DP to which a

phrase containing the nominal part of the APC is adjoined.

T am not going to address some issues specific to English, such as the preference of many speakers for the
accusative form of the pronoun (us students) or the restricted occurrence of apparent APCs with definite articles
(we the people), but for an approach to the former issue see Parrott (2009). For a brief discussion of expressions
like them linguists see chapter 2 section 2.6.1.
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1.2 English adnominal pronouns

(27) Roehrs 2005: 252, (3a)
DP

PN

DP XP

we  linguists

As a third alternative analysis, Choi (2014a,b) argues that adnominal pronouns (and
demonstratives) are merged in the specifier of a deictic dxP and attracted to SpecDP by
a [+TH] feature to satisfy the TH-criterion (Campbell 1996, Panagiotidis 2000) provided in
(28).

(28) TH-Criterion:
A [+TH] determiner has a [+TH] specifier, and a [+TH] operator specifies a [+TH]
determiner (where [+TH] is defined to be ‘definite’, a la Campbell (1996)).
Choi 2014b: 114, (47)

This establishes an agreement relation between the moved pronoun or demonstrative and
the attracting D head, allowing the valuation of the latter’s uninterpretable person features.

The resulting structure is illustrated in (29).

(29) Analysis of pronominal determiners after Choi (2014b: 141, (3))
DP

Pronoun

\_students

N~

Problems with Choi’s approach are addressed in chapter 4 section 4.1 and in chapter 6 sec-

tion 6.2.2.2. The next section presents a number of arguments against an appositive analysis
of English APCs.
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1.2.3 Against an appositive analysis

In order to substantiate the decision to adopt the pronominal determiner analysis here, this
section summarises several arguments from the literature showing that APCs differ from
appositions in various ways. I will start by discussing a series of differences between APCs
and “loose” apposition, which seems to be the option most widely considered in the literature,
before going on to provide some reasons to distinguish APCs from “close” appositions as well
(for the distinction between two types of apposition see Burton-Roberts 1975 and Stavrou
1995). This section largely corresponds to Hohn (2016: 5.2.1 and 5.2.2).

1.2.3.1 No loose apposition

One difference between APCs and appositive constructions can be observed in the behaviour
of pronominal objects of particle verbs, which have to precede the particle, cf. (30) after
Pesetsky (1978: (15)). Pesetsky’s (1978) example (16), reproduced here in (31), shows that the
same holds when the pronoun is accompanied by an apposition or a relative clause (a-c), but
crucially not for the APC in (d), which behaves like a “regular” full DP in being able to follow
the particle.

(30) a. Helooked us up in the phone book.

b. *He looked up us in the phone book.

(31) a. *"Helooked up us, the local officers of the Elks.
b. *He looked up us, who were living in France then.
c. "He looked up us who sounded Kalmyk in the phone book.
d. He looked up us linguists in the phone book.

Moreover, the variation between the nominative and accusative case form of the first
person plural pronoun mentioned in footnote 11 is restricted to APCs and not attested in

appositive constructions, as shown in the following examples from Pesetsky 1978: 355, (17).
(32) a. We, linguists from conviction, abhor computers.
b. *Us, linguists from conviction, abhor computers.
c. We linguists abhor a vacuum.
d. Us linguists abhor a vacuum.
A further point raised by Pesetsky (1978: 354, (12)) exploits a scope variability of ap-

positions which is lacking in APCs. The some of... others of... construction relates two
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1.2 English adnominal pronouns

non-overlapping subsets of a set, and requires the restrictors of both quantifiers to be identi-
cal. The example in (33a) is felicitous because the restrictor of both quantifiers is the same
group containing the speaker, while the appositions attach high, at the quantifier level, ex-
pressing a salient property for each of the two subsets determined by the construction. The
resulting reading is that of a ‘we’ group consisting of (at least) linguists and philosophers,
with members of the former subgroup thinking that members of the latter are crazy. The
APCs in (33b), on the other hand, do not allow that option. The nouns have to scope low,
leading to two non-identical restrictors — a group of philosophers and another one of linguists

— accounting for the lack of a coherent interpretation.

(33) a. Some of us, linguists, think that others of us, philosophers, are crazy.

b. *Some of us linguists think that others of us philosophers are crazy.

Lawrenz (1993: ch. 6) produces several further arguments in favour of a pronominal
determiner analysis. While her discussion is focused on German, several of her arguments

can be easily transferred to English.

1. Reinforcers like here or there are allowed in the context of the definite article or of an
adnominal pronoun, but they are ruled out in appositions consisting of an article-less,
indefinite noun phrase:

they, the girls there and we girls here vs. *they, () girls there or *we, () girls here

2. The article obligatorily accompanying certain proper names may be replaced by an
adnominal pronoun, but must not be dropped in cases of apposition:
The/you Wright brothers are brilliant vs. *() Wright brothers are brilliant and they, *(the)
Wright brothers, ...

3. Adverbials like formerly that are licensed in appositions are ruled out in the context of
the definite article and in APCs:

you, formerly admirers of modern art,... vs. the/you (*formerly) admirers of modern art...

4. Restrictive post-nominal modifiers are obligatorily located after the complete pronoun-
noun complex of an APC, while they can intervene between a pronoun and an apposi-
tion, presumably because the apposition scopes over the pronoun + modifier expression
(cf. Pesetsky’s (1978) argument from the some of..., others of ... construction):
you rich boys with your fancy dresses vs. *you with your fancy dresses rich boys; cf. you

with your fancy dresses, rich boys,...
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5. APCs are available in right-dislocated contexts where “loose apposition” constructions
would be infelicitous:

Back then we had dreams, we simple folks vs. %Back then we had dreams, we, simple folks

6. APCs lack a comma intonation. An expression in construction with a pronoun requires
the comma intonation indicative of appositions if there is a morphosyntactic number
mismatch:

*we father and son... vs. we, father and son,...; but: we fathers and sons

Finally, the pronominal determiner analysis also seems to be in a better position to explain
why APCs are incompatible with indefinite/quantified expressions. Consider the contrast in
(34) where only an appositive structure, marked by a clear comma intonation and optionally
accompanied by that is, licenses the quantified expression some students from California in
(34a). In an APC like (34b) this is ruled out.

(34) a. we, (that is) some students from California

b. *we some students from California

1.2.3.2 Differences between English APCs and close apposition

The above diagnostics focus on the distinction between APCs and loose appositions. Here, I
turn to so-called close appositions like the poet Burns, which, in fact, seems to pattern with
APCs in some respects — e.g. the final three diagnostics quoted from Lawrenz (1993) or the
definiteness restriction of (34).

Nevertheless, there are good reasons to distinguish APCs from close apposition as well.
Burton-Roberts (1975: 397) notes that close apposition has to involve a proper name (in fact,
his analysis treats the first noun as a modifier of the proper name, parallel to the ingenious
Chomsky). APCs, on the other hand, are not restricted in this way:.

Even if one were to claim that the pronominal part of APCs took over the role of a proper
noun for the purpose of that restriction, one would inevitably run into a further problem.
While the pronominal element in APCs invariably comes first, the proper name comes last
in the unmarked form of close apposition. While the latter allows an inverted variant with
some form of contrastive interpretation (Burns the poet; cf. Burton-Roberts 1975: 402), APCs
arguably only allow one order, as evidenced by the ungrammaticality of *linguists you.

Finally, Roehrs (2005) notes that adjectival modifiers cannot intervene between the first
and the second noun in close appositions, cf. (35). On the other hand, in APCs they need to

interfere in the pronoun-noun complex, as illustrated in (36).
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Qo

(35) the famous poet Burns, the interesting number 5, the famous Brothers Grimm

b. *the poet skillful Burns, *the number interesting 5, *the brothers famous Grimm

(36) a. *famous you poets, *clever we/us kids, *hazardous you social-networking junkies
b. you famous poets, we/us clever kids, you hazardous social-networking junkies

On the basis of these considerations the pronominal determiner analysis emerges as the
more successful analysis of English-type APCs. One of the purposes of the remainder of this
thesis is to consider how it fares with a wider range of languages and what modifications or

alternatives may be required to account for the range of variation in APCs.

1.3 Outline

This thesis is divided into three parts. Part I consists of chapter 2 only, which presents
the results of a survey of the expression of non-possessive nominal person in 92 languages.
This yields several crosslinguistic generalisations and provides the empirical basis for the
remainder of the thesis. As noted before, this part aims to be accessible independently of the
theoretical framework assumed here.

Part II discusses some theoretical aspects of the surveyed data against the background
of the classical pronominal determiner analysis of adnominal pronouns. In chapter 3, the
focus is on the analysis of the various word order patterns and their compatibility with the
Final-Over-Final Constraint (Biberauer et al. 2014a). I address various structures that are not
compatible with the pronominal determiner hypothesis as is and sketch potential analyses.
Questions arising for the pronominal determiner analysis from the lack or presence of articles
are the topic of chapter 4. This concerns languages with definite articles in APCs (=dAPCs) on
the one hand and, on the other hand, languages that lack definite articles altogether. Finally,
chapter 5 deals with the person and number restrictions found in APCs.

Part IIT addresses two phenomena that provide further insights into the co-occurrence
of person features with other features in the nominal domain. Based on the structural pro-
posal made in chapter 4 regarding languages with dAPCs, chapter 6 develops an analysis
of unagreement, a phenomenon where apparently third person definite plural DP subjects
can control non-third person verbal agreement. The proposed analysis holds that in una-
greement constructions person features are encoded in a position distinct from definiteness,
but demonstrative features are encoded on the same head as person. The chapter also ad-
dresses some problematic data and provides arguments against assimilating unagreement
to Collins & Postal’s (2012) imposter phenomenon. The interaction of person features and

(other) deictic features, notably on demonstratives, is investigated in more detail in chapter 7.
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The chapter deals with the phenomenon of personal pronoun-demonstrative constructions
(PPDCs), i.e. constructions where personal pronouns and demonstratives are not in com-
plementary distribution, suggesting that they do not form one distributional class in these
cases. Furthermore, the chapter also discusses data suggesting a relationship between person
features and demonstrative features. Even though most of the observed connections may be
due to pragmatic principles, the observable correlations support the idea that languages may
employ person features in the setup of demonstratives (Harbour 2016).

Chapter 8 concludes the thesis with a summary of its findings, ending with some specu-

lation on the parametric formalisation of the observed variation.
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Crosslinguistic data
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Chapter 2

A survey of non-possessive nominal

person marking

The aim of this chapter is to provide a wider crosslinguistic survey of phenomena of nominal
person marking, and particularly APCs, by bringing together data from published grammars,
complemented by some elicited data. Keeping in mind the limitations of the current survey,
several tendencies can be observed in the data. The main findings concerning the word order
of APCs are as follows.

1. Adnominal pronouns can be found both pre- and postnominally, with the prenominal

option being the far more common one in the sample (63:12 languages).

2. There is a correlation between the position of adnominal pronouns and demonstratives
relative to the head noun. Languages with prenominal demonstratives tend to have
prenominal APCs and languages with postnominal APCs have a strong tendency to

use postnominal demonstratives.

3. Languages with prenominal APCs do not display a preferred position for adpositions.
On the other hand, postnominal APCs only occur in languages with postpositions in

the present sample.

Regarding person and number restrictions for APCs, the English-type pattern of restricting
APCs to first and second person plural turns out to be well attested, but clearly not universal.

The current data suggest the two tentative generalisations provided in (37) and (38).

(37) If alanguage has third person APCs, it has first and second person APCs.
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(38) If alanguage has singular APCs, it also has non-singular APCs.

The chapter is structured as follows. In section 2.1, I present the database and some
methodological and analytical issues that arose in collecting the data. Section 2.2 comments on
languages without APCs, while section 2.3 discusses the word order tendencies summarised
above in more detail. Instances of another type of person marking, namely an enclitic or
affixal morpheme at the periphery of the nominal domain, will be reviewed in section 2.3.4.
The distribution of articles and demonstrative pronouns with respect to APCs is discussed
in sections 2.4 and 2.5 respectively. Section 2.6 is concerned with crosslinguistic variation in
the permissible person and number specifications in APCs, providing the empirical basis for

the generalisations above. Finally, section 2.7 summarises the findings of this chapter.

2.1 The database

2.1.1 Methodological issues

Non-possessive person marking, including the phenomenon of APCs, is rarely discussed in
grammatical descriptions. A notable exception are grammars in the Routledge Descriptive
Grammars series, which follow Comrie & Smith’s (1977) standardised questionnaire. This
includes a question about the availability of “Pronoun-Noun Constructions” (corresponding
to their question 2.1.2.1.17.):

(39) Are constructions of the type pronoun-noun possible where both elements have the
same reference, e.g. ‘we firemen.... If so, is this possible with all pronouns or only

with some. List those forms for which it is impossible. Comrie & Smith 1977: 40f.

Not all grammars answer this question in detail and for Rapanui (Du Feu 1996), it was skipped
altogether, but grammars from that series are still among the best sources of information about
the absence of APCs in a language.

The main criterion for the inclusion of further grammars in the sample was the presence
of at least some reference to APCs or related phenomena. Consequently, the language sample
used here is not typologically balanced by design, since its main purpose is to provide an
overview of the crosslinguistically attested APC structures described in the literature. The
nature of the sample obviously restricts the possibility of making universal or strong statistical
claims on the basis of the present survey, which should be kept in mind when considering
the discussion below.

I have argued in chapter 1 that APCs should be distinguished from apposition, at least
in languages like English and German. Given the often rather subtle and language-specific

nature of the diagnostics used to make that distinction in languages like English, this issue
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could not be explored in detail for all languages involved here due to the scarcity of data
(but see part II). Here, I generally treat nominal arguments involving at least a personal
pronoun and a nominal expression as APCs, unless there are strong indications to the contrary,
such as obligatory phonological breaks or morphosyntactic factors. As stated in chapter 1,
exclamative expressions like you idiot! are excluded from the present discussion because they
show different properties from argumental APCs in at least some languages (see Corver 2008).

Another phenomenon I deliberately leave aside here are ‘inclusory pronouns’ (Lichtenberk
2000), found in a number of — particularly Australian, Austronesian and Papuan - languages.
Like APCs, they involve a (non-singular) pronoun in construction with a nominal expression.
However, while the nominal part of an APC exhaustively describes the members of the group
denoted by the complete expression (we linguists refers to a homogenous group of linguists),
the nominal expression related to an inclusory pronoun denotes a proper subset of the ref-
erents of the complete expression. Example (40) from the Pama-Nyungan language Guugu
Yimidhirr involves a first person dual pronoun followed by a proper name, indicating that the
subject of the clause is a group including Jack and the speaker. Importantly, the nominal part
does not exhaustively describe the members of the group denoted.! See Lichtenberk (2000)

for a wider typological overview.

(40) Ngaliinh Dyaagi-ngun gambarr balga-y [Guugu Yimidhirr]
1DU.EXCL.NOM Jack-ERG pitch.ABs make-psT
‘Jack and I made the pitch. Haviland 1979: 105, (193)

Finally, some languages in the sample are described as lacking adpositions, notably Ka-
yardild, Guugu Yimidhirr, Kuku Yalanji and Awtuw.? For current purposes, I encode them as
post? based on the fact that all these languages have semantic “case” forms such as various

spatial or instrumental markers, exemplified in (41) for Kuku Yalanji.

'The example also illustrates the possible (though not necessary) number mismatch between an inclusory
pronoun and the associated nominal.

?Kuku Yalanji has been listed as having prepositions by Dryer (2013), apparently based on data involving
the item yala ‘like’, cf. (i). I nonetheless classify Kuku Yalanji as post? based on the semantic “cases” discussed
in the main text.

(i) Ngayu karrkay-  yala Eileen-anga kangkal.
1sG.NoM(s) child.aBs(s) like FEileen-ross-aBs own.child.ABs

‘I was a child like Eileen’s child (about the same age). Patz 2002: 139, (309)
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(41) Dingar-angka yawu dama-ny yinba-bu.
man-eERG:pt(a) stingray.ABs(O) spear-psT 3-prong spear-INST

‘The man speared the stingray with a three-pronged spear.® Patz 2002: 130, (242)

2.1.2 Overview

This survey is based on a total of 92 languages, with data mostly drawn from published
grammars and in a smaller number of cases elicited from native-speaker consultants. A list
of these languages is given in Table 2.1, including their genetic affiliation. They are grouped
by linguistic family or common terms of convenience. Where published grammars were used
as a significant source, the relevant references are indicated in the third column. For ease
of identification, grammars based on Comrie & Smith’s (1977) questionnaire are marked by
(C).* A sketch of the location of the languages for which map coordinates were available is

provided in Figure 2.1.°

Table 2.1: List of sampled languages

Language Family Main source(s)

Papuan languages (19)

Imonda Border, Waris Seiler 1985
Bilua Central Solomons Obata 2003
Lavukaleve Central Solomons Terrill 2003
Manambu Sepik, Ndu Aikhenvald 2008
Awtuw Sepik, Ram Feldman 1986
Alamblak Sepik, Sepik Hill Bruce 1984

Fore TNG, Gorokan Scott 1978

Hua TNG, Gorokan Haiman 1980
Yagaria (Move dialect) =~ TNG, Gorokan Renck 1975
Amele TNG, Madang, Gum (C) Roberts 1987

3Concerning the “potent” case ending, Patz (2002: 128) notes that “[c]ategory 2 nouns in A function take
‘potent’ inflection if credited with responsibility for their action and ‘neutral’ inflection if not”

*The Trans-New-Guinea family is abbreviated TNG, its sub-group Timor-Alor-Pantar TAP and Indoeuropean
IE.

Produced using R (R Core Team 2013) and the mapdata package (Becker et al. 2016). Language coordinates
based on glottolog 2.7 (Hammarstrém et al. 2016) for most languages, on WALS (Dryer & Haspelmath 2013)
for German and Greek. Coordinates correspond to Xanthi/Greece for Pomak, to Verbicaro/Italy for northern
Calabrese and Bova Marina/Italy for southern Calabrese and Calabrian Greek. The remaining languages were
omitted due to missing coordinates. Thanks to Andras Barany and Stavros Skopeteas for providing their
respective R code as a basis.
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Table 2.1: (continued)

Language Family Main source(s)

Kobon TNG, Madang, Kalam (C) Davies 1989

Usan TNG, Madang, Numugenan Reesink 1987

Adang TNG, TAP, Alor Robinson & Haan 2014
Kamang TNG, TAP, Alor Schapper 2014

Sawila TNG, TAP, Alor Kratochvil 2014

Wersing TNG, TAP, Alor Schapper & Hendery 2014
Kaera TNG, TAP, Pantar Klamer 2014

Teiwa TNG, TAP, Pantar Klamer 2010

Western Pantar

TNG, TAP, Pantar

Holton 2014

Australian languages (7)

Mangarayi Gunwingguan (C) Merlan 1989

Diyari Pama-Nyungan, Kama Austin 1981

Warlpiri Pama-Nyungan, Ngarrkic Hale 1973, Lyons 1999,
Reece 1970, Simpson 1991

Pitjantjatjara Pama-Nyungan, Wati Bowe 1990

Guugu Yimidhirr Pama-Nyungan, Yimidhirr- Haviland 1979

Yalanji-Yidinic
Kuku Yalanji Pama-Nyungan, Yimidhirr- Patz 2002
Yalanji-Yidinic
Kayardild Tangkic Evans 1995
Indo-European languages (27)

Welsh IE, Celtic, Brythonic

Danish IE, Germanic, North Johannessen 2008, Julien
2005

Icelandic IE, Germanic, North Johannessen 2008, Julien
2005

Norwegian IE, Germanic, North Johannessen 2008, Julien
2005

Swedish IE, Germanic, North Johannessen 2008, Julien
2005

Dutch IE, Germanic, West

English IE, Germanic, West
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Table 2.1: (continued)

Language Family Main source(s)

German IE, Germanic, West

Std. Mod. Greek IE, Hellenic

Calabrian Greek IE, Hellenic Hohn et al. to appear

Kashmiri IE, Indo-Aryan (C) Wali & Koul 1997

Marathi IE, Indo-Aryan (C) Pandharipande 1997

Punjabi IE, Indo-Aryan (C) Bhatia 1993

Persian IE, Indo-Iranian (C) Mahootian 1997

Aromanian IE, Romance, East Katsanis & Ntinas 1990

Romanian IE, Romance, East ©) Mallinson 1986,
Cornilescu &  Nicolae
(2014)

Catalan IE, Romance, Iberian (C) Hualde 1992

Galician IE, Romance, Iberian Alvarez et al. 1986

(Europ.) Portuguese
Spanish

Italian

Northern Calabrese

Southern Calabrese

IE, Romance, Iberian
IE, Romance, Iberian
IE, Romance, Italo
IE, Romance, Italo

IE, Romance, Italo

de Bruyne 1995

Hohn et al. 2016, to appear
Hohn et al. 2016, to appear

Russian IE, Slavic, East
Bulgarian IE, Slavic, South
Pomak IE, Slavic, South Papadimitriou 2008
Polish IE, Slavic, West
Afroasiatic languages (6)
Hausa Afroasiatic, Chadic Jaggar 2001, Newman 2000
Mupun Afroasiatic, Chadic Frajzyngier 1993
Kambaata Afroasiatic, Cushitic Treis 2008

Cairene Egypt. Arabic

Gulf Arabic
Maltese

Afroasiatic, Semitic

Afroasiatic, Semitic

Afroasiatic, Semitic

(C) Gary & Gamal-Eldin
1982

(C) Holes 1990

(C) Borg & Azzopardi-
Alexander 1997

Austronesian languages (7)
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Table 2.1: (continued)

Language Family Main source(s)

Indonesian Austronesian, Malay Ewing 2005, Sneddon 1996

Madurese Austronesian, Malayo- Davies 2010
Polynesian

Kwaio Austronesian, Oceanic, Central- Keesing 1985
Eastern Oceanic

Maori Austronesian, Oceanic, Eastern (C) Bauer 1993
Polynesian

Rapanui Austronesian, Oceanic, Eastern (C) Du Feu 1996
Polynesian

Tuvaluan Austronesian, Oceanic, Polyne- (C) Besnier 2000

Vaeakau-Taumako

sian

Austronesian, Oceanic, Polyne-

Neess & Hovdhaugen 2011

sian
Creoles (3)

Ndyuka (Surinam, English-based?) (C) Huttar & Huttar 1994
Nigerian Pidgin (Nigeria, English-based) (C) Faraclas 1996
Kristang (Malaysia, Portuguese-based) Baxter 1988

Dravidian languages (3)
Kannada Dravidian, Southern (C) Sridhar 1990
Malayalam Dravidian, Southern (C) Asher & Kumari 1997
Tamil Dravidian, Southern (C) Asher 1985

Niger-Congo languages (5)

Babungo Niger-Congo, Grassfields Bantu  (C) Schaub 1985
Nkore-Kiga Niger-Congo, Bantu (C) Taylor 1985
Swabhili Niger-Congo, Bantu
Koromfe Niger-Congo, Gur (C) Rennison 1997
Supyire Niger-Congo, Gur Carlson 1994

Caucasian languages (2)
Lezgian North East Caucasian Haspelmath 1993
Abkhaz North West Caucasian (C) Hewitt 1989
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Table 2.1: (continued)

Language Family Main source(s)
Uralic languages (2)
Hungarian Uralic (C) Kenesei et al. 1998
Finnish Uralic, Finnic (C) Sulkala & Karjalainen
1992
Various (11)
Basque Isolate (C) Saltarelli 1988; Trask
2003; de Rijk 2008; Arti-
agoitia 2012
Classical Nahuatl Uto-Aztecan Andrews 1975
Evenki Tungusic (C) Nedjalkov 1997
Hixkaryana Carib (C) Derbyshire 1979
Japanese Isolate (C) Hinds 1988; Noguchi
1997; Inokuma 2009
Korean Isolate (C) Sohn 1994; Choi 2014b

Khoekhoe (Nama)

Kalaallisut (West Green-
landic)

Mandarin

Turkish

Wari’

Khoesan, Central

Eskimo-Aleut, Inuit-Inupiaq

Sino-Tibetan, Chinese
Turkic
Chapakuran

Bohm 1985, Haacke 1976,
1977, Maho 1998, Vossen
2013

(C) Fortescue 1984

(C) Kornfilt 1997
(C) Everett & Kern 1997
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Figure 2.1: Map of (most) languages included in the sample®
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A survey of non-possessive nominal person marking

2.2 Absence of APCs

Most languages in the survey show some form of non-possessive nominal person marking,
partly owing to the sampling method as discussed above. However, there is a small number
of languages for which I have not been able to get relevant data and to establish the existence

or lack of APCs or similar devices. They are listed in (42).

(42) Rapanui (Austronesian)
Madurese (Austronesian)
Vaeakau-Taumako (Austronesian)
Teiwa (TNG)

Although the main criterion for inclusion in the sample was the availability of information
on non-possessive nominal person marking, Rapanui was included for largest possible cover-
age of the Routledge Descriptive Grammar series and the latter three languages due to their
relevance to the discussion of PPDCs in section 2.5. As discussed in section 2.1.1, absence of
relevant information does not mean that these languages lack APCs (or some other form of
nominal person marking).

Similar considerations apply to the five languages listed in (43), which have clitic markers
of nominal person as discussed in section 2.3.4. While I have no information concerning
APCs in these languages, the existence of clitic person marking does not preclude APCs as

Bilua (Solomon Islands) seems to have both, see section 2.3.4.

(43) Alamblak (Sepik)
Fore (TNG)
Hua (TNG)
Khoekhoe (Khoesan)
Classical Nahuatl (Uto-Aztecan)

Two languages in the sample have been explicitly claimed to lack APCs: Basque and
Hixkaryana. In section 2.3.4.1, I will address these claims for Basque and present a phe-
nomenon that seems to take the place of APCs in the language.

Concerning Hixkaryana, Derbyshire (1979: 131) observes that “[p]ronoun-noun construc-
tions are normally handled in separate equative sentences” as illustrated in (44). This suggests

that pronouns do not occur adnominally in this language.
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(44) minayari hori amna  ntono. nimno hokono [Hixkaryana]

species-of-leaf seeking we-ExcL went house one-occupied with

rma amna

same-ref. we-EXCL

‘We housebuilders went looking for leaves’ Derbyshire 1979: 131, (290)

It may be noted additionally that demonstrative pronouns in Hixkaryana show the same
inability of appearing adnominally - or ‘adjectivally’ in Derbyshire’s terms — and that the

same strategy of equative sentences is used instead (Derbyshire 1979: 131).

(45) nux mokro raheno

my-younger-brother that-one he-seduced-me

‘That younger brother of mine seduced me’ Derbyshire 1979: 132, (293a)

For the further discussion of nominal person I discount Hixkaryana and the four languages

in (42), leaving a total of 87 languages.

2.3 The relative position of person marking

This section deals with crosslinguistic variation in the word order of APCs. Against the back-
ground of recent claims about a tight relationship or even categorial identity of (adnominal)
pronouns and demonstratives (Blake 2001, Choi 2014b, Hohn 2016, Rauh 2003), they would
be expected to occur in similar positions relative to the head noun - at least in languages
where pronouns and demonstratives are in complementary distribution (see section 2.5 for
languages where this is not the case). This is confirmed in the present dataset, where lan-
guages with prenominal APCs tend to have prenominal demonstratives while languages with
postnominal APCs overwhelmingly make use of postnominal demonstratives.

Moreover, I explore the possibility of interactions between the position of adnominal
pronouns and the type of adposition in a language. This again relates to the question of
whether adnominal pronouns show word order harmony effects of the familiar type, with
languages with prenominal APCs more commonly displaying prepositions and postnominal
APCs going with postpositions. While this is indeed the situation observed for languages
with postnominal APCs, the effect is not stable for languages with prenominal APCs if one
corrects for potential bias due to the overrepresentation of certain language families in the
sample.

Because of the restricted availability of relevant data I cannot provide a clear overview
of the interaction of adnominal pronouns with adjectives or numerals here. Impressionisti-

cally, there seems to be a strong tendency for non-possessive nominal person marking to be
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instantiated at the left or right edge of the extended nominal projection, rather than inside
of other parts of the xnP. This aligns with Louagie & Verstraete’s (2015) observation of such
a tendency in an extensive sample of Australian languages. Interestingly, there is another
possible parallel to Julien’s (2002) observation concerning the tendency for verbal subject
agreement to be peripheral if expressed separately in verbal morphology (Julien 2002: 249f.).

Concerning the ordering of the adnominal pronoun relative to the head noun three possi-
bilities are feasible: languages with prenominal pronouns (section 2.3.1), with postnominal
pronouns (section 2.3.2) and languages with adnominal pronouns in pre- and postnominal po-
sition (what I will call “ambidirectional APCs”; section 2.3.3). Clitic nominal person marking

is addressed in section 2.3.4 and section 2.3.5 summarises the findings.

2.3.1 Prenominal pronoun

The majority of languages in the sample have APCs where the pronoun precedes the noun
(63 languages). According to the relative order of noun and demonstrative and the use of pre-
vs. postpositions, further subclasses can be distinguished:

Languages where APCs and demonstratives are prenominal form the largest class (58
languages). Within this type, the 35 languages listed in Table 2.2 have prepositions. The
majority of these languages also display head-initial VO order in the clausal domain, except

for Dutch, German and Persian.

Table 2.2: Languages with prepositions and prenominal APCs and demonstratives

Language Affiliation Adpositions WO
Hausa Afroasiatic, Chadic pre SVO
Mupun Afroasiatic, Chadic pre SVO
Gulf Arabic Afroasiatic, Semitic pre SVO
Maltese Afroasiatic, Semitic pre SVO
Maori Austronesian, Oceanic pre VSO
Nigerian Pidgin Creole, English-based pre SVO
Kristang Creole, Portuguese pre SVO
Ndyuka Creole, English-based pre SVO
Danish IE, Germanic, North pre SVO
Norwegian IE, Germanic, North pre SVO
Swedish IE, Germanic, North pre SVO
Icelandic IE, Germanic, North pre SVO
Dutch IE, Germanic, West pre SOV
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English

German
Calabrian Greek
Greek

Persian
Aromanian
Romanian
Catalan
Galician
Portuguese
Spanish

Italian

Southern Calabrian
Northern Calabrian
Russian
Bulgarian
Pomak

Polish

Babungo
Nkore-Kiga
Swabhili

Mandarin

IE, Germanic, West
IE, Germanic, West
IE, Hellenic

IE, Hellenic

IE, Indo-Iranian

IE, Romance, East
IE, Romance, East
IE, Romance, Iberian
IE, Romance, Iberian
IE, Romance, Iberian
IE, Romance, Iberian
IE, Romance, Italo
IE, Romance, Italo
IE, Romance, Italo
IE, Slavic, East

IE, Slavic, South

IE, Slavic, South

IE, Slavic, West
Niger-Congo, Grassfields Bantu
Niger-Congo, Bantu
Niger-Congo, Bantu

Sino-Tibetan, Chinese

pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre
pre/post?

SVO
SOV
SVO
SVO
SOV
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO
SVO

Most Indoeuropean languages in the sample fall in this category. Some examples of

APCs from non-Indoeuropean languages with this pattern are illustrated in (46). APCs are

highlighted in boldface throughout most of this chapter.

(46)

a.

kora jenti muré, tudu nus Kkristang bai [Kristang]
when person die all 1pL go

‘When people die, all we Kristangs go (to the wake). Baxter 1988: 86, (11)
Intom il-haddiema ghandkom tinghaqdu [Maltese]

you  the-workers have-2PL unite-2pPL

“You workmen should unite together’
Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 202, (915)
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C. war manaja no [Mupun]

3sG.F manager DEF

‘she, the manager’® Frajzyngier 1993: 172, (154)

The inclusion of Hausa in this category is complicated by the fact that there are short and
long forms of the demonstratives and only the latter are prenominal, see section 2.4.2.

The three Niger-Congo languages Babungo, Nkore-Kiga and Swabhili are often described
as having Noun-Demonstrative order (e.g. Dryer 2013). Here, I nevertheless classify them as
having prenominal demonstratives, since all of them optionally allow prenominal demonstra-
tives for emphasis (cf. Schaub 1985: 73 for Babungo, Tayebwa 2014: 10 for Nkore-Kiga and
Mpiranya 2015: 35 for Swabhili). For current purposes, I take the availability of prenominal
demonstratives to be sufficient to include these languages in this category, especially if one

takes into account the likely connection to an emphatic interpretation in both cases.

(47) a. yia vii ndaa gd ntod’ [Babungo]
we-EXCL people smithy go-PRrs palace

‘We, the blacksmiths, go to the palace.”’ Schaub 1985: 197, (134)

b. itwe abanyankore ni-tu-hinga ebinyoobwa [Nkore-Kiga]

we Banyankole  ProG-we-cultivate groundnuts

‘We Banyankole grow groundnuts.’ Taylor 1985: 131, (368)
c. Nyinyi wa-nafunzi m-me-cheka. [Swahili]
you 2% -students 2pL-PsT-laugh

‘You students laughed.

The 23 languages listed in Table 2.3 also have prenominal APCs and demonstratives but
postpositions. Most of them display OV order (with the exception of Bilua, Finnish and, partly,

Mangarayi and Hungarian).®

®The comma used in the translation is not discussed in the original source. I assume that it is due to the
ungrammaticality of third person adnominal pronouns in English rather than an indication for an appositive
structure in Mupun.

’Schaub (1985) does not discuss the commas used in the English translation. I take them to be irrelevant to
the status of the Babungo expression as an APC.

8Louagie & Verstraete (2015: 173, Table 3) suggest that Guugu Yimidhirr has a preference for prenominal
APCs but also allows postnominal ones, so like closely related Kuku Yalanji it might also be classified as having
ambidirectional APCs, see section 2.3.3. I leave this possibility open here, but see Haviland (1979: 104) for the
prenominal use.
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Table 2.3: Languages with postpositions and prenominal APCs and demonstratives

Language Affiliation Adpositions WO
Japanese Isolate post SOV
Korean Isolate post SOV
Evenki Tungusic post SOV
Turkish Turkic post SOV
Mangarayi Gunwingguan post? OV/OVS?
Diyari Pama-Nyungan, Karna post? SOV
Guugu Yimidhirr Pama-Nyungan, Yim-Yal-Yid. post? SOV
Kayardild Tangkic post? discourse prominent
Bilua Central Solomons post SVO
Manambu Sepik, Ndu post SOV
Awtuw Sepik, Ram post? SOV
Kambaata Afroasiatic, Cushitic post? SOV
Tamil Dravidian post SOV
Kannada Dravidian post SOV
Malayalam Dravidian post SOV
Kashmiri IE, Indo-Aryan post SOV
Marathi IE, Indo-Aryan post SOV
Punjabi IE, Indo-Aryan post SOV
Supyire Niger-Congo, Gur post SOV
Lezgian North East Caucasian post SOV
Abkhaz North West Caucasian post SOV
Hungarian Uralic post SvVO
Finnish Uralic, Finnic post SVO

Discussing Kayardild, Evans (1995: 251) observes for appositive constructions with more
than one NP like (48) that “[t]here is no requirement that such apposed NPs be contiguous”.
It is not clear if this also means that adnominal pronouns do not have to be adjacent to at

least one other part of an APC in the language.

(48) niya dathin-a danka-a kamarri-ja thalardin-d [Kayardild]

3sG.NOM that-NoM man-Nom ask-1mp old man-Nom

‘Ask him, that man, the old man!’ Evans 1995: 251, (6-37); emphasis added
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A final class of languages with prenominal APCs has postnominal demonstratives. Proba-
bly due to this disharmony in word order this group is the smallest, comprising only the seven
languages in Table 2.4. Most of them have prepositions, except for Koromfe (see chapter 3
section 3.2).

Table 2.4: Languages with prenominal pronouns and postnominal demonstratives

Language Affiliation Adpositions WO
Cair. Egypt. Coll. Afroasiatic, Semitic pre SVO
Arabic

Indonesian Austronesian, Malay  pre SVO
Kwaio Austronesian, Oceanic pre SOV
Tuvaluan Austronesian, Oceanic pre VSO
Wari’ Chapakuran pre VOS
Welsh Indoeuropean, Celtic  pre VSO
Koromfe Niger-Congo, Gur pre/post SVO

The results of the preceding discussion are summarised in Table 2.5, which indicates
how the languages with prenominal APCs pattern with respect to the position of adnominal

demonstratives and adpositions relative to the noun.

Table 2.5: Word order of languages with prenominal APCs

Dem-N N-Dem Total

Prepositions 35 6 41
Postpositions 23 — 23
Both — 1 1
Total 58 7 65

The present sample displays a clear preference for languages with prenominal APCs to
also use prenominal demonstratives, while the combination with postnominal demonstratives
represents a much more marked pattern. There also appears to be a slight preference for
prenominal APC languages to have prepositions, although this is much less pronounced than
the preference for prenominal demonstratives (58:7 for prenominal demonstratives compared
to only 41:23 for prepositions).

Of course, these results are hampered by the lack of balancing in the sample. The rela-
tive amount of languages with prenominal demonstratives and prepositions, for instance, is

certainly influenced by the unproportionally high number of Indoeuropean languages. To
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reduce such bias, Table 2.6 follows Dryer (1989) in counting genera instead of languages (e.g.
all Germanic languages count as one data point). Notice that the ‘total’ cells avoid counting
a genus twice so that they give the actual number of genera in the sample presenting the
relevant property. For example, Semitic and Oceanic languages are present both in the Dem-
N/Prepositions and the N-Dem/Prepositions categories, but they only count once for the total

of languages with prepositions and the overall total of languages with prenominal APCs.

Table 2.6: Word order of languages with prenominal APCs (compressed)

Dem-N N-Dem Total

Prepositions 13 5 16
Postpositions 18 — 18
Both — 1 1
Total 31 6 34

On this count, prenominal demonstratives are still much more frequent than postnominal
ones (31:6), but the adposition effect disappears. So while the tendency for languages with
prenominal APCs to have prenominal demonstratives seems to be stable, they display no

strong preference for the directionality of adpositions.

2.3.2 Postnominal pronoun

Postnominal APCs are considerably rarer in the sample than prenominal ones, and are only
attested in one Pama-Nyungan and several Papuan languages (from distinct genera). All 12
languages with postnominal APCs in the present sample have postpositions, and the 10 in
Table 2.7 also show postnominal demonstratives.

A potential problem is that postnominal APCs in subject position are potentially string-
identical to resumptive structures of the sort The teacher, he called me. 1 generally relied
on the analysis provided in the respective grammars, which associate the pronominal with
the noun phrase (albeit sometimes as some form of adjoined modifier) in all languages cited.
Given the head-final tendency in most of these languages, this does not seem implausible.
Stronger evidence would involve non-peripheral uses of APCs, which are rarely attested in
the reported data.’

The strongest arguments in favour of an analysis of postnominal pronouns as part of the

xnP come from postnominal APCs in Amele, commonly termed “pronominal copy” in gram-

°This may be partly due to independent information structural concerns on the assumption that APCs tend
to denote topics or contrastive constituents.
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Table 2.7: Languages with postnominal pronouns and demonstratives

Language Affiliation Adpositions WO
Warlpiri Pama-Nyungan, Ngarrkic post SOV
Lavukaleve Central Solomons post SOV
Amele TNG, Madang post SOV
Usan TNG, Madang post SOV
Adang TNG, TAP post? SOV
Kaera TNG, TAP post SOV
Kamang TNG, TAP post V-final
Wersing TNG, TAP unclear SOV
Western Pantar TNG, TAP post? SOV
Sawila TNG, TAP unclear V-final

matical descriptions of the language (Roberts 1987: 162, 210). The construction is compatible

with proper names and common noun phrases (49).

(49) a. Bunag uqa ho-i-a. [Amele]
Bunag 3sG come-3SG-TODPST

< bl
Bunag came.

b. Dana ben eu age ho-ig-a.

man big that 3PL come-3PL-TODPST

‘Those leaders (big men) came. after Roberts 1987: 210, (283)-(284)

Example (49b) also illustrates the role of adnominal pronouns in number marking in
Amele. While nouns are generally unmarked for number in this language, plural adnominal
pronouns enforce a plural interpretation (cf. the discussion of Wiltschko 2008 for similar
effects in several North American languages).

Syntactic evidence suggesting that the postnominal pronoun indeed forms a constituent
with the noun phrase stems from a construction where “the nominal or NP is in apposition
to the pronoun and is separated from the [prenominal; GFKH] pronoun by a slight pause
and has its own intonational peak” (Roberts 1987: 210). Importantly, the noun itself may be
followed by a pronoun in turn, see (50). Roberts’s (1987, 210) sketch of the intonation curve
suggests that this postnominal pronoun has a closer relationship to the head noun than the

appositive prenominal pronoun, as indicated by the commas.'°

Similar data have been used to argue that English APCs are not appositions. Expressions like we, (that is)
we linguists are possible and non-tautological, indicating that the relationship between [we] and [we linguists]
is different from that between [we] and [linguists], cf. the discussion of Lawrenz (1993: ch. 6) in chapter 1.
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(50) Age, dana (age), na qete-ig-a.
3pL man (3PL) tree cut-3PL-TODPST

‘They, the men, chopped down the tree’ Roberts 1987: 210, (282)

The double occurrence of the third person plural pronoun in (51) also suggest that the

first one is not a resumptive, but part of the subject xnP.

(51) Dana i/eu age age Hilu dec.

man this/that 3pL 3PL from

‘These/those men are from Hilu. Roberts 1987: 217, (315)

Kamang raises some questions regarding the possibility of particles intervening between
the NP and the adnominal pronoun, cf. (52). Schapper (2014) describes the adnominal pro-
nouns as NP-external appositions as illustrated in the template in (53). Crucially, this position
is still described as NP-related, not as a resumptive, which I take as support for the language

having (a form of) postnominal APCs.

(52) [pelnp=0u geeng,,,os sue ak=mi lok-ma [Kamang]
Pig=RESTR 3.FOC come here=IN dig.up-prv
‘It was pigs that came here and dug up the earth’ Schapper 2014: 314, (59)

(53) Template of the Kamang NP
PsRnp [AGRpsp-Nigap ATTR NUMP Rc DEM ART |np APPOS  Schapper 2014: 307, (39)

In addition to adnominal pronouns, the (optional) plural marker nung and numerals can
also appear in this “appositional slot” as shown in (54). Kamang nouns seem to be number-
neutral like in Amele'! and additional marking can enforce a plural interpretation. In contrast
to Amele, Kamang uses a dedicated plural marker, nung, rather than a regular pronoun for
this purpose. However, the syntax of the construction appears to parallel that of Amele since
the plural marking is realised in the same syntactic position as adnominal pronouns in both

languages.

(54) Items in the NP-appositional slot Schapper 2014: 313f., (58)

a. almakang=ak gera

people=DEF  3.CONTR

‘the {specific group of} people’

1 Although Schapper does not claim this explicitly, her examples and glosses suggest it. See the singular
gloss and plural translation for pe is glossed ‘pig’ in (52) above.
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b. almakang=ak nung

people=DEF  PL

‘the {multiple} people’

c. almakang=ak uh biat

people=DEF cLF four

‘the people, four of them’

For Warlpiri, Hale (1973: 317) notes that “noun phrases of the form /parka natju/ ‘T man’,

/yapa natju/ ‘I person’ [...] are possible, albeit rare, in actual usage”.

The Lavukaleve data in (55) suggest that it also has postnominal APCs, and for present

purposes I classify it as such. See chapter 5 section 5.2.1 for discussion.

(55) a. Lavukale e ta a-na legis  e-kae-ham [Lavukaleve]
Lavukals 1pL.ExcL time(Mm) 3sG.M.OBJ-in leaf(N) 3sGN.OBJ-put.up-PURP
hi-vele ni’kol feo nato la feo.
do/say-succ first 3sG.F.Foc sago.palm(F) SG.F.ART 3SG.F.FOC

‘When we Lavukals are preparing a kite to fly, the first thing [to get] is the sago.

b. aka malav e roa-ru kiu-la-m.
then people 1PL.EXCL one.sGM-none die-NEG-SGM
‘And we, the people [lit: the people we] didn’t die. [i.e. None of us people died.]’
after Terrill 2003: 171, (196)/(197)

The only languages in the sample with both postnominal APCs and prenominal demon-
stratives are two Trans-New Guinea languages, Fore (Scott 1978) and the Move dialect of
Yagaria (Renck 1975). While closely related Hua shares many of their properties, I have no
information concerning adnominal pronouns in it (see section 2.3.4.3 for further discussion

of these Gorokan languages).

Table 2.9: Languages with postnominal pronouns and prenominal demonstratives

Language Affiliation Adpositions WO
Yagaria TNG, Kainantu-Goroka post(?) SOV
Fore TNG, Kainantu-Goroka post(?) V-final
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Yagaria has adnominal pronouns “in focused phrases [...], especially in transitive clauses
where the marking of the subject is obligatory” (Renck 1975: 17), see (56ab). The construction

is also available, albeit rare, with focused objects, see (56¢)."

(56) a. yale pagaea gayale hae-d-a-e
people they  pig shoot-PsT-3PL-IND

‘The people shot the pig’ Renck 1975: 17
b. ve agaea o-d-i-e

man he come-PST-3SG-IND

‘The man came’ Renck 1975: 17

c. dagaea ve agaea ()-begi-d-u-e
I man he him-hit-psT-1SG-IND

‘T hit the man’ Renck 1975: 18

Renck (1975: 181) suggests that the position of the head noun and of the adnominal
pronoun “can both be regarded as head slots”. The pronominal “puts the noun or noun phrase
into focus somewhat in the same way as the pivotal marker does” (ibid.). This pivotal marker
is in complementary distribution with the adnominal pronouns in Yagaria (and possibly also
in Fore, cf. Scott 1978: 103), see also section 2.3.4.3.

I classify Fore examples like (57) as also displaying postnominal APCs. However, an
analysis as resumptive pronoun cannot be excluded given that Scott (1978: 100) observes the
possibility of an intonational break before the “pronominal copy” indicated by the comma in
(57).

(57) teméni’-N  a-pa:, ae’ kana-y-e [Fore]
Temeni-oBL his-father he come-he-IND

‘Temeni’s father is coming’ after Scott 1978: 100, (163a)

The results of this section are summarised in Table 2.10. Counting only genera to reduce
the impact of over-represented families in the sample as in the previous section, yields the
“compressed” distribution in Table 2.11. The languages where the type of adposition is unclear
from the data are both Timor-Alor-Pantar languages, which are also represented in the N-
Dem/Postpositions cell. Since they are not counted twice, the sample contains a total of five
genera with postnominal APCs.

As noted above, all these languages with postnominal APCs have postpositions. Moreover,

there is a strong tendency for these languages to have postnominal demonstratives. An

12While Renck’s examples only involve third person pronouns, no person restriction is mentioned. Yagaria
also has affixal person markers, see section 2.3.4.3 for non-third person examples of that type.
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Table 2.10: Word order of languages with postnominal APCs

Dem-N N-Dem Total

Prepositions - - -
Postpositions 2 8 10
Unclear - 2 2
Total 2 10 12

Table 2.11: Word order of languages with postnominal APCs (compressed)

Dem-N N-Dem Total

Prepositions -
Postpositions 1
Unclear - 1 1

additional observation, not reflected in the tables, is that all languages in the sample with
postnominal APCs also have at least a tendency for verb-final clause structure (several of
them have also been described as non-configurational, cf. Hale 1983).

The co-occurrence of postnominal APCs and postnominal demonstratives with postposi-
tions and verb-finality puts these observations in line with the tendency for word order to
be harmonic (Baker 2008, Hawkins 1980, 1982).

2.3.3 Ambidirectional APCs

The five languages listed in Table 2.12 appear to allow both pre- and postnominal pronouns.™

The status of Kalaallisut and Kobon is not entirely clear.

Table 2.12: Languages with ambidirectional APCs

Language Affiliation Dem-N/N-Dem Adpositions WO
Kalaallisut Eskimo-Aleut both post SOV
Pitjantjatjara Pama-Ny., Wati both post SOV
Kuku Yalanji Pama-Ny., Yim-Yal-Yid. both post SOV
Imonda Border both post SOV
Kobon TNG, Madang N-Dem post V-final

13 As noted in footnote 8, Guugu Yimidhirr may also have ambidirectional APCs like closely related Kuku
Yalanji. See Louagie & Verstraete (2015: 173, Table 3) for further discussion of APC ordering in several Australian
languages not included here.
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All five languages have postpositions'* and are either verb-final or discourse configura-
tional with a tendency for verb-final orders. Except for Kobon, they also allow adnominal
demonstratives to appear in pre- and postnominal position.

For Pitjantjatjara, I have only been able to find instances of potential APCs with the third
person singular pronoun paluru. An example for both a prenominal and a postnominal use

is provided in (58).

(58) a. Minyma paluru ngayu-nya nya-ngu [Pitjantjatjara]
woman 3SG.NOM 1SG.AcCC see-PST

‘The woman saw me. Bowe 1990: 31, (110)

b. Paluru wati nyara wara-ngku mutaka palya-nu

3sG.NOM man distant tall-ErG car fix-psT

‘“The tall man over there (in contrast to the other one) fixed the car’
Bowe 1990: 34, (114)

Referring to personal communication from Paul Eckhert, Bowe (1990: 34) suggests that
prenominal demonstratives in Pitjantjatjara “seem to imply contrast”. It appears that prenom-
inal paluru behaves the same way, as illustrated by the translation of (58b).

Example (59) illustrates that paluru can also accompany other pronouns, although at least

its singular number feature seems to be neutralised in this case.

(59) Ka kunyu panya paluru pula ngari-ra tjirirpi-ri-ngu
and REP  ANAPH 35G.NOM 3DU.NOM lie-ANT(MERG) day-INCH-PST

‘And the two of them lay down until morning. Bowe 1990: 48, (179)

In contrast to the distinction in terms of contrastivity that Bowe (1990) observes between
prenominal and postnominal APCs in Pitjantjatjara, Patz’s (2002) description of Kuku Yalanji
frames the difference between pre- and postnominal APCs in terms of anaphoric and new
reference. While examples with prenominal adnominal pronouns “can be assumed to have
anaphoric or definite reference” (Patz 2002: 202), e.g. (60), cases with postnominal pronouns
“normally [establish] a new reference” (ibid.) as in (61). According to Patz, the postnominal

pronoun anaphorically picks up on this new reference.'

(60) a. nyulu jalbu [Kuku Yalanji]

3sG woman

‘the woman’ after Patz 2002: 202; gloss extrapolated

140On claims that Kuku Yalanji has prepositions see footnote 2 on page 27.
Emphasis addded in the examples.
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b. Yurra karrkay dunga-y bana mana!

2pL.NOM(S) child.ABs(s) go-iIMp water.ABS(OBJ) get.IMP

“You children go and get water!’ after Patz 2002: 203, (620)

(61) a. Pastor nyulu...

pastor 3sG
‘Pastor, he...’ after Patz 2002: 202, (611); gloss extrapolated
b. Ngayu babi wilbuman yindu ngamu

1sc.Nom(s) FM.aBs(s) old.woman.ABs(s) other.aBs(s) mother.ABs(S)
nganjin dunga-ri-ny mayi baka-nka.
1PL.EXCL.NOM(S) go-PLs-PST food.ABs(oBj) dig-PURP
‘I, grandmother, another old woman and mother, we went out to dig for food (yams).
after Patz 2002: 203, (618)

Turning to Imonda, Seiler (1985: 61) observes that adnominal pronouns “may either pre-
cede or follow” the head noun. The ambidirectionality of demonstratives is illustrated in (62b),
but Seiler only provides a prenominal APC example, (62a),'® and does not discuss the distri-
bution of pre- vs. postnominal pronouns except noting that (the morphologically marked)

emphatic personal pronouns “usually follow the head” (Seiler 1985: 61)."7

(62) a. ka sebuhe togd fi-li-t [Imonda]

1 devil thus do-EmpH-CF

‘We devils should have done it like that’

b. (ed-néi) ief (ed-néi)
PROX-SRChouse PROX-SRC
‘that house’ Seiler 1985: 61, (8-9)

1Pronouns do not distinguish number in Imonda (Seiler 1985: 8, 44). It is not clear from the description if
non-plural interpretations of APCs are also possible.

7Seiler (1985: 61) notes that emphatic pronouns in pronoun-pronoun constructions like (i) follow the simple
personal pronoun. This resembles a postnominal APC if one adopts Seiler’s suggestion that the simple pronoun
is the head in such cases. I set these data aside however, since emphatic pronoun-pronoun constructions behave
differently from APCs. English, for example, rules out singular APCs, but has a potentially similar construction
to (i) in I myself. Thanks to Jonathan Bobaljik (p.c.) for pointing out the relevance of the English data.

(i) ka ka-f fe-fan
1 1-EMPH do-PRF
‘Thave done it myself’ Seiler 1985: 61, (11)
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In his discussion of “pronoun-noun constructions” in Kalaallisut, Fortescue (1984: 256f.)
only mentions the construction in (63a) with a prenominal pronoun. Notice that the morphol-
ogy on the core nominal indicates that it is “verbalized by u ‘be’ and re-nominalized by the
intransitive participial morpheme” (Fortescue 1984: 256), so it is not entirely clear whether
this is a bona fide APC or rather a relative clause construction.'”® However, there also seems

to be the construction in (63b) with a postnominal pronoun.

(63) a. wuagut kalaali-u-sugut [Kalaallisut]
we Greenlander-be-1pL.PTCP
‘we Greenlanders’ Fortescue 1984: 257
b. kalaalli-t uagut

Greenlander-ABs.PL we

‘we Greenlanders’ after Fortescue 1984: 110; gloss extrapolated

As a matter of fact, the construction in (63b) seems like a more prototypical APC, since
it lacks participial morphology. If (63a) is not an APC, Kalaallisut would be more aptly
characterised as having postnominal APCs.

However, demonstratives — which are used in place of independent third person pronouns
in the language, suggesting that they form a class with personal pronouns - can also appear
pre- and postnominally in Kalaallisut, see (64). This observation may support the hypothesis
that Kalaallisut has ambidirectional APCs in parallel to its ambidirectional demonstratives. I
treat the language as having ambidirectional APCs here, although classification as postnomi-

nal APC language may be more appropriate depending on the correct analysis of (63a).

(64) a. arnaq una

woman that

‘that woman’

b. una arnaq

that woman

‘that female person’!’ Fortescue 1984: 110; gloss extrapolated for b

The classification of Kobon potentially raises similar issues. Postnominal APCs, tradi-
tionally termed ‘pronominal copies’ like in related Amele (see section 2.3.2), are reportedly

in common use (Davies 1989: 107). They may mark the grammatical function of arguments

181t is not made explicit if the noun has to appear with participial marking, although the description seems
to suggest it.
YFortescue (1984) does not discuss the different translations, so their significance is unclear.
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consisting of juxtaposed nouns (Davies 1989: 108), as illustrated in (65b), but can also be

found outside such contexts, e.g. in (66) which minimally contrasts with (65a).

(65) a. Juab Minép fi-6b.
Juab Mindp give-PRF.35G

‘Juab gave it to Minop.

b. Juab Minop kalip 1i-6b.
Juab Mindp 0B].3DU give-PRF.35G

‘He gave it to Juap and Minop. after Davies 1989: 108, (264)

(66) Yad Wanis nip fii-bin.
1sc Wanis O0BJ.3sG give-PRF.35G

‘I gave it to Wanis’ after Davies 1989: 157, (409b)

Prenominal pronouns are possible in all kinds of noun phrases apart from “forms to
which the particle ke is postposed” (Davies 1989: 157), which “frequently functions to add
emphasis to the nominal or pronominal head of a noun phrase...” (Davies 1989: 89). The
significance of this restriction is unclear, although if ke is a focus marker it might indicate
that the nominal part is an apposition rather than forming a full argument together with the
prenominal pronoun. If there was an intonational break between the prenominal pronoun
and the noun as discussed for Amele in section 2.3.2 from Roberts (1987: 210), that would
support the idea that actually Kobon only has postnominal APCs.?® However, since Davies
(1989) does not provide similar data, this issue has to remain open and I treat Kobon as having

ambidirectional APCs for now.

(67) a. Kale bi gau rau-bal. [Kobon]

3pL man there buy-pFv.3pL

‘They (plural) bought it’

b. Yad Kaunsol nibi bt abad aij  gi-mid-pin.

1sG councillor woman man look after good do-HABIT-PFV.1sG

‘As councillor I look after the people well. Davies 1989: 157, (408ad)

In conclusion, five languages in the sample potentially show ambidirectional APCs, al-

though it is possible that Kalaallisut or Kobon actually have postnominal APCs.

2Tn that case, all languages with ambidirectional APCs would have ambidirectional demonstratives.
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2.3.4 Clitic/affixal person marking

The languages listed in Table 2.13 display affixal or clitic morphological marking of nominal
person. Five of the eight languages are Papuan, but they represent three independent families
(Sepik, Trans-New Guinea, Central Solomons). The phenomenon is thus attested in a total of

six different language families in the sample.”!

Table 2.13: Languages with clitic nominal person marking

Language Affiliation Dem-N/N-Dem Adpositions WO
Basque isolate N-Dem post SOV
Bilua Central Solomons Dem-N post SVO
Alamblak Sepik, Ram Dem-N (?) post? SOV
Yagaria TNG, Gorokan Dem-N post? SOV
Hua TNG, Gorokan Dem-N post SOV
Fore TNG, Gorokan Dem-N post? V-final
Khoekhoe Khoesan Dem-N post SOV
Classical Nahuatl Uto-Aztecan variable unclear VSO?

Formally, in almost all attested cases the nominal person markers are cliticised to the right
edge of the noun phrase.?? Classical Nahuatl presents the only case of prefixed non-possessive
nominal person marking.In Basque, Bilua and Khoekhoe the person markers are quite clearly
phrasal suffixes, or enclitics, and the same probably holds for the Gorokan languages. The
available data are insufficient to determine this for Alamblak.

Basque, Bilua, Yagaria, Fore and Khoekhoe appear to show prenominal pronouns in addi-
tion to clitic person marking, but only Basque and Bilua show cases of simultaneous marking
by adnominal pronouns and person enclitics. As discussed below in section 2.3.4.5, contrary
to superficial appearances the “pronominal stems” in Khoekhoe are probably better analysed
as a type of article (Haacke 1976, 1977) than as prenominal pronouns.

Bilua and Khoekhoe provide rare examples of languages with person agreement within
the noun phrase — Bilua by means of (impoverished) person marking on modifier phrases, cf.
example (76), Khoekhoe through the person-sensitive NP-initial determiners just mentioned.

Most languages with clitic person-marking are verb-final, with the exception of Classical
Nahuatl, where basic word order is hard to establish due to its polysynthetic structure, and
Bilua, which Obata (2003: 6, 272) describes as basically SVO. Apart from Classical Nahuatl,

21 A superficially similar phenomenon involving different deictic levels encoded on definite articles in Pomak
(and presumably Macedonian) is discussed in chapter 7.

*2Thereby, they contrast with the prenominal proclitic or prefixal possessor markers, which are also attested
in Bilua, Hua, Fore and Yagaria. Note that the latter three languages use suffixal possessive suffixes for alienable
possession.
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these languages all have postpositions, which suggests that they also have head-final xnPs.
Interestingly, all of them — except for Classical Nahuatl and (non-western varieties of) Basque
— have prenominal demonstratives. This sets them apart from the languages with postnominal
APCs, which display a strong tendency for postnominal demonstratives (see section 2.3.2 and
chapter 3). In the following, I briefly describe and exemplify the relevant phenomena for the
eight languages in Table 2.13. The three Gorokan languages will be discussed together.

2.3.4.1 Basque

Saltarelli (1988: 210) argues that pronoun-noun construction like guk emakumeok in (68) do
not involve a pronominal determiner in Basque, but “take the form of appositive phrases since
both the pronoun and the noun must bear the same case markings”. This argument builds on
the observation that in Basque xnPs case and number are marked only once phrase-finally. In
the expression gu-k emakume-ok ‘we women’, both the pronoun and the lexical noun carry

separate ergative marking, suggesting that they form two separate nominal projections.

(68) gu-k  emakume-ok g-eu-re eskubide-ak errespeta

Wwe-ERG woman-PROXART.PL.ERG we-EMPH-GEN right-ABS.PL respect

d-it-za-te-la eska-tzen

3ABS-(PRS)-ABS.PL-AUX.2(SBJV)-ERG.3PL-COMP request-hab
d-u-gu
3ABS-(PRS)-AUX.2-1PL.ERG
‘We women request that they have respect for our rights’
after Saltarelli 1988: 210, (978)

Artiagoitia (2012) presents a similar argument from headedness. The Basque noun phrase
is right-headed, so pronominal determiners should appear in the position of the definite article
at the right edge of the xnP. The ungrammaticality of pronouns like gu ‘we’ or zuek ‘you

(pl.)’ in (69b) suggests, then, that Basque does not have pronominal determiners.

(69) a. English: we tradesmen / you idiots Abney 1987: 282
b. Basque: *merkatari gu / *tentel zuek Artiagoitia 2012: 32, (26)

While these considerations strongly suggest that the pronoun in the subject of (68) is not
a pronominal determiner, I propose that Basque nevertheless encodes nominal person in the
xnP. Data supporting this view, which owes much to the insightful discussion of Artiagoitia
(2012: sec. 5), will be presented in the following. Chapter 3 section 3.4.2 further addresses

the implementation of such an analysis.
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While example (69b) shows that regular personal pronouns cannot be used as determiners
in Basque, I suggest that this is due to restrictions on the contexts in which the VIs corre-
sponding to personal pronouns can occur rather than a ban on (non-third person) marking
on D. I propose that the so-called proximate (Trask 2003: 122; Areta 2009: 67) or inclusive
(de Rijk 2008: 501) plural marker -ok realises person features in examples like (68), and that
certain ‘personal’ uses of demonstratives also indicate the presence of person-related features
in the Basque determiner position.

The Basque -ok marker is in complementary distribution with the noun phrase-final “plain”
determiner -a(k) and typically treated as a special form of the plural determiner. De Rijk (2008:
502) distinguishes the three uses illustrated by the accompanying examples in (70).%

(70) a. Marking matters already mentioned in the same discourse

Eta guzti-ok gramatik-a-z balia-tzen dira beti.

and all-PROXART.PL.ABS grammar-DET-INST use-IPFV AUX.3PL.ABS always

‘And all of these always make use of grammar’ de Rijk 2008: 502, (89Db)

b. Marking the addressee, if plural

Galdu didazue aita-seme-ok afari-ta-ko
spoil 35G.ABS.AUX.1SG.DAT.2PLERG father-son-PROXART.PL.ERG dinner-LOC-LNK
gogo guzti-a.
appetite all-DET.ABS

‘You, father and son, have spoiled my whole appetite for dinner’
de Rijk 2008: 502, (90a)

c. Marking a group to which the speaker belongs

Zor berri-a dugu euskaldun-ok Orixe-rekin.

debt new-DET.ABS 3SG.ABS.AUX.I1PL.ERG Basque-PROXART.PL Orixe-coM

‘We Basques have a new debt to Orixe’ de Rijk 2008: 502, (91a)

The first, apparently anaphoric use seems unsurprising for a type of definite article. For
present purposes, the uses in (70bc) are of central interest, since they display the sort of
interpretation and the appropriate person agreement effects expected from an APC. The
-ok-marked ergative argument appears with second person plural ergative agreement on the

auxiliary in (70b), and with first person plural ergative agreement in (70c).** On the standard

2Glossing added.

24Trask (2003: 122) describes the use of -ok in a similar way, offering as translations for gizonok the variants
‘we men’, ‘you men’ and ‘the men here’. The final translation suggests a demonstrative meaning component,
which may be related to (70a).
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assumption that the features of the ergative xnP control ergative agreement on the auxiliary,
the relevant interpretable person features must be encoded on the relevant xnP.*

Trask (2003: 122) and Areta (2009: 67) suggest that -ok is only found in western varieties
of Basque. I have, however, been able to elicit it from speakers of central varieties (Gipuzkoa),
too (four speakers in the age bracket 20-40). Interestingly, the use of the proximate plural
for person marking differs slightly from the pattern above. In (71), the auxiliaries show
agreement for a first (71a) and second person (71b) plural ergative subject respectively. In
both cases, overt pronouns are optional. Crucially, while the inclusive marker was mandatory
for my consultants in the first person context (71a), they strongly preferred the regular article

in second person contexts.?

(71) a. (Gu-k) ikasle-ok ogi-a erre [Central Basque]

we-ERG student-PROXART.PL.ERG bread-DET.SG burn

genuen atzo.

1PLERG.AUX Yyesterday

‘We students baked bread yesterday’

b. (Zuek) ikasle-ek ogi-a erre zenuten atzo.

YOU.PL.ERG student-DET.PL.ERG bread-DET.SG burn 2PLERG.AUX yesterday

“You students baked bread yesterday.

While the precise distribution of dialectal variation requires further clarification, there
seems to be a west-east continuum as to which contexts license the use of the inclusive plural
-ok. The descriptions by Trask (2003) and Areta (2009), which are in line with de Rijk’s (2008)
observations, as well as informal elicitation on my part suggest that -ok is obligatorily used
in [+participant] xnPs by speakers of western (Bizkaian) varieties, while central (Gipuzkoan)
varieties require the use of -ok only in the first person, i.e. [+author] contexts. Eastern dialects
of Basque seem to lack the inclusive determiner altogether, using the regular articles for all
persons.

The deictic terminology of “proximate plural” may suggest that this morpheme occurs
in such contexts because a first/second person plural set is (maximally) proximate to the

speaker or addressee. However, this does not explain its obligatoriness in examples like (71a)

25 A similar reasoning applies if one analyses the agreement markers on the auxiliary as clitics (Arregi & Nevins
2012a). The argumentation might not directly apply under a symmetric model of agreement like Ackema &
Neeleman (2013), although some mechanism would still have to ensure that -ok appears in appropriate contexts.

%6Some consultants also admitted the use of -ok for second person when asked about it. However, all four
consultants independently of each other first offered the version with the simple article. I assume here that -ok
is normally sensitive to first person contexts and that the optional admission of -ok for some speakers may be
due to interdialectal influence.
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over the plain definite article, since the latter is not specified for particular deictic/spatial
properties and should therefore not be ruled out in phrases referring to an entity that happens
to be proximate. Against this background, I suggest that Basque actually encodes nominal
person on its articles, i.e. it actually has pronominal determiners — maybe more appropriately
termed ‘personal’ determiners given that they are not realised as regular pronouns. The use of
demonstratives in non-third person contexts further corroborates this view. Demonstratives
in Basque appear in the same phrase-final position as the definite article (e.g. Artiagoitia
2012), see (72).

(72) a. gizon handi-a/ak

man big-DET.SG/PL

‘the big man/men’

b. gizon handi hau/hau-ek

man big  DEM.1.SG/DEM.1-PL

‘this/these big man/men’

Artiagoitia (2012: 66) presents data like (73) as — albeit “less common” - singular coun-
terparts of the plural forms with -ok. The suffixal markers -au and -ori are identical to the
demonstratives hau and hori except for their spelling. Basque distinguishes three levels of
distance in its demonstratives, and these two are first and second level demonstratives respec-
tively. In contrast to what was observed above, the presence of the overt pronoun is obligatory

in these examples, at least in western varieties of Basque (Xabier Artiagoita, p.c.).?’

(73) a. ni gizajo-au
I poor-PROXART

‘poor me’

b. zu txotxolo-ori

you fool-PROXART

‘you fool’ Artiagoitia 2012: 66, (100)

The example in (74), kindly provided by Xabier Artiagoitia (p.c.), is another, naturally
occurring illustration of a proximate demonstrative heading a DP that controls first person
singular ergative agreement, showing that these constructions can be used in argument

positions. Notice that there is no initial overt pronoun like in (73) here.

?"This is probably related to the phenomenon of double definiteness, the co-occurrence of xnP-initial demon-
stratives with the typical final demonstratives or determiners also found in western varieties (Artiagoitia 2012:
sec. 5).
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(74) [saile-ko zuzendari-a naiz-en hon-ek]pp adierazi nahi

department-LNK director-DET.SG be.1SG.ABS-REL DEM.1-ERG.SG declare can

dut...

3SG.ABS.AUX.1SG.ERG

“This one who I am the departmental director can(1sg) declare (that...)’

I take these ‘personal’ uses of demonstratives to provide further support for the presence
of grammatically active person features in the determiner position of the Basque xnP. A
potential analysis of the personal uses of the inclusive article can be found in chapter 3
section 3.4.2 and the relationship between demonstrative marking and person agreement is

further discussed in chapter 7, with particular reference to Basque in section 7.2.3.

2.3.4.2 Bilua

There are two ways in which person is expressed in Bilua noun phrases: full personal pro-
nouns in the prenominal determiner position and phrase-final enclitic person-number-gender
markers (PNG-markers). The former option, accounting for the occurrence of Bilua in Ta-
ble 2.3, is illustrated in (75). The ligature marker (with the allomorphs a, ka, za) “occurs only
between morphemes which belong to the same phrase” (Obata 2003: 79), indicating that the

example does not involve apposition of two distinct noun phrases.

(75) enge=a saidi
1PL.EXCL=LIG family

‘we, family’ Obata 2003: 79, (7.10)

The phrase-final pronominal enclitic is illustrated in (76). This example also shows that

pronominal determiners and pNG-markers are not mutually exclusive.

(76) enge=a Solomoni=a=ma maba poso=ngela
1PL.EXCL=LIG Solomon=LIG=3SG.F person PL.M=1PL.EXCL

‘we, Solomon people’ Obata 2003: 85, (7.35)

This example also displays another use of pronominal enclitics, namely as head of what
Obata calls modifier phrases (MPs), albeit with a highly syncretised paradigm. If the head
noun is third person singular masculine, the third person singular masculine enclitic la is
used, but for all other person-number-gender values of the main noun phrase the third person
feminine singular enclitic ma is used instead to mark MPs. This is illustrated by the use of ma
in Solomoni=a=ma in (76), which heads the modifier of the overall first person plural noun

phrase.
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The picture changes slightly if the head of the noun phrase is elided, in which case “the
head of the MP [modifier phrase; GFKH] can be any third person pronominal enclitic” (Obata
2003: 87). In (77), the third person plural enclitic mu heads the MP laizamu. The head noun
maba ‘person’ is understood to be elided and the phrase-final person marker mela indicates

that the referent of the xnP is second person plural.

(77) ... lai=za=mu=mela inio me.
where=L1G=3PL=2PL FOC.NONF 2PL

‘...you are people from where?’ Obata 2003: 88, (7.49)

In such circumstances, the — less informative — third person pronominal enclitic heading
the MP may be elided. This is illustrated in (78), where the marker mu from the previous
example is missing and only the first person plural exclusive enclitic ngela is retained phrase-

finally.

(78) Enge ta pui koi=za=ngela,
1PL TOP NEG here=L1G=1PL.EXCL

‘We are not people from here, Obata 2003: 89, (7.52)

A possible difference between the two strategies of nominal person marking may be in
the connection of the pronouns in determiner position to a definite interpretation. While in
most cases a definite interpretation will also arise for non-third person pronominal enclitics,
examples like (77) might suggest that the enclitics do not have to trigger a definite interpre-
tation. For present purposes, I assume that the enclitic marker is the primary exponent of
nominal person in Bilua, while the personal pronouns in the prenominal position express

person secondarily. This is relevant to the overall count in section 2.3.5.2

2.3.4.3 Gorokan (Yagaria, Hua, Fore)

Because of their close genetic relationship, Fore, Yagaria (Move dialect) and Hua are treated
jointly in this section. Fore is not only genetically related but also spoken in close vicinity to
Yagaria (Scott 1978), while Hua is described as “the westernmost dialect of Yagaria” (Haiman
1980). All three languages have nominal person markers. They are listed for Yagaria in Table
2.14* and for Fore in Table 2.15. Examples are provided in (79) and (80).

8The absence of the clitic marker in (75) may be potential problems.
2“The forms for the 2. and 3. persons plural do not occur” (Renck 1975: 18, fn. 20)
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Table 2.14: Person suffixes occurring with nouns in Yagaria (Renck 1975: 18)

Singular Dual Plural
1 -da -ta’a/-la’a  -ta/-la
2 -ka/-ga  -tata/-lata -
3 -a -tata/-lata -

Table 2.15: Appositional pronouns in Fore (Scott 1978: 79, (123))

First Second Third

Singular -na: -ka: -wa:
Plural -ta: -t -wai
Dual -tassi -tisi -waisi
(79) a. Ovu-da ma-lo° bei-d-u-e [Yagaria]

Ovi-I  this-roc live-PST-1.SG-IND

‘I, Ovu, am here’

b. a-tata e-d-a’-e

woman-they.DU come-PST-3.DU-IND

‘The two women came. Renck 1975: 19

(80) aogi yagara:’-na: kana-u-e [Fore]
good man-1sG come-1SG-IND

L, the good man, come’ Scott 1978: 80

Hua has several nominal person markers, but the morphologically simplest set are the
suffixes in Table 2.16. In contrast to the Yagaria and Fore markers, these appear obligatorily

and exclusively with proper names and kinship terms as illustrated in (81).

Table 2.16: “Pronominal appositions” in Hua (Haiman 1980: 226)

Person Singular Dual Plural
1 da ta’a ta
2 Ka (/ga/) Kita’a (/gita’a/) Kita (/gita/)
(81) a. Forapi’ + da — /forapi da/ ‘1, Forapi’ [Hua]

b. Forapi’ + Ka — /forapiga/ “You, Forapi’

c. nono’+ ’Kama’+da— /nonokama da/ ‘I your maternal uncle’  Haiman 1980: 226
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Hua also displays person marking in the genitive plural forms of two of the few nouns
with genuine plural forms (Hua generally has optional number). As illustrated in (82), this

seems to be based on the markers in Table 2.16. I am not aware of similar effects in Yagaria

or Fore.
(82) Person marked genitive forms in Hua Haiman 1980: 240
vimata  ‘of us men’ (1pl)
vi'ita ‘of you men’ (2pl.)
ademata ‘of us women’  (1pl.)
adita ‘of you women’ (2pl.)

Before turning to the most generalised Hua person marker, I need to present a morpheme
that has been described under various names for many languages of the area (see Scott 1978:
101f. for an overview): personaliser for Kamano (Scott 1978 cites Payne & Drew 1970: 74,
the version available online is Payne & Drew 1970/2009: 45f.)*, article for Gimi (McBride &
McBride 1972: 4), pivot for Yagaria (Renck 1975), delineator for Fore (Scott 1978) or ergative for
Hua (Haiman 1980). I use the term personaliser here and adapt the glossing of the examples
below correspondingly.*!

Renck (1975: 35) describes the Yagaria personaliser “as [an] agentive marker in transitive
clauses”, equivalent to the use of postnominal pronouns discussed in section 2.3.2 above.
Although usually found with transitive subjects (83a), the personaliser is also optionally
employed as subject marker with intransitive predicates (83b) and furthermore used to mark

possessors (83).

(83) a. ve-ma’ gayale hao-d-i-e [Yagaria]
man-pPLZ pig shoot-PsT-3.5G-IND
‘The man shot the pig’
b. a-ba’ o-d-i-e

woman-pPLZ come-PST-3.SG-IND

‘The woman came’

$9Kamano also has nominal person markers that attach to the personaliser, see (i).

(i) Viahe’-mo’-’na eri-’ne-u-e [Kamano]
person-prz-I  take-pPST-I-EMPH
Ta person took it. Payne & Drew 1970/2009: 13, (76)

31Renck (1975) has v for the pivotal marker, Scott (1978) DLN for delineator.
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c. ve-ma’  bade

man-PLZ boy

‘the man’s son’ Renck 1975: 35

Similarly, the Fore personaliser -ma “marks someone or something thought of as being a
potential agent or actor” (Scott 1978: 101). Its interpretive import is illustrated in (84). Due to
the marking on araga-ma ‘girl-pLZ’, it remains the agent in (84ab) in spite of the difference
in word order. There is no personaliser in (84cd), so the change in word order leads to a

corresponding change in interpretation.

(84) a. aragama masi a-egu-y-e. [Fore]

girl-pLz boy him-hit-she-IND
“The girl hit the boy.

b. masi aragama a-egu-y-e.
boy girl-pLz him-hit-she-iND
‘The girl hit the boy’

c. aragd masi a-egu-y-e.
girl  boy him/her-hit-she/he-IND
‘“The girl hit the boy’

d. masi araga a-egu-y-e.
boy girl him/her-hit-she/he-IND
‘The boy hit the girl’ after Scott 1978: 101, (165)

As in Yagaria, the Fore personaliser is not limited to transitive environments (85).

(85) wasana-ma kana-y-e

person-pPLZ come-he-IND

‘A person comes; People are coming’ Scott 1978: 101

Moreover, it can co-occur with case markers in (86). The personaliser allomorph -wama
used here is employed with non-human nouns. In contrast to previous examples, the per-
sonaliser marks the object here. Scott (1978: 102) comments that it “indicates the agentive
potentiality of the item to which it is attached” and suggests an alternative translation for

B

illustration: “He sees the pig (doing something)

(86) yaga:-wama-N a-ka-y-e
pig-PLZ-OBL  it-see-he-IND
‘He sees the pig’ Scott 1978: 102, (106)
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The examples above showed that the person clitics can occur independently of the per-
sonaliser in Yagaria and Fore, but at least in Yagaria a person marker may also follow the

personaliser, see (87).%* It is unclear whether this is possible in Fore.

(87) Avedini agae’ bade-ma-da game’ de hao-d-u-e [Yagaria]
Avedini his boy-prz-I fight man shoot-psT-1.5G-IND

‘I, Avedini’s son, shot the enemy. Renck 1975: 19

The Hua cognate of the personaliser, analysed as ergative by Haiman (1980)*, is obliga-
torily person-marked. Table 2.17 contains the pronominal forms marked with what Haiman
calls “an allomorph of a special ergative [i.e. personaliser; GFKH] suffix -(viba)mu’, illus-
trating the various person-number combinations. The allomorph -mu’ appears with nouns
and displays the same person-number inflection, see Table 2.18 with a proper name illustrat-
ing the singular examples — which additionally display the obligatory person marking from

Table 2.16 preceding the person-marked personaliser — and common nouns.

Table 2.17: Personaliser-marked personal pronouns in Hua (Haiman 1980: 229)

dgai + vibamuda
kgai + vibamuga

kai + vibamu’
ra’agai + vibamuta’a
pa’agai + vibamita’a
rgai + vibamuta
pgai + vibamita

sg.

dL

MNP DR D=

Table 2.18: Personaliser suffixes in Hua (Haiman 1980: 229)

sg. 1. Busa’+da+ muda °I,Busa’
2. Busa’+ Ka + muga ‘You, Busa’
3. Busa’+0 + mu’ ‘Busa’
dl. 1. de+tori+ muta’a ‘wetwo men’
2. de + tori + mita’a ‘you two men’
Yy
3. de + tori + mi ‘two men’
pl. 1. wvede + muta ‘we men’
2. wvede + mita ‘you men’
3. vede + mi ‘men’

In contrast, postnominal pronouns in Yagaria are in complementary distribution with the person