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Temporal relations inside DPs 7

(19)

Immer wenn Prof. K ein Experiment durchgefuhrt hat, ist jeder Arzt
always when Prof. K an experiment conducted  has is every doctor
bewusstlos  geworden.

unconscious became

“Whenever Prof. K conducted an experiment, every doctor fainted.’

Bound RT+Free ET-reading (paraphrase)
vt. where t is a time when Prof. K conducted an experiment: ¥X. where x was a doctor
in 1990 & x was a participant at t: x fainted at t

Context

Between 2000 and 2005, Prof. K conducted several experiments. For each experiment,
he selected participants among former doctors and lawyers (Prof. K was interested in
individuals that had been doctors or lawyers in 1990, but who were fired before the year
1992). At each experiment, all participants that were former doctors fainted.

experiment times

~T
-
~ -

ETdoctors

Given the context, RT covaries with the time of the experiment. The experiment in 2000 used
a different set of participants than the experiment in 2003, which used a different set of
participants than the experiment in 2005 etc. The implicit domain restriction (i.e RT) seems to
be bound by the universal quantifier over times of the whenever-clause. Importantly, the ET of
the nominal is free: the set of doctors is determined at the contextually salient past interval
[1990] and does not covary with the time of the experiment. We thus end up with the reading:
For all times t at which Prof K conducted an experiment, the individuals that were both doctors
in 1990 and participants at t, fainted at t. Crucially, this indicates that RT has an independent
life from ET, since it can be selectively bound without necessarily affecting the value of ET.
Example (20) illustrates the Bound RT+Free ET-reading for singular definites.

(20)

Immer wenn das Parlament eine Gedenkfeier veranstaltet hat, hat der
always when the parliament a commemoration hosted has has the
Soldat eine kritische Rede  gehalten.

soldier a critical ~ speech held

“Whenever the parliament hosted a commemoration, the soldier gave a critical speech.’

Bound RT+Free ET-reading (paraphrase)

Vt. where t is a time when the parliament hosted a commemoration event: the unique
individual that was a soldier in 1950 & that was invited to the commemoration at t gave
a critical speech at t

Context

In the 1950s, a nation fought a devastating war. In the years 2000, 2010, and 2020, there
were events commemorating the casualties. At each of the events, the organizers invited
a different former soldier (a war veteran) to give a speech. Each time, the veteran gave
a speech criticizing the government.
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(22)

Immer wenn Valentin in den Jahren 2005-2010 ein Fest gefeiert  hat,
always when Valentin in the years 2005-2010 a party celebrated has
waren die Minister (alle) betrunken.

were the ministers (all) drunk

‘Whenever Valentin hosted a party in the years 2005-2010, the ministers were (all)
drunk.’

Free RT+Free ET-reading (paraphrase)
Vt. where t is a time when Valentin hosted a party in the years 2005-2010: ¥X. where X

was a passenger on the plane in 2019 & x was a minister in 2019: x was drunk at t

Context

Between the years 2005 and 2010, Valentin hosted several parties for the rich and
powerful, which included mayors, ministers, CEOs, among others. Archibald, Karl,
Magnus, and Julius were present at each of Valentin’s parties. Back then, the four of
them were still young members of parliament. In 2018, they were each chosen to
become ministers in the newly formed government. In 2019, while on a plane to Paris,
a passenger records a conversation between the four ministers and two ambassadors in
which they make racist comments about the prime minister. When the recording is
leaked and the four politicians have to resign, Augustus is not shocked, since he is
familiar with their behavior from meeting them at Valentin’s parties. He says: ‘| am
surprised that the ambassadors are racist. However, I’'m not shocked by the others on
that plane. Whenever Valentin hosted a party | attended, the ministers were (all) drunk.
And they are always like this when they are drunk.’

In (22), neither ET nor RT covaries with the time of Valentin’s parties. Instead, (22) is about
individuals that were ministers on some (contextually referenced) flight a few years after
Victor’s last party took place. In this example, ET and RT overlap. One might wonder whether
the Free RT+Free ET-reading also allows ET and RT to be temporally disjoint. The answer
seems to be yes. Consider (23).

(23)

Immer wenn bei Valentins Party jemand vergiftet wurde, war jeder
Always when at Valentin’s party someone poisoned was was every
CIA-Agent unter den Gasten.

CIA agent among the guests

‘Whenever someone was poisoned at one of Valentin’s parties, every CIA agent was
among the guests.’

Free RT+Free ET-reading (paraphrase)

Vt. where t is a time when someone was poisoned at one of Valentin’s parties: VX. where
X was a passenger in 2013 & x was a CIA agent in the 1990s: x was among the guests
att

Valentin‘s parties
Il

—

]
J

~T™
~—

[
8

T

ETca RTight
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Context

Between the years 2005 and 2010, Valentin hosted several parties for the rich and
powerful. At three of these parties, a guest was poisoned. Larissa and Hannah are
investigating the incidents. In 2015, the evidence suggests that, in 2013, the culprits
must have been on a flight on Valentin’s private jet. Incidentally, several passengers
on that flight attended one of Valentin’s parties in the past. However, three passengers
stand out: Brad, Bill, and Tom were CIA agents in the 1990s who had left the CIA by
the early 2000s under suspicious circumstances. While it was not uncommon to find
several former CIA agents at Valentin’s parties (there were a dozen of former CIA
agents at each party), Brad, Bill and Tom were present at all parties where someone
was poisoned. Larissa asks Hannah which passengers she finds most suspicious. She
answers: ‘Not every passenger on the flight was at a party where someone was
poisoned. However, what seems to be the case is this: Whenever someone was
poisoned at one of Valentin’s parties, every CIA agent was among the guests.’

Finally, let us consider the Free RT+Bound ET-reading in (24).

(24) #lmmer wenn Valentin in den Jahren 2008-2010 eine Party gefeiert  hat,

always when Valentin in the years 2008-2010 a party celebrated has
hat jeder Kellner ein Getrank vergiftet.

has every waiter a drink poisoned

‘Whenever Valentin hosted a party in the years 2008—2010, every waiter poisoned a
drink.’

Free RT+Bound ET-reading (paraphrase)
Vt. where t is a time when Valentin hosted a party in the years 2008-2010: ¥x. where

X was a passenger in 2013 & x was a waiter at t: x poisoned a drink at t

Valentin's parties

1

] [
J

ETwaiter ETwaiter ETwaiter RTjight

Context

Between the years 2008 and 2010, Valentin hosted three parties. At these parties, guests
were poisoned. Larissa and Hannah investigate the incidents. In 2015, they get an
anonymous tip that the culprits have been passengers on a flight in 2013. Unfortunately,
several passengers from that flight can be tied to Valentin’s parties, either as a guest or
as a member of the catering staff. Among them are Joe, Will, Jonathan, and Henry.
Finally, Larissa finds out the following information:

- Joe poisoned a drink at Party 1 and 2
- Will poisoned a drink at Party 1, 2 and 3
- Jonathan poisoned a drink at Party 3

The list of waiters at each party:
- Waiters at Party 1: Joe, Will, Jonathan, Chris, Leonard
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- Waiters at Party 2: Joe, Will, Chris, Bill
- Waiters at Party 3: Will, Jonathan, Bill, Thomas

Larissa shows this information to Hannah and concludes: ‘This information narrows
down the list of passengers from that flight to the most likely suspects, since we now
know: #Whenever Valentin hosted a party, every waiter poisoned a drink.’

As (24) illustrates, judgments on the Free RT+Bound ET-reading rely on a lot of contextual
information, which makes it hard to test. Indeed, the judgments elicited for this reading have
been less consistent than for other RT+ET-readings. Even though it is possible that later testing
might call the result into question, the tests so far have indicated that the Free RT+Bound ET-
reading is not available (at least for native speakers of German). To further demonstrate this,
let us look at another (similar) example involving a singular definite.

(25) #Ilmmer wenn Valentin in den Jahren 2008-2010 eine Party gefeiert  hat,
always when Valentin in the years 2008-2010 a party celebrated has
hat der Kellner ein Getrank vergiftet.
has the waiter a drink poisoned
‘Whenever Valentin hosted a party in the years 2008-2010, the waiter poisoned a
drink.’

Free RT+Bound ET-reading (paraphrase)
Vt. where t is a time when Valentin hosted a party in the years 2008-2010: the unique x
where X was a passenger in 2013 & x was a waiter at t: X poisoned a drink at t

Context

Same context as in (24), but Larissa gets the slightly different information below:
- Joe poisoned a drink at Party 1
- Will poisoned a drink at Party 2
- Jonathan poisoned a drink at Party 3

The list of waiters at each party:

- Waiters at Party 1: Joe, Chris, Leonard

- Waiters at Party 2: Will, Chris, Bill

- Waiters at Party 3: Jonathan, Bill, Thomas

Larissa shows this information to Hannah and concludes: ‘This piece of information
narrows down the list of passengers from that flight to the most likely suspects, since
we now know: #Whenever Valentin hosted a party, the waiter poisoned a drink.’

Assuming a standard semantics for definites that is based on a uniqueness condition, (26) should
be able to express the Free RT+Bound ET-reading: Since Joe, Will, and Jonathan were waiters
at different parties, it is the case that there is a unique individual at each party time t that was a
waiter at t and a passenger on the flight in 2013. Based on the judgments that | have elicited,
this reading is not acceptable for the sentence in (25). With the caveat that this conclusion might
turn out to be premature, | therefore assume the generalizations in (26) and (27).






Temporal relations inside DPs 13

Context

In 1988, a CIA agent reports on his recruitment of spies: ‘Between 1975 and 1978, | had
installed bugs on the private jet of a wealthy man named Victor. The individuals that
Victor invited on his plane were well-connected, so the CIA was interested in recruiting
them as spies. A curious thing about Victor was that he never invited the same guest
twice, so there were always different people on his plane. When listening to the
recordings, | was looking for someone who would be ideologically aligned with me. At
each of the flights | listened in, there was one individual that stood out to me because
he condemned communism. After about ten years of slow persuasion, each individual
that had condemned communism indeed became a spy for the CIA. In fact, every one
of them is now a very capable spy for our agency. So, you are wondering how | decided
which person to recruit? Well, the essence is this: #Whenever Victor flew on his private
jet, the spy condemned communism.’

(29) #Immer wenn Prof K ein Experiment durchgefuhrt hat, ist jeder Arzt
always when Prof K an experiment conducted has is every doctor
eingeschlafen.
fallen.asleep
‘Whenever Prof K. conducted an experiment, every doctor fell asleep.’

Bound RT+Free ET-reading, where RT<ET (paraphrase)
vt. where t is a time when Prof K. conducted an experiment: ¥x. where X is a doctor
in/after 2010 & x was a participant at t: x fell asleep at t

Context

Between the years 1990-1993, Prof. K conducted several experiments with children (age
5-8). Every child that would later (i.e. after the year 2010) become a doctor fell asleep
while it was a participant at one of the experiments.

- Children in 1990-1993 that became doctors as adults: Mike, Tom, Bill, Chris,
George, Herbert, Bernd

- Participants at Experiment 1 (in 1990): Mike, Bill, Steve, Leon, Greg, ...
- Fell asleep at E1: Mike, Bill, Steve

- Participants at E2 (in 1991): Tom, Chris, George, Ludwig, Karl, ...
- Fell asleep at E2: Tom, Chris, George

- Participants at E3 (in 1992): Herbert, Mike, Bernd, Michael, ...
- Fell asleep at E3: Herbert, Mike, Bernd

- Participants at E4: (in 1993): Bill, Herbert, Ludwig, Stefan, ...
- Fell asleep at E4: Bill, Herbert, Ludwig

In 2023, a student of Prof K. conducts a follow-up study, in which she tries to find out
about long-term effects on the participant’s future. Finding out about the occupation of
the participants, she notes to herself: ‘#Whenever Prof. K. conducted an experiment,
every doctor fell asleep.’

The context in (29) aims to bring out a reading in which i) RT is bound to the past times of
Victor’s flights (i.e. the unique individual that condemned communism covaries with the time
of the flights) and ii) ET is free and into the future of RT (i.e. the individual condemning
communism at RT becomes a spy only later on). Since at each flight, there is always a unique



14 Paul Meisenbichler

individual that condemned communism and became a spy in the future, this reading should be
possible. However, although the judgments are difficult and should not be taken at face value,
(29) seems considerably worse to most informants when compared to similar cases in which
the temporal relation is reversed (i.e. ET<RT, as in (19)—(20)). Example (29) tries to test the
same reading for a universal quantifier. Consider now simpler cases where RT is bound to the
tense time. Let us compare the two contexts, where one tries to bring about the ET<RT-reading
and the other the RT<ET-reading.

(30) Bei einem Flug im Jahr 2005 wurde jeder CIA-Agent verletzt.
on a flight in year 2005 was every CIA agent injured
‘On a flight in the year 2005, every CIA agent was injured.’

ET<RT-context

10 years after their retirement, a few former CIA agents and a few former FBI agents
fly to Washington where they plan to take part in a ceremony in honor of their years of
service. Because of severe turbulences on their flight to Washington, all former CIA
agents suffer minor injuries. The former FBI agents remain unharmed.

#RT<ET-context

In the year 2005, a plane gets hijacked. Several passengers were injured, but in the end,
the hijackers were fought down. Four young passengers (who each suffered minor
injuries on the flight) were inspired by the incident to pursue a career in the CIA. By
2020, all four of them work as agents for the CIA.

The implicit content associated with RT is hard to control without the covarying reading that
we get from binding with a whenever-clause. Therefore, one needs to be careful to not
accidentally shift RT to the utterance time or some other time that is different from the time of
the flight-situation in 2005. Indeed, the #RT<ET-context is likely compatible with other
implicit domain restrictions that pick out the relevant CIA agents without relying on a RT<ET-
relation (e.g. ‘every individual x where x is a CIA agent at the utterance time and X is talked
about at the utterance time’). It is hard to see how to overcome this issue without relying on
some mechanisms that gives the target RT-reading an intuitively distinct character from
context-compatible alternatives (e.g. by giving RT a covarying reading via binding). However,
| believe once the competing readings are neglected and the focus is given to the target reading
(i.e. ‘every individual x where x is a CIA agent at the utterance time and x was a passenger on
the plane in 2005°), it can be seen that the RT<ET-relation is unavailable for (30) as well.
Unfortunately, the nature of the examples makes it difficult to demonstrate this conclusively.
Taken together, the examples (28)—(30) nevertheless give the overall indication that the
relationship between ET and RT is subject to a restriction that prohibits RT<ET-relations.
Without examples that show the contrary, | will thus assume the restriction in (31).

(31) *RT<ET or No RT<ET disjointness
The ET of a DP’s noun cannot be a time that is both disjoint and into the future (i.e.
posterior) to the DP’s RT.

Since the restrictions we have seen in this and the last section do not follow from the two
variable solution, I will need to rethink my analysis of DP-internal temporality. First, however,
I will deal with some theoretical issues that are raised by ET-RT disjointness.
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assumed that the evaluation of a noun is determined by the interaction of two times, one being
introduced by an existential quantifier, the other being the value of a time pronoun that is
restricting the domain of the existential quantifier. Let us adopt this strategy:

(39) [Nom]&° = Ati. Axe. At’ [t ot & X iSanom at t’]
(where nom stands for a property described by a particular noun and o expresses the
relation of temporal overlap)

This now raises the question of whether the implicit domain restriction likewise introduces
existential quantification over RT. Since the properties described by implicit domain predicates
are hard to pin down exactly, this question is not easy to answer. However, at least for the
implicit domain restriction that was assumed in the examples (2)—(7) (i.e. ‘X was present at the
reunion in RT’), a similar treatment seems necessary. One probably does not want to restrict
the domain of the determiners to individuals that were present throughout the whole duration
of the reunion (RT), since the individuals at the reunion might arrive and leave at different
times. For this reason, | will assume an existential quantifier over times as part of the denotation
of domain predicates as well.

(40) [Dom;]#&° = g(h) = Ati. Axe. 3t’ [t ot & X iS a dom at t’]
(where dom stands for a contextually salient property)

Following the IPG, the next step in building the restrictor NPrest involves combining Nom and
Domh via Predicate Modification, which results in time argument sharing.

(41) [[Nom Dom;]]®°
=Mi. Axe. [t" [ ot & X isanomat t’]] & [t [t ot & X isadom at t”’]]

In order to arrive at the right type for the restrictor argument (<e,t>), the time argument of (41)
must be saturated by combining with a time pronoun proResT.

(42)  [NPrest]®¢ = [[[Nom Domyg] proResTS]}]g’c = [[Nom Domg]]]g’c([[proResTs]]g’c)
= Axe. [’ [ oResT* & xisanom att’]] & [t [t”’ oResT* & x isa dom at t’’]]

So far, we arrive at a result that upholds (some version of) the IPG. Moreover, (42) derives the
fact that both ET and RT can receive bound variable readings. Specifically, (42) derives the
Bound RT+Bound ET-reading. Once proResT is bound by a quantifier over times, both RT
(now, the existentially quantified time of the domain predicate) and ET (the existentially
quantified time of the noun) must covary by virtue of being indirectly ‘bound’ through the
overlap relation to ResT. For example, the Bound RT+Bound ET-reading from (21) could now
be paraphrased as (43).

(43) Whenever the Wittenberg family hosted a party, every 20-year-old shot a goose.

Bound RT+Bound ET-reading (revised informal description)
Vt. where t is a time when the Wittenberg family hosted a party: ¥x such that there is a
time that overlaps with t at which x was a 20-year old & there is a time that overlaps

with t at which x was a guest at t: x shot a goose at t
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denotations that are possible for the restrictor NPrest, then imposters of the type Free RT+Bound
ET are indeed ruled out, since these readings would require a relation between RT and ResT
that is different from temporal overlap. Moreover, from (42) and (44b) alone, a restrictor can
also never take on a reading in which ET is into the future of RT. Based on the temporal
relations in (42) and (44b), ET can only overlap or precede RT, but never follow it. This derives
both the generalizations No Free RT+Bound ET-reading and No RT<ET disjointness (see (26)
and (31)), respectively. If one assumes the lexical entries in (39) and (44a) for nominal
predicates (or a single entry that is compatible with both denotations) and the lexical entry in
(40) for implicit domain predicates, then this results in the right empirical coverage.

(46)  Advantages of the one variable solution

It derives ET-RT disjointness

It derives the Bound RT+Bound ET-reading, Free RT+Free ET-reading

It derives the Bound RT+‘Free’ ET-reading

It derives the absence of Free RT+Bound ET-readings (No Free RT+Bound ET)
It derives the absence of RT<ET-relations (No RT<ET disjointness)

It derives variation of ET between individuals in the domain

It is compatible with the IPG

@roap o

A word of modesty is in order. Although the one variable solution achieves a decent empirical
coverage, it does so by relying on a number of stipulations that are left unexplained. For
example, deriving No Free RT+Bound ET means accepting the stipulation that the lexical entry
of Dom may involve temporal overlap between RT and ResT, but no other temporal relation.
Similarly, *RT<ET, although derived, remains as mysterious as before. Why would nominal
predicates allow o and <, but not the posteriority relation >? These questions are related to
O’Leary’s (2022) observation that not all nouns allow the same temporal relations: So-called
flexible nouns (e.g. student) allow both o and <, while so-called inflexible nouns (e.g. bachelor)
allow only o. Based on this classification, implicit domain predicates fall into the later category.
However, this does not explain why implicit domain predicates must be inflexible. Nor does it
explain why there is no third category of nouns that allows >-relations.

(47) Stipulation A of the one variable solution (to be explained)
RT must overlap with ResT

(48) Stipulation B of the one variable solution (to be explained)
No ET<ResT

7. A few open questions and some potential extensions

The discussion above leaves many questions unanswered. For one thing, we have yet to see
how the constraints on ET-RT-relations relate to potential restrictions on the relation between
DP-times and verbal tense, which have been a frequent topic of discussion in the literature (e.g.
Musan 1995; O’Leary 2022). Related to this is the question of how much temporal complexity
is needed for the representation of simple DPs. The one variable solution seemed to rely on
three times to capture the temporal behavior of DPs, two existentially quantified times (ET, RT)
and one time contributed by a time pronoun (ResT). Under closer inspection, this turns out to
be only partly true. The introduction of the existential quantifier crucially relied on the use of
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the overlap relation o to establish a dependence on the time pronoun. Importantly, the o itself
relies on an additional existential quantifier in its definition.

(49) The temporal overlap relation o
A time interval t and a time interval t’ stand in a temporal overlap relation o iff there is
a time interval ¢’’ such that t”’ is a subinterval of t and t’’ is a subinterval of t’.

Thus, the denotation of NPrest could have been written out as in (50).

(50)  [NPrest]®¢ = Axe. [At’ [t [t** is a subinterval of t” & t’ is a subinterval of ResT*]]
& xisanomatt’] & [At”*’ [It*>” [t*””° is a subinterval of t’”” & t””*” is a
subinterval of ResT*]] & x isadom at t’”’]

It seems that even the one variable solution cannot avoid attributing a considerable amount of
temporal complexity to the denotation of simple DPs. A goal for further research could be to
find ways to reduce the temporal information that is stipulated as part of DP-meanings.
Adopting a situation semantic framework, for instance, one could attempt to order individuals
directly to situations, instead of introducing a time as an intermediary. This is possible if
individuals and situations are both of the same entity type s. | assume that an individual X is
equivalent to the situation that contains exactly (and exclusively) itself throughout its whole
temporal extendedness — i.e. from the moment it begins existing to the moment it ceases to
exist. One could thus define situational overlap os as a relation that can hold between an
individual (or situation) x and a situation s if x and s share some sub-situation s . This approach
could potentially reduce the contribution of implicit domain restrictions to that of the (content-
less) overlapping function in (52b), which essentially required the individuals in the domain to
overlap with the situation of the situation pronoun.

(51)  The situational overlap relation os
A situation s and situation s’ stand in a situational overlap relation os iff there is a
situation s’ such that s’ isa part of s (s"’<s)and s "isapart of s" (s '<s’)

(52) Lexical entries in a situation semantics framework

a. [Nom]&®=2Ass. Axs. 3s’ [s” 0sS & X is @ nom throughout s’]
=Ass. Axs. 3’ [[Is”’ [s’<s’ & s’’< S]] & X is a nom throughout s’]
[Dom]&° = Ass. AXs. S0sX = Ass. Axs. I8’ [$’< s & s’<X]

C. [[proResSi]]g’C = g(i) = Srest™
[[ [Nom Dom] proResS S]Hg’c =

=Axs. [3s’ [[Ts”’ [s7’<s’ & s’ < Srest*]] & X is @ nom throughout s’]] &
[HS,” [S”’SSrest*& S”’SX]]

Note that if | assume that the domain restriction reduces to a bare overlapping function, then
my semantics for the whole restrictor argument in (52d) contains a peculiar redundancy. If the
denotation of Nom is defined as in (52a) — with ET overlapping Srest* — then the meaning of
the nominal predicate entails the meaning of Dom. That is, if an individual x has the property
Nom throughout a situation that shares a subsituation s’ with srest™, then it follows that x shares
a substitution with Srest™ (namely s”), making the overlapping function that is contributed by
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2.2. Background literature

In Lauren Ackerman’s paper from 2019, they define three types of gender: grammatical,
conceptual, and biosocial gender. Grammatical gender is the formal syntactic and semantic
feature, whereas conceptual gender is the association of masculine and feminine properties to
lexical items. This can often bring gender biases. Biosocial gender is ‘fundamentally, an
individual’s gender as it is experienced internally’ (Ackerman 2019), meaning the gender of a
person based on a series of factors, such as gender expression, gender identity, cultural norms,
etc. Further, Ackerman discusses ‘neopronouns’ with English being a leader of change in this
field (Ackerman 2019).

Evan Bradley explains in their paper on singular ‘they’, that open word classes easily add
vocabulary, however, closed word classes, such as pronouns, can also experience change. A
study from Sweden suggests that attitudes towards gender-neutral pronouns can change rapidly.
The study from 2015 looks at the change in attitudes over the course of four years. In 2012,
there were mostly negative attitudes towards hen ‘they (singular)’, whereas a small minority
was positive to the gender-neutral pronoun. However, three years later, there were mostly very
positive attitudes and only a small minority was very negative to the use of the word hen ‘they
(singular)’ (Sendén et al. 2015). “They’ has been used as a singular pronoun when the gender
is unknown for a long time, to avoid the use of ‘it’, which is used to refer to inanimate objects
and animals (Bradley 2020).

Almost all the participants in Bradley’s study found singular ‘they’ to be grammatical
(Bradley 2020). Conrod has shown that the acceptance for ‘they’ used with proper names has
increased and propose how to syntactically use singular ‘they’ (Conrod, to appear). Bradley
further explains that attitudes towards gender-neutral language use, both gender-neutral and
non-binary use, are closely related to both linguistic and non-linguistic factors. The
psychological variables correlate to acceptance of the singular ‘they’. This means that the
attitudes on gender in general affect the way you look at language, and that, for instance,
transphobic people are more likely to misgender others. Moreover, Bradley explains how
gender exclusive language can have negative effects, and lead to misgendering or to exclusion
of others by using masculine terms (Bradley 2020).

A Swedish study from 2020 shows, through eye-tracking, that gender-neutral pronouns are
just as easy for people to process as gendered pronouns (Vergoossen et al. 2020). Another
Swedish study, from 2018, shows that hen ‘they (singular)’ can help reduce gender bias. Out
of all pronouns assessed, hen ‘they (singular)’ had the least gendered bias (Lindgvist et al.
2018).

2.3. Research question

In this paper, | seek to explore and explain how speakers of Norwegian feel about gender-
neutral language. To do so, | will ask the following questions:

(1) How do speakers of Norwegian feel about the introduction of gender-neutral pronouns?

(2) How do speakers of Norwegian use gender-neutral pronouns, if at all?
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(3) How do speakers of Norwegian feel about the use of gender-neutral language, and do
they have a preference between hen ‘they (singular)’ and de/dem ‘they/them’?

Based on the findings in the Swedish study (Lindqvist et al. 2018), | expect there to be a great
diversity in the answers. My assumption is that hen ‘they (singular)’ is generally more accepted
than de/dem ‘they/them’, and that people accept the use of gender-neutral pronouns more when
the gender is unknown than when referring to a non-binary person. | also expect many to not
accept the use of gender-neutral language at all.® The reason for this is that the use of gender-
neutral language is quite new to Norwegian, as the use of gender-neutral pronouns has increased
over the course of the past ten years.® Moreover, de/dem ‘they/them’ already has two different
uses in Norwegian.?¢® Considering earlier research on language change, | also expect younger
women to be more innovative and older men to be more conservative (Wells 1982:18).

3. Method
3.1. The questionnaire

The method used in this paper is an online questionnaire created in Nettskjema, UiO’s
application for surveys. The questionnaire was distributed through personal networks, shared
by family and friends, as well as shared in two different Facebook groups: Nettverk Nittedal
‘network Nittedal’ and Sprakradets venner ‘friends of the Language Council’. The former
group has members from a municipality outside of Oslo, called Nittedal. The members are of
all ages, with the most active members being above the age of 40. The latter group has members
across Norway that share an interest in language. Many of the active members in this group are
above the age of 40 as well. The groups were used in order to get older participants and
participants from rural places in Norway.

The questionnaire received 260 responses. The questionnaire consists of ten questions, in
addition to the background information. The participants were also asked to give reasons for
their answers in several instances. Because the questionnaire had open-text answers, | needed
to apply for NSD approval.’® At the beginning of the survey, the participants were given
information about the project and had to consent for their answers to be used. This was so that
the participants would be able to withdraw, change or review their answers. The participants
were able to do this until the paper was submitted, in June 2022. They could do this through an
e-mail that was provided to them upon completing the questionnaire. The answers were
anonymized for analysis.

In the questionnaire, the participants were asked about age range, which gender they identify
as, and what pronouns they prefer that others use when referring to them. The participants were
given questions and statements with a five-point Likert scale, and they were, in several cases,
asked to give a reason for their answers and specify with qualitative information, in order to
understand the attitudes better.

10 NSD is The Norwegian Centre for Research Data, responsible for privacy protection in research in Norway.
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3.2. The participants
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There were a total of 260 participants, with a majority of people who prefer the pronouns
‘she/her’, as shown in Table 1. All speakers of Norwegian were eligible participants.

Personal pronouns | Number of participants | Percentage
"Sheler 193 7L5%
Hl-?gllrlhl?nm 65 24%
Tr?eif?ti?m 5 1.9%
They |(-:ier?gular) 3 1.1%
u%i':rﬁ:n 2 0.7%

Table 1. Personal pronoun preference

The reason for the uneven gender distribution can be due to uneven gender-representation in
personal networks. Since the questionnaire was online, it may have excluded older people, since
older people may not be as familiar with technology. The age range was quite evenly distributed

as shown in Table 2.

Age Number of Participants | Percentage
18-25 59 22.7%
26-35 43 16.5%
36-45 55 21.2%
46-55 54 20.8 %
56-65 33 127 %
66-75 12 4.6%
76-85 4 1.5%

Table 2. Age distribution
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4. Results
4.1. How do speakers of Norwegian use gender-neutral language, if at all?

Firstly, I have looked at how people use, if at all, gender-neutral pronouns. Below, in Table 3,
you can see that the majority never or rarely use gender-neutral pronouns, in a gender-neutral
manner. The results also suggest that people have both more positive and negative attitudes
towards de/dem ‘they/them’, as more people have answered both aldri ‘never’ and alltid
‘always’.

Aldri | Sjeldent Noen ganger Ofte Alltid
‘Never’ | ‘Rarely’ ‘Sometimes’ ‘Often’ | ‘Always’

Bruker du ‘hen’ i situasjoner der
kjgnnet er uvisst eller irrelevant?

‘gjo you use hen ‘they, sg.” in 10(3) 540 620 330 1(3)
situations where the gender is (38.5%) | (20.8%) (23.9%) (12.7%) | (3.9%)
unknown or irrelevant?’

Bruker du ‘de/dem’ i situasjoner
der kjgnnet er uvisst eller
irrelevant? 129 34 29 39 32
‘Do you use ‘they/them’ in (48.6%) | (13%) (11.1%) (15%) | (12.3%)
situations where the gender is
unknown or irrelevant?’

Table 3. Use of pronouns, where gender is not known

Further, when asked in which situations hen ‘they (singular)’ and de/dem ‘they/them’ were used
when the gender is unknown or irrelevant, there were a wide variety of answers. 170
participants wrote an answer when asked about hen ‘they (singular)’, and 136 answered when
asked about de/dem ‘they/them’. Some said that they did not use any of the two pronouns at all.
Many said that they used both of the pronouns orally, or in a conversation. Hen ‘they (singular)’
seems to be the preferred pronoun in written language, especially in formal settings. Under 5%
said that they used de/dem ‘they/them’ in formal, written situations.

4.2. How do people feel about the use of gender-neutral pronouns, and do they have a
preference?

To understand if people have a preference between gender-neutral pronouns, they were asked
which pronouns they preferred to use when referring to a non-binary person. As shown below,
in Table 4, fifty percent of the participants said that they prefer to use hen ‘they (singular)’.
Many people were unsure or preferred to use the male and female pronouns han/ham ‘he/him’
and hun/henne ‘she/her’.



32

Margareta Berg

Number of participants Percentage
Han/ham eller hun/ho/henne
He/him or she/she/her 63 24.2%
De/dem .
They/them 39 15%
Hen .
‘they (singular)’ 130 50%
Vet ikke .
Do not know 55 21.2%
Annet o
Something else 23 8.8%

Table 4. Preferred pronouns when referring to a non-binary person

Of the people who wanted to write their own answer, people said that they liked to use the
person in question’s name, their preferred pronouns, or vedkommende ‘the person in question’.

In Table 5, you see the answers to how natural people would find it if someone had asked
them to be referred to as hen ‘they (singular)’ and de/dem ‘they/them’.

Helt Noe Noe Helt
unaturlig unaturlig Usikker naturlig naturlig
Completely | Somewhat Unsure Somewhat | Completely
unnatural unnatural natural natural
Hvordan opplever du det hvis
noen hadde bedt deg om & bli
referert til som ‘hen’? 40 44 26 69 81
How would you perceive it if (15.4%) (16.9%) (10%) (26.5%) (31.2%)
someone had asked you to be
referred to as ‘they (singular)’?
Hvordan opplever du det hvis
noen hadde bedt deg om & bli
referert til som ‘de/dem"? 66 59 33 42 60
How would you perceive it if (25.4%) 22.7% (12.7%) (16.2%) (23%)

someone had asked you to be
referred to as ‘they/them’?

Table 5. Use of pronouns, when referring to a non-binary person

Around 58% of people find it somewhat or completely natural to refer to someone as hen ‘they
(singular)’, whereas only around 40% feel the same way about de/dem ‘they/them’. On the
other hand, around 48% find it somewhat or completely unnatural to refer to someone as de/dem
‘they/them’, with only around 32% feeling the same way about hen ‘they (singular)’.
Furthermore, the participants were given statements that they were to answer on a five-point
Likert scale, where 1 = completely disagree and 5 = completely agree. They were also given
open questions with qualitative answers, where the participants were asked to give a reason for
their answers. When asked about whether or not people should be able to choose other pronouns
than han/ham ‘he/him’ and hun/henne ‘she/her’, 80% agreed or completely agreed, as shown
in Figure 1 below. The average answer was 4.15.
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50,00 %
50,00 %

40,00 % - Completely disagree
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20,00 %
° - Completely agree
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4,23 %

oo, TR mm

10,00 % 538 9%

Figure 1. People should be able to choose other pronouns

Moreover, from the 152 written reasons for the answers, there was a lot of accept. The general
opinion seemed to be that people should be able to choose their own pronouns, however,
without necessarily expecting others to use these. A representative quote for the most prominent
theme in the answers is ‘Det handler om respekt.’ ‘It is about respect.”. Some people, on the
other hand, find changing the language, and the way we use the language, to be difficult. ‘Jeg
er litt usikker rundt det & endre sprak, det star sa sterkt.” I am a bit uncertain about changing
the language, its position is so strong.’.

The participants were also asked if people should accept that some want to use other
pronouns than ‘he/him’ and ‘she/her’. Just over 82% agreed or completely agreed with this
statement, shown below, in Figure 2. The average answer to this statement was 4.25.

60,00 %
53,85 %

50,00 %

40,00 % - Completely disagree

L}
[ S

- Disagree

2 o
30,00 % 28,46 % - Unsure

- Agree
20,00 %
? - Completely agree
10,00 %
10,00 % .
385% 3.85%

0005, N N

Figure 2. People should accept that some want to use other pronouns

116 people gave a reason for their answer, and the majority that did so, expressed a lot of accept
towards people who want to use other pronouns. A good representation for the answers is this
quote: ‘Det er viktig & ha et sprak hvor alle kan fgle seg sett og ivaretatt.” ‘It is important to
have a language where everyone can feel seen and taken care of.’.
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4.3. How do speakers of Norwegian feel about the insertion of gender-neutral pronouns?

The participants were asked if they think Norwegian has a need for other pronouns than
han/ham ‘he/him and hun/henne ‘she/her’, to understand how people feel about the insertion of
gender-neutral pronouns. Figure 3 below shows that the majority of people are positive about
having gender-neutral pronouns in the language, with the average answer being 3.7.

o
40,00 % 36,15 %

35,00 %

30,00 % 28,46 % )
n 1 - Completely disagree
25,00 % = 2 - Disagree
20,00 % 18,85 % * 3 - Unsure
4 - Agree
5 - Completely agree

o
15,00 % 11.15 %
10,00 %
5,38 %
5,00 % .
0,00 %

Figure 3. Norwegian has a need for more pronouns

Out of the 174 people who gave a reason for their answer, a majority of people had an inclusive
attitude. Many seem to think that gender-neutral pronouns in Norwegian are necessary because
the language does not reflect its people without gender-neutral pronouns. Det er viktig at alle
skal kunne fgle seg inkludert, ogsa gjennom spraket vi bruker. ‘It is important that everyone
should feel included, also though the language we use.” Some are also saying that hen ‘they
(singular)’ is important for our society to be less discriminating, and to reduce gender bias. Jeg
mener det er et enkelt steg pa veien mot et mindre diskriminerende samfunn. ‘I believe this is a
simple step towards a less discriminating society.’. On the other hand, others write that it feels
unnatural and unnecessary. For meg er et menneske enten han/ham, hun/henne, alt annet blir
for meg unaturlig. ‘To me, a person is either he/him or she/her, everything else seems unnatural
to me.’

When the participants were asked if they agreed with the statement A legge til flere
pronomen er ungdvendig ‘adding more pronouns in unnecessary’, many disagreed and strongly
disagreed, shown in Figure 4. The average answer was 2.5.

35,00% 33,08%

30,00 %
25,00% 2231% "
20,00 %
20,00 %
15,00 % 11929 12.69%
10,00 %
5,00 %
0.00 %

Figure 4. Adding more pronouns is unnecessary

- Completely disagree
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- Completely agree



Gender-neutral pronouns in Norwegian 35

From the 134 answers, it seems that people were uncertain if hen ‘they (singular) was
considered as already added to the language or not. Some seem afraid that there will be too
many pronouns, and that it would be hard to keep track of the pronouns. Vi har nok pronomen
for alle ngdvendige formal. ‘We have enough pronouns for all necessary purposes.’.

The final statement, about whether or not one can expect people to use one’s preferred
pronouns, has a vast variety of answers, both in the level of agreement and in the answers. The
average answer is 2.9.

30,00 %
26,15 %

25,00 % 23,08 %

o
5 o 20,38 % n 1 - Completely disagree
20,00% 1769% _—
= 2 - Disagree
15,00 % 12.69 % = 3 - Unsure
4 - Apree
10,00 %
° 5 - Completely agree
5,00 %
0,00 %

Figure 5. People cannot expect that others should use one’s preferred pronouns

From the 130 qualitative answers, there are some who are afraid that the expectations of always
using the correct pronouns will be too high. They seem afraid of having to guess pronouns and
being forced to use language with which they are not comforTable. Additionally, some believe
that it would be difficult to insert a new pronoun in the adult population. Du vil aldri fa alle i
den voksne generasjon til & endre pa noe de har benyttet hele livet. “You will never be able to
get the whole adult generation to change something they have used their whole lives.”. On the
other hand, some think that this is a given and that it at least can be expected from the people
who are aware of a person’s preferred pronouns. Sa lenge andre vet om at det er det foretrukne
pronomen burde de kunne forvente det. ‘As long as others know that it is preferred pronouns,
they should be able to expect that.’.

5. Discussing the findings

My findings show that there is a lot of acceptance towards the use of gender-neutral pronouns.
From the Figures 1 and 2, we can see that the majority has a positive attitude, and many used
inclusive language in their reasonings. For instance, Det handler om respekt ‘It is about respect’
and Alle ma fgle seg inkluderte ‘Everyone should feel included’. This shows that it is important
to people to respect others’ wishes and needs. The amount of people with a positive attitude is
somewhat unexpected, as in the Swedish study from 2015, the attitudes were more negative
(Sendén et al. 2015). Furthermore, it seemed important to people to insert gender-neutral
language, in order to have an inclusive society, with comments such as Jeg mener det er et
enkelt steg mot et mindre diskriminerende samfunn. ‘I believe it is a simple step towards a less
discriminating society.” and Vi er et moderne land, med moderne verdier, og da synes jeg det
passer godt med et moderne sprak som matcher. ‘We are a modern country, with modern
values, and therefore I think it is only appropriate with a matching modern language.”. When
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looking at Figure 2, we can see that the majority think people should accept that some want to
use other pronouns, however, when asked if Norwegian has a need for gender-neutral pronouns,
the percentage who agrees is lower, as we can see in Figure 3. This may suggest that people
have a wish to live in an open and accepting society, without necessarily changing their own
language or attitudes.

Furthermore, people want to use and incorporate gender-neutral language in Norwegian, in
order to reduce gender bias, exemplified by this one participant’s answer below:

Dessuten mener jeg det er behov for det der kjgnn er irrelevant, for eksempel for & bekjempe
stereotypier. Ofte omtaler vi med de starste selvfalgeligheter handverkere som ‘han’ og
barnehagelarere som ‘henne’, selv nar vi ikke kjenner vedkommendes kjgnn eller
kjgnnsidentitet. Da mener jeg det er mer hensiktsmessig & bruke ‘hen’.

‘Furthermore, | believe there is a need where gender is irrelevant, for instance to combat
stereotypes. Often, we, with the greatest matter of course, refer to craftsmen as ‘he’ and
preschool teachers as ‘her’, even when we are unaware of their gender or gender identity.
Then I think it is suiTable to use ‘they (singular)’.’

According to Lindqgvist et al., hen ‘they (singular)’ will most likely help to reduce the gender
bias in our language, as the pronouns are created to be beyond the binary (Lindqgvist et al. 2018).
This can help even out the conceptual and biosocial genders. The results clearly suggest that
this is important to people, and that they want to have a society where gender is less important.
This will be easier now, as hen ‘they (singular)’ is allowed in official use.

Some of the participants find it hard to use gender-neutral pronouns as of now, because it
seems unusual to them, as it is a relatively novel word. Uvant med hen, noe som har kommet
etter at jeg selv ble voksen. ‘Unusual with they (singular), which came after | became an adult.’.
However, people seem to think that over time, it will become more natural for them to use.
...men vil nok bruke det med tiden ‘...but will probably use it over time’. This is in line with
the Swedish study from 2015, where people got a more positive attitude towards hen ‘they
(singular)’ over time (Sendén et al. 2015). Others are afraid that there will be too many
pronouns, and that each pronoun will have a narrower meaning. Jeg tror det kan bli negativt
om det blir for mange ogs4, da det fort kan gjere de enkelte pronomenene ganske ‘trange’. ‘I
think it can be negative if there are too many as well, making each pronoun quite ‘narrow’.’.

Even though many people have a very positive attitude towards the use and insertion of
gender-neutral pronouns, there are, on the other hand, many who think that there is no need for
this change. Many of these do not see the need for other pronouns. Jeg har ikke kjent pa dette
selv. Kjenner ikke noen heller sa vidt jeg vet. ‘I have not experienced this myself. Neither do |
know anyone who has, as far as I know.’. Others are hesitant to change the language. Spraket
star sa sterkt. ‘The language has such a strong position.’. This might be because pronouns are
a closed word class, that rarely experiences any change. Some think that it is unnatural, possibly
for the same reason. Det er unaturlig for mange & bruke andre pronomen. ‘It is unnatural for
many to use other pronouns.’. In addition, many of the people who are negative to the insertion
of gender-neutral pronouns mention biology as a factor, with comments such as Fra medisinsk
og biologisk stasted finnes det kun to kjgnn. ‘From a medical and biological standpoint, there
are only two genders.” and Kjgnn er binart og defineres av biologien. Man er fadt som kvinne
eller mann og skifter ikke kjgnn selv om man definerer seg annerledes. ‘Gender is binary and
defined by biology. You are born as a woman or a man and you do not change gender even if
you feel different.’. It seems to be difficult for these people to differ gender-neutral pronouns
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from gender politics. This is in line with Bradley’s findings, where they explain how people
that are transphobic will also have a negative attitude towards gender-neutral language (Bradley
2020).

Table 3 suggests that people prefer hen ‘they (singular)’ to de/dem ‘they/them both when the
gender is unknown, but especially when referring to a non-binary person, as shown in Tables 4
and 5. The findings also show that hen ‘they (singular)’ has a more diverse usage, than de/dem
‘they/them’, as people seem to prefer the latter only in oral, informal situations, while the
former could be used orally, and in both formal and informal written texts. The participants
who prefer that others refer to them as hun/ho/henne ‘she/her’ have generally more positive
attitudes than the ones who prefer han/ham ‘he/him’. This is expected since women are
considered more innovative language users than men. Those who prefer the male pronouns are
more accepting of de/dem ‘they/them’ as pronouns than those who prefer the female pronouns.
Those who prefer people to refer to them with the pronouns de/dem ‘they/them’ are more
accepting of de/dem ‘they/them’ as pronouns, and those who prefer hen ‘they (singular)’ are
also more accepting of their own pronouns. All the participants who prefer gender-neutral
pronouns have positive attitudes towards the use of gender-neutral pronouns but disagree on
whether or not it should be expected of others to use the preferred pronouns.

When comparing the answers to the age of the participants, we find that the most accepting
age group is 18-25. This age group is the most positive to gender-neutral language in every
question. This is expected since it is common that younger people are more innovative.
However, the second most accepting age group, is between 46 and 55 years old. This age group
accepts hen ‘they (singular)’ more than de/dem ‘they/them’, perhaps because they are used to
the formal use of de/dem ‘they/them’. The participants between the ages of 36 and 45 are also
quite accepting but prefer de/dem ‘they/them’ to hen ‘they (singular)’. This could be because
they are more used to de/dem ‘they/them’ in a singular use, without necessarily having used it
much themselves. The least accepting, are those above the age of 66 and between 26 and 35.
That the latter is one of the least accepting may seem surprising. This group is not used to the
singular use of de/dem ‘they/them’, as the ones older than them. In addition, they may not be
as innovative as the ones that are younger than them and could therefore find it harder to
incorporate and accept hen ‘they (singular)’. Furthermore, the least accepting age groups, 66
and above and 26-35, are also the ones with the highest percentage of men, 44% and 33%
respectively. This could mean that the reason for the participants between 26 and 35 are more
conservative, might be because there were more men answering, than in some other groups. In
the age groups 36-65, the percentage of men is between 13 and 20, which might explain why
they have more accepting attitudes (Wells 1982:18).

This paper is not necessarily a representative study, since the questionnaire is distributed
through personal networks. Because of this, it is likely that the participants mostly come from
urban areas, and mainly live in Eastern Norway. There is also a majority of female respondents,
and few who identify as other than male and female. With a greater variation in both gender
and geographic location, and perhaps a larger number of people, the results can be different.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, | set out to explore the attitudes towards and use of gender-neutral pronouns in
Norwegian, and how speakers of Norwegian feel about the insertion of gender-neutral
pronouns. The findings had a great diversity, though there were more positive attitudes than
expected. This is not in line with the Swedish study from 2015, where the attitudes were less
positive and more negative (Sendén et al. 2015). My results show that speakers of Norwegian
are generally positive to the insertion of hen ‘they (singular)’, and that it will have a positive
effect on our society. Whether or not speakers of Norwegian use gender-neutral pronouns vary
a lot, with younger people being more accepting, with the exception of the ages between 26 and
35, and those who prefer ‘she/her’ are more accepting than those who prefer ‘he/him’. The
participants seem to prefer hen ‘they (singular)’, especially in written text and when referring
to a non-binary person, though some prefer de/dem ‘they/them’ as well. People accept the use
of gender-neutral language just as much when referring to a non-binary person, as when the
gender is unknown.

It would be interesting to further explore the attitudes towards gender-neutral pronouns, with
a broader, more representative group of participants. Another interesting thing to investigate is
why the age group 26-35 is less accepting of gender-neutral language in Norwegian than
expected, or if this is because of the particular participants in this study. Further research can
explore the attitudes more in-depth, perhaps through interviews or a survey with a greater
number of questions.
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(henceforth RT) would reflect it, compared to when it is inhibitory, in which case it would show
latency. The facilitatory and inhibitory influence of orthography draws from the connectionist
model where ‘abstract, amodal, lexical representations and sublexical (e.g., phonological and/or
orthographic) representations are interlinked in a network” (Slowiaczek et al. 2003:234).

Let us read a bit more to understand the Cohort Model that forms the theoretical framework
of the paper. This model proposes that a word’s visual and auditory inputs are directly mapped
onto a word that exists in the hearer’s mental lexicon. Thus, each time a person hears a speech
segment (a phoneme), all words beginning with that phoneme are ‘activated’. With the next
phoneme, words which do not have matching segments automatically get inhibited, and thus
drop out of the search mechanism. This process continues until the person reaches a point when
only one word remains in the cohort. This is the word which consists of all the segments that
correspond to the input signals that gets selected. This entire process takes place in three stages.

First, we have the access stage, during which hearers encounter the first few sound segments
of a word, which results in the activation of all such words that begin with the same segments
in the hearer’s mental lexicon. All these possible words are called cohorts.

As more and more sound segments are heard, there is a decrease in the activation of those
words which no longer match the speech signals. As a result, they get eliminated. This stage is
called ‘activation and selection’, and continues till what is called the ‘recognition point’, or the
stage at which all the competitors have been eliminated, and only one word remains.

The final stage is integration. It is at this stage that the syntactic and semantic information
of the words are encoded and integrated into the higher levels of utterance.

In fact, this theory suggests that the initial stage of processing involves the activation of
lexical candidates that share initial acoustic-phonetic information with the incoming signal.
Such a model emphasises the significance of word-initial auditory information.

Priming experiments seek to expose the nature of the facilitatory and/or inhibitory
connections in a network. The activation of information in the primes that are initially
presented, such as phonemes, graphemes, or syllables, tends to influence the responses of
participants to the targets given their proximity. It is generally assumed that automatic
activation of sub-lexical information occurs pre-lexically, whereas processes influenced by
strategies or bias occur post-lexically. The focus of the current paper is to report an experiment
that can reduce the influence of strategic processes by participants, thereby illustrating the
extent to which phonological and/or orthographic priming in word recognition tasks occur
automatically.

The experiments that were conducted revealed that orthographically similar primes
facilitated word recognition in similar pairs, while orthographically dissimilar primes led to
higher RTs in the recognition of the target words. The observations and findings will be
discussed in detail in the later sections.

The paper is organised as follows: section 2 reviews studies that show automatic
orthographic influence in word processing tasks, followed by a note on Bangla orthography in
section 3. | have provided the experiment and analysis of findings in section 4 and the
discussion and implications in section 5. The concluding remarks have been presented in
section 6.

2. Orthographic influence on lexical decision

While semantic priming (Neely 1977; Tweedy et al. 1977; den Heyer 1985) and phonological
priming in word recognition tasks (Redeau et al. 1989; Sauval et al. 2017) have been studied
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extensively, fewer studies that assess the influence of orthography in auditory word recognition
tasks are available. In fact, the effects of orthographic priming were realised much later, and
accidentally, when differences in orthography were found to increase the time taken to make
judgements in phonologically rhymed primes and targets, and assumed to interfere in oral
judgement tasks (e.g., Radeau et al. 1989; Goldinger et al. 1992; Slowiaczek & Hamburger
1992; Hamburger & Slowiaczek 1996; Goslin & Floccia 2007). This led researchers to
investigate the role of orthography in auditory word recognition.

Burton et al. (1993) used a shadowing and lexical decision task to investigate the interference
of orthography. Four experimental conditions were used, where the prime and the target were:
(i) phonologically related but not orthographically similar, (ii) orthographically related but not
phonologically similar, (iii) both phonologically and orthographically related or (iv) unrelated.
The conditions have been summed up in the following table:

Orthography | Phonology | Prime Target
Condition A | dissimilar similar clue /klu:/ 200 /zu:/
Condition B | similar dissimilar head /hed/ bead /bi:d/
Condition C | similar similar porch /po:tf/ | torch /to:tf]
Condition D | dissimilar dissimilar 700 /zu:/ bead /bi:d/

Table 1. Experimental conditions of Burton et al. (1993)

When the prime and the target were phonologically and orthographically similar (porch—torch),
the reaction time was lower than when they were dissimilar (head—bead; clue—zoo0). The
unrelated controls took the longest time to be recognised.

Dijkstra et al (1995) used a phoneme monitoring task in Dutch, where the appearance of the
phoneme /k/ had to be reported. The phoneme /k/ can be represented orthographically as <k>
or <c>, with the former being used as a primary spelling. The monitoring RT for /k/~<k>
(phonologically-orthographically regular) was faster recognised than /k/~<c> (phonologically-
orthographically irregular), thus hinting that orthographic information was being accessed
during the task.

Jakimik et al. (1985), conducted a priming task using monosyllabic targets that were
preceded by polysyllabic primes. There were four conditions, where the initial syllables of the
polysyllabic prime and monosyllabic target matched in (i) only phonology, (ii) only
orthography, (iii) both phonology and orthography and (iv) neither phonology nor orthography.
This has been summarised in the following table:

Orthography | Phonology | Prime Target
Condition A | no match Match chocolate /tfokalot/ chalk /tjok/
Condition B | match no match | fighter /farto/ fig /fig/
Condition C | match Match napkin /napkin/ nap /nap/
Condition D | no match no match | blanket /blagkit/ pill /p1l/

Table 2. Experimental conditions of Jakimik et al. (1985)

The experiment was so designed that each participant heard the target word twice. In one
instance, they were related to the prime while in the other, the two were unrelated. There was a
significant difference in response times of primes that were phonologically and
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confusion about the spelling, as to whether one should use the consonant cluster or simply the
consonant only.

Words belonging to the ba-phala category exhibit the same property. The sound of /b/ is lost
and the sound of the first consonant is retained. This can be seen in words like <¥g> (svar) /for/
‘voice’.

Inconsistencies in spellings also occur in words that have consonants with modifiers of the
consonant /r/, ra-phala followed by the /i/ sound, and the diacritic of <a> or <¢> /ri/. Thus,
spellings of words like <f&{> (priya) /prija/ ‘favourite’ and <®%> (trina) /trino/ ‘grass’, both of
which have a /ri/ sound, lead to confusion.

The sound /r/ also has a vocalic representation in Bengali as <>. In word-initial positions,
sounds representing /ri/ can be spelt both with <> as in <f¥> (RiShi) /rifi/ ‘monk’ and <S>
(riti) /rigi/ ‘custom’, leading to orthographic inconsistencies.

Yet another inconsistency, where the sound of the second consonant of a consonant cluster
is retained, is the case of <> which is a combination of /k/ and /k"/. In this case, the sound of
the second consonant, that is /kh/, is retained as in <C59> (khset) / khet/ ‘harvest field’.

The task reported below has been designed keeping in mind these different types of
inconsistencies. The stimuli used and the inconsistencies tested will be discussed in further
detail in the next section.

4. The study

The aim of the present study is to investigate the role of orthography in spoken word recognition
in Bangla. The inconsistencies resulting from the factors discussed in the previous section will
be considered, and the interference resulting from them (if any) will be investigated. The
questions that this study wishes to find answers to are:

1. Does orthographic inconsistency in the word-initial position affect their auditory word
processing speed?

2. Do different kinds of orthographic inconsistency impact the lexical decision time
differently?

The study wishes to investigate the relationship shared between the various levels of
information stored in the lexical representation of Bangla words. In order to find out whether
the orthographic interference occurs post-lexically or is automatically activated, the experiment
consists of prime-target pairs that have shared initial segments as opposed to those that have
similarities in their last segments along the lines of Marslen-Wilson & Welsh’s (1978) ideas as
postulated in the Cohort Theory.

4.1. Participants

32 (13 female and 19 male) native speakers of Bangla participated in the experiment. They
were all above 18 years with a mean age of 23;0 (SD=2.85). Each participant had had formal
education in Bangla and could read, write and speak the language with fluency. None of them
had reported any sort of hearing problems or neurological disorders.
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(4) CiC-Ca
combination of /k/ and /k"/
<sFN1> (khsama) /k"oma/ ‘mercy’
<¥¢qr> (khara) /khora/ ‘draught’

(5 Vocalic /R/ and consonantal /r/:
g and 5 for /ri/
<> (Rini) /rini/ ‘debtor’
<AS> (riti) /riti/ ‘custom’

20 filler pairs of words and 18 nonwords were included in each version of the stimuli. There
were four conditions. In the first condition, the filler pairs were semantically related and both
phonologically and orthographically unrelated (example (6)). In the second condition, they
were unrelated semantically, and they were phonologically and orthographically dissimilar
(example (7)). The filler pairs in the third condition were semantically unrelated but
orthographically and phonologically similar in their final segments (example (8)). In the fourth
condition, the word pairs were semantically unrelated and orthographically dissimilar, but they
were phonologically similar (example (9)).

(6) <> (akash) /akafl ‘sky’
<&%&>(chandra) /fondro/ ‘moon’

(7) <3IF> (bandhu) /bond"u/ ‘friend’
<3F&> (kunja) /kundzo/ ‘garden’

(8) <gfe> (chukti) /fukti/ ‘terms’
<3f&> (jukti) /dzukti/ ‘logic’

(9) <©f&> (bhakti) /bhokti/ ‘devotion’
<BIPfo> (chakti) /ffakti/ “disc’

This was done to check the RTs for semantic facilitation and rhyming words.

All the nonwords used in the experiment were all phonologically related to the primes.

The targets and the fillers were randomized. The stimuli were recorded at a sampling rate of
44kHz. The entire experiment was conducted using the PsychoPy software.

4.3. Experimental design

The task was a lexical detection task. Participants were auditorily presented with prime and
target pairs, where the targets were either words or nonwords. Their task was to determine
whether a given target was a word or not. For words, they had to press the “WORD’ button and
in case of a non-word, they had to press the ‘NONWORD?’ button on the laptop. The RTs were
recorded.

Each participant heard only one version of the stimuli, i.e., either an orthographically similar
target-prime pair or a dissimilar one. This was done to avoid practice effects. The framework
of the experiment has been illustrated below.
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Instructions

6 trial pairs
Self-paced Practice Trials Intra-trial: 1000ms
Inter-trial: 2000ms

. . 56 trial pairs
2000 ms Task stimuli Intra-trial: 1000ms
Inter-trial: 2000ms
1000 ms Debriefing

Figure 1. The framework of the study

The participants were first presented with the instructions, after which they performed a trial
task. This was followed by the main experiment. For both trial words and target words, the
targets were presented 1000ms after the primes. The inter-trial interval was 2000ms. The main
experiment was followed by debriefing the interested participants about the nature of the study.

4.4. Results

The first task was to analyse the mean RTs of all the experimental pairs that were generated by
PsychoPy. Following this, a Pythonic framework was developed to traverse and parse through
these multiple files and compute the final mean RTs of all the participants for all the word pairs.

The orthographic effects in terms of the differences in the RTs for similar and dissimilar
pairs were assessed. An analysis of variance test (ANOVA) conducted on the lexical decision
response time for the two conditions — orthographically similar and dissimilar pairs — showed
a significant difference (F (1,574)=35, p <.05). The mean RT for similar pairs was 498.09 ms
(SD=268.42) and for dissimilar pairs, it was 676.19 ms (SD=433.04). The average difference
of 178.11 ms between the RTs of the two pairs was statistically significant.

Overall RTs of similar and dissimilar pairs (in milliseconds)

Orthographically similar 493.09

Orthographically dissimilar 676.19

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800

Figure 2. RTs of orthographically related and unrelated pairs (in milliseconds)

I have summarised the RTs for the different types of inconsistencies in the table given below
to check whether the difference in each pair was statistically significant or not.
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Type of Mean RT of Mean RT of df F P

dissimilarity similar pairs | dissimilar pairs

Vowel allographs | 503.8413125 | 667.63 (1,190) 10.78 | p<.05
(282.67) (398.54)

Consonant 457.36 631.83 (1,126) 5.69 p<.05

allographs

e (217.48 (542.98)

CiC-Cy 481.63 772.78 (1,126) 2381 |[p<.05
(244.88) (409.67)

CiC-C, 427.87 590.19 (1,62) 3.92 ns
(295.4) (357.24)

Vocalic /R/ and 665.39 683.45 (1,62) 0.04 ns

consonantal /r/ (280.86) (387.57)

Table 6. Statistical analysis of the RTs of different types of inconsistencies

As shown above, the highest difference of 291.15 ms in the RTs was observed for C1C>—Cy
pairs. The difference was also statistically significant. This was followed by the consonant
allographs which had a difference of 174.45 ms and vowel allographs which had a difference
of 163.78 ms. The results for both these pairs were also statistically significant.

However, the differences of 162.39 ms and 18.05 ms between the similar and dissimilar pairs
of C1C>-C> pairs and vocalic /R/ and consonantal /r/ respectively, were not statistically
significant, though the RTs were still higher for the dissimilar pairs.

In the case of fillers, we observed the following:

Type of Mean RT of | Mean RT of df F P
dissimilarity similar pairs | dissimilar pairs

Semantically 350.1 ms 721.04 ms (1,318) |50.47 |p<0.05
related

Orthographically | 480.07ms 735.9 ms (1,318) |14.32 | p<0.05
related

Table 7. Statistical analysis of the RTs of fillers
The mean RTs were highest for identifying non-words — 923.36 ms. Several factors, including
word frequency, semantic context and concreteness could have resulted in this. However,
focusing on the non-word analysis is not relevant to my current investigation.

5. Discussion and implications

In the first experimental condition, where the targets and the primes were orthographically
related, the consistency of the phoneme-grapheme mapping facilitated the recognition of the
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targets that were preceded by primes that had the same shared initial orthographic information.
This can be explained using the Cohort Model of auditory word recognition (Marslen-Wilson
& Welsh 1978; Marslen-Wilson 1987) as discussed before. The initial string of syllables
presented in the prime enabled the activation of all such words that had the shared phonological
and orthographic information in the mental lexicon of the participants. Consequently, the
appearance of a target that had a similar initial segment as that of the prime facilitated its
recognition.

In the second experimental condition, however, the participants took more time to identify
the words. This delay was caused by the mismatch in the orthography of the initial segments.
Because of the inconsistency in the phoneme-grapheme mapping, they had to retrace the
phonological similarities with the prime after facing an initial setback resulting from the
orthographic inconsistency. In other words, though the prime-target pairs seemed
phonologically similar to the participants, their judgements were delayed because of the
orthographic dissimilarities as they expected consistency in the phoneme-grapheme mappings.
This led to an increase in the RTs of these words.

With regard to the performance of the various types of inconsistencies, it was expected that
the highest difference would be noted for the C:C>—C; pairs. This can be attributed to the
orthographic complexity of these structures.

In the case of vowels and consonants, we observed a significant difference between the RTSs.
However, it is surprising that a significant difference was not noticed for the C:C,—C pairs. In
an earlier rhyming experiment, this group of inconsistency recorded a much higher difference
between the similar and dissimilar pairs, where the differences occurred in the word-final
positions. This brings to attention the issue of whether the word positions of the orthographic
inconsistencies may exert influences on word recognition.

Similarly, the results of the vocalic /R/ and consonantal /r/ pairs were also not statistically
significant. A possible cause for this could be that the word Rt <rithe> /rithe/ ‘soap nut’ could
not be controlled for its frequency for lack of similarly structured words. This might have
increased the overall RTs for similar pairs.

In the case of the filler words, it was found that semantically related pairs were processed
fastest, followed by orthographically related pairs. In fact, latencies for semantically unrelated
pairs were also higher than orthographically unrelated ones. This shows that semantic
facilitation is strongest, followed by orthographic facilitation.

6. Concluding remarks

Hence, the influence of orthography on auditory word recognition can be assessed from the
aforementioned experiment. This was in tune with the results found from an earlier rhyme
monitoring experiment (Mukherjee 2023) conducted on native Bangla speakers, where it was
found that orthographic dissimilarity in rhyming words led to an increase in the response time
of rhyming judgements.

However, it was not possible to discern the level at which orthographic information gets
activated in speakers from the experimental structure of the previous experiment as the
interference could result from both automatic activation or post-lexical judgements, and this
had to be explored further. As a result, the framework of a lexical decision task with primes and
targets with shared initial information was opted for. Since a significant difference in the RTs
between orthographically similar and dissimilar pairs was observed in this experiment as well,
it may now be concluded that there is some degree of orthographic activation that is initiated
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When faced with an ambiguous pronoun as in (1), an addressee must resolve it by identifying
a suitable referent. While, recently, more research about the differences of DPros and DemPros
has been conducted (Fuchs & Schumacher 2020; Patterson & Schumacher 2021; Bader et al.
2020), it remains unclear which factors influence the resolution of these two demonstratives.

Zifonun et al. (1997) propose that DPros can refer to the information structurally prominent
(topical) referent as well as the less prominent (non-topical) referent, while DemPros can only
refer to the linear closest possible referent. However, empirical research only partially supports
this claim (Patil et al. 2020; Patterson et al. 2022; Patterson & Schumacher 2021; Voigt 2022a,
2022b). Other empirical work suggests that evaluation in terms of perspective taking by an
abstract speaker affects the use and interpretation of DPros and DemPros. (Hinterwimmer &
Bosch 2017; Hinterwimmer et al. 2020; Patil et al. 2023; Repp & Schumacher 2023). However,
this has only been tested once so far by Patil et al. (2023) using an offline design. Therefore, it
is not quite clear yet whether speaker perspective actually affects the use of the two demonstra-
tives.

In the study reported here, two experimental methods — a forced-choice preference task and
a measurement of reaction times — were combined to test the following two hypotheses: The
first hypothesis, based on Patil et al. (2023), is that DPros can refer to a discourse referent that
is information structurally prominent when the (abstract) speaker is prominent as perspective-
taker whereas DemPros are not sensitive to prominence manipulations through perspective tak-
ing. The second hypothesis, based on Zifonun et al. (1997), is that DemPros show a stronger
preference towards the last-mentioned referent compared to DPros.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In the second section, we discuss the effects
of the notions of discourse prominence and speaker evaluation on the resolution of DemPros
and DPros in German. The third section reports the methods, predictions, and results of our
empirical study. The paper closes with a general discussion in the last section.

Grammatical gender PPros | DPros DemPros Corresponding English pronoun
female sie die diese she

male er der dieser he

neuter es das dieses it

Table 1. Overview of German third person personal and demonstrative pronouns

2. The notions of prominence and evaluation
2.1. Prominence

Following Schumacher et al. (2022), we argue that anaphorically used demonstratives in Ger-
man can fulfill three functions in discourse: The first function is the so-called backward-looking
function of these demonstratives. This means that they are one of several referential forms that
signal the cognitive accessibility of the anaphorically picked up referent. A large amount of
research suggests that more accessible referents are picked up by more reduced linguistic forms
(e.g. zero pronouns, personal pronouns, demonstrative pronouns), whereas less cognitively pre-
sent referents are referred to with more elaborated linguistic forms (e.g., indefinite DPs, definite
DPs). Thus, in a dialogue which centers around a single person the whole time, it would be
likely that the two interlocutors will refer to this referent using a very reduced linguistic form
(like a personal pronoun or a zero pronoun), since it is clear to both of them who is talked about.
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However, in a dialogue about two persons where one person has not been mentioned in a while
and one of the interlocutors wants to re-introduce this referent to the discourse, it would be
more likely that this interlocutor uses a more elaborate linguistic form (like a full DP) to refer
to this referent, so the other interlocutor knows who is meant (von Heusinger & Schumacher
2019, Ariel 2001). In addition to that, German demonstratives also have the potential to shift
the status of their antecedent referents in upcoming discourse, which is referred to as forward-
looking function. Fuchs & Schumacher (2020) show that the use of a demonstrative to anaphor-
ically refer to a referent can boost the referents’ prominence, so it will be rementioned more
often in the following discourse. This effect seems to be more robust for DPros than for
DemPros. Finally, they have discourse-pragmatic functions that contribute to the structuring of
discourse. For example, it has been argued that the two demonstratives differ in respect to their
sensibility to language register and modality; with DPros being preferred in informal spoken
language and DemPros in formal written language (Schumacher et al. 2022). In the current
paper, we focus on linguistic factors affecting the backward-looking functions of the two
demonstratives, e.g., factors that influence which referents will become suitable antecedents for
a reference with der or dieser.?

As already mentioned, the backward-looking functions of demonstratives are highly con-
nected with the cognitive accessibility of a potential antecedent. Therefore, resolution prefer-
ences of German demonstratives have generally been discussed with regard to the concept of
discourse prominence as it has been formulated in von Heusinger & Schumacher (2019). Based
on the more general definition of prominence as a linguistic concept by Himmelmann & Primus
(2015),* von Heusinger & Schumacher (2019) propose three basic definitions of discourse
prominence: First, prominence is a relational principle that singles out one element from a set
of elements of equal type and structure. This first definition includes the higher accessibility of
certain referents in discourse compared to other less accessible referents. An important aspect
is that the prominence of a certain element in discourse (e.g., the prominence of a discourse
referent) always must be seen in relation to the prominence of other elements in discourse (e.g.,
the other discourse referents). Second, the prominence status of an element shifts in time. This
means, discourse prominence is not a static concept, but rather highly dynamic, because certain
elements in discourse become more or less prominent as discourse unfolds. A referent can be
the entity most talked about at a certain point of the dialogue and another referent can be the
entity most talked about at another point of the dialogue.* Third, prominent elements are struc-
tural attractors, i.e., they serve as anchors for larger structures they are constituents of, and they
may license more operations than other elements in discourse. For example, it has been argued
that more prominent referents allow for more variation regarding the anaphoric expressions
referring to them (von Heusinger & Schumacher 2019:118-121).

In psycholinguistic literature, it has been shown that demonstrative pronouns, in contrast to
personal pronouns, prefer referents as antecedents that are not the most prominent referents in

For current research on the forward-looking functions of German demonstratives, see for example Schu-
macher et al. (2022), Fuchs & Schumacher (2020), and Schumacher et al. (2015). Current studies investigating
discourse structuring functions of demonstratives are Patil et al. (2020), Voigt (2022a,b), or Cokal et al.
(2023).

Himmelmann & Primus (2015) propose three criteria for prominence in grammar: (i) linguistic units of equal
rank compete for the status of being in the center. (ii) their status may shift. (iii) prominent units act as struc
tural attractors in their domain.

The forward-looking potential of German demonstratives is highly connected with this second definition,
since demonstratives have been argued to shift the prominence status of their antecedent in upcoming dis-
course (Fuchs & Schumacher 2020).
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discourse (von Heusinger & Schumacher 2019). According to Fuchs & Schumacher (2020),
linguistic features boosting the prominence of a discourse referent are agentivity, subjecthood,
topicality, and being a perspective holder. This means that a referent who is the semantic agent
is more prominent than referents with other thematic roles such as a patient, a grammatical
subject is more prominent than an object, a topic is more prominent than a non-topical referent,
and the referent who is the holder of the speaker perspective is more prominent than the other
referents. If a referent has one or several of these features, the referent becomes more prominent
and thus it becomes more likely that it will be picked up by a personal pronoun and less likely
that a demonstrative pronoun will be chosen as referential expression. This is one of the main
reasons why in (1), repeated here as (2), most people would prefer to refer to the dog with the
demonstratives, even though the male referent potentially would be a fitting candidate as well.
The male referent Marko in (1) is subject, agent, and topic, which makes this referent more
prominent than the dog. Thus, it will be dispreferred by the demonstratives.

(2) Marko hat einen Hund. Der/Dieser ist schon.
Marko have.3SG a.INDEF dog.ACC it.DEM be.3SG  beautiful.ADJ
‘Marko has a dog. It is beautiful.’

It is well known which linguistic factors affect the prominence status of a referent and therefore
determine whether it is more likely picked up by a personal pronoun (as a medium to highly
prominent referent), or by a demonstrative pronoun (as not the most prominent referent). In
contrast to this clear pattern, it is not well known which linguistic factors determine whether a
referent will be anaphorically taken up by der or dieser. One possible factor that can be con-
nected to the concept of discourse prominence is proposed by Zifonun et al. (1997): the linear
position of the potential antecedents in the preceding sentence.

Zifonun et al. (1997) claim that anaphoric expressions like third person personal pronouns
are typically used to express thematic continuity. Therefore, personal pronouns typically pick
up referents that are the topic of an utterance, and therefore highly prominent, independent of
their position in the sentence. Zifonun et al. (1997) classify the two types of demonstratives as
anadeictic expressions which usually shift topics, and thus anaphorically refer back to less
prominent referents. Because of that, demonstratives of the der, die, das paradigm are less flex-
ible in their referential choice than personal pronouns. They are only able to refer to an ante-
cedent with a smaller local distance to them. Finally, dieser, diese, dieses demonstratives are
claimed to be the most restricted. They are only able to refer to the referent closest to them.
This means, they should be unable to pick up another referent than the nearest one in the pre-
ceding sentence (Zifonun et al. 1997:544-560).
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(3) Peter will einen Benz kaufen. Der/*Dieser
PeterNOM want.3SG a.INDEF ~ Benz.ACC buy.INF he.DEM
hat wohl zu viel Geld.
have.3SG must.3SG t00.PART much.QUANT money.ACC

‘Peter wants to buy a Mercedes Benz. He must have too much money.’
(German; Zifonun et al. 1997:558-559)

Zifonun et al. (1997:558-559) discuss that in an utterance as (3), the demonstrative dieser is
not able to refer to the referent Peter, since the linear distance between the potential antecedent
and the referential expression is too long. Der, in contrast, seems to be able to refer to the
referent further away.

Empirical research investigating this hypothesis produced mixed results: While some inves-
tigations regarding the referential preferences of DPros and DemPros were able to find an effect
of linear order, others were not. Two studies with results partly supporting the hypothesis of an
effect of linear order are the empirical investigations by Patterson & Schumacher (2021), and
Patterson et al. (2022). However, empirical studies by Patil et al. (2020), Voigt (2022a), and
Voigt (2022b) could not find evidence for linear order effects. Thus, it is unclear whether a
topicality-based linear order effect actually causes differences in the interpretative preferences
of DPros and DemPros.’

2.2. Speaker perspective and evaluation

Another linguistic factor that might cause a difference in the referential preferences of DPros
and DemPros is speaker perspective. Kaiser & Fedele (2019) assume that perspective could be
a factor influencing the choice of antecedents for personal pronouns and demonstratives in sev-
eral languages. On a similar line is a theoretical account that proposes speaker perspective as a
major factor influencing people’s choice to choose a DPro or a DemPro in German to refer to
an antecedent.

Hinterwimmer & Bosch (2018) and Hinterwimmer et al. (2020) propose a theory according
to that der-demonstratives are not able to anaphorically pick up so-called perspectival centers.
According to the authors, discourse referents are perspectival centers if the rest of the sentence
can be interpreted as expressing their thoughts, utterance or perception (Hinterwimmer & Bosch
2018). In a sentence like Peter thinks the weather is nice, the referent Peter functions as the
perspectival center of the rest of the sentence. The authors empirically investigated this hypoth-
esis in Hinterwimmer et al. (2020) with two offline-rating tasks. They interpret their results in
a way that DPros indeed do not seem to be able to pick up the discourse referent that is the
perspectival center and that the most-prominent topical referent automatically functions as per-
spectival center if there is no clear center in the utterance. Therefore, they conclude, der-demon-
stratives typically avoid to pick up perspectival centers or topics in their absence.

Building on these results, Patil et al. (2020) hypothesize a difference between DemPros and
DPros might lie in their ability to pick up perspectival centers. They suggest DPros avoid to

5 Note that of these studies only Patil et al. (2020) explicitly varied linear order as an independent variable of
their experimental design. Nonetheless, the other studies did yield results that can be interpreted as speaking in
favor or against a last-mentioned preference.
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pick up the perspectival centers as antecedents whereas DemPros avoid the most prominent
referents irrespective of their role as perspectival centers (Patil et al. 2020:17—18). If this were
the case, DPros should potentially be able to pick up a prominent referent as long as there is
some sort of a speaker instance available. DemPros, on the other hand, should always avoid the
most prominent referent no matter whether a speaker is present or absent as perspectival center.

Some evidence for this hypothesis comes from Repp & Schumacher (2023). The authors
wanted to investigate the processing of DPros and personal pronouns in more naturalistic con-
texts. Therefore, they played participants an audio book of the popular youth-novel Tschick
while recording their ERPs. Prior to this experiment, they annotated the referential expressions
in a text corpus. Surprisingly, they found that most DPros in their corpus appeared in subject
and agent positions referring back to subject and agent referents. This behavior of the der, die,
das demonstratives is not predicted by the discourse prominence account, since subject and
agent referents are usually highly prominent. Repp & Schumacher (2023) explain their finding
with the narrative structure of the novel: since there was a clear speaker perspective available
throughout the text, the DPros were able to refer to the highly prominent referents in subject
and agent position.

An experiment empirically investigating this hypothesis is found in Patil et al. (2023). Based
on the theoretical and empirical work discussed so far, they assume that a speaker evaluation
affects the use of DPros and DemPros in different ways. More concretely, they hypothesize that
DPros avoid perspectival centers as antecedents, while DemPros just avoid prominent referents.
Therefore, the presence of an evaluation by the speaker should increase the use of DPros, while
there should be no such effect for DemPros. To test this hypothesis, they designed an accepta-
bility rating study in a 2x2 design using a 7-point Likert scale. They varied the pronoun type
(DPros vs DemPros) and the type of evaluation (evaluative vs. neutral sentences). Additionally,
their items consisted of half positive and half negative evaluations. Furthermore, they varied
the degree of evaluation. The statistical analysis of the results could show an interaction effect
between pronoun type and evaluation. The highest ratings were given to evaluative conditions
with DPros. All other conditions showed no statistically significant difference. There was no
reliable effect of evaluation type (positive/negative), but they could find an interaction effect of
the degree of evaluation and the pronoun type: The conditions with DPros received higher rat-
ings when the degree of evaluation was higher. Based on these results, the authors conclude
that DPros are indeed able to refer to prominent antecedents when there is a prominent speaker
in the utterance while DemPros are not. Thus, the results of Patil et al. (2023) indicate an effect
of evaluation on the use of DPros and DemPros. However, further research with varying meth-
odology is needed to gain more clarity about an effect of evaluation on the resolution of German
demonstratives.

3. Current Study

In the study reported here, two experimental methods — a forced-choice preference task and a
measurement of reaction times — were combined to test whether evaluative expressions have an
influence on the degree of prominence of a discourse referent and thus on the choice of pronoun
(der vs. dieser) referring to this referent. The aim of the study was to further differentiate the
discourse functions of DPros and DemPros, using the PPro as a baseline since it is the least
restricted of all pronouns. In essence, we wanted to contrast the antecedent preference for the
two demonstratives in evaluative and non-evaluative contexts.
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We hypothesized that DPros as well as DemPros show a strong preference to refer to the last-
mentioned referent. However, assuming a graded sensitivity to referent prominence for both
demonstrative pronouns (see Patterson & Schumacher 2021), DPros should be less strongly
influenced by a final position preference than DemPros and can refer to both referents from a
set. Furthermore, compared to both types of demonstratives, PPros should not show any ante-
cedent preference as they showed a higher degree of flexibility in their antecedent selection in
previous studies (Schumacher 2016). Lastly, in an evaluative context, DPros should be pro-
cessed faster than in a neutral context, as reference ambiguity is ruled out by a maximally prom-
inent perspective taking (abstract) speaker. In contrast to this, the antecedent preference of
DemPros should not be influenced by an evaluative context. This sets the study in line with
Patil et al. (2023) who showed that (i) DPros can refer to a discourse referent that is information
structurally prominent when the (abstract) speaker is prominent as perspective-taker while (ii)
DemPros are not sensitive to prominence manipulations through perspective taking.

3.1. Method

In the experiment, participants were presented with sets of two sentences. Each set consisted of
a context sentence, and a target sentence starting with either a DemPro, a DPro or a PPro. The
target sentence differed in the way that it was either evaluative or non-evaluative/neutral.

After each set, participants were asked to answer a comprehension question with two re-
sponse options given for each set, a forced-choice preference task. The response options were
the two referents introduced in the context sentence. For each response, reaction times were
measured from the time participants were shown the question by clicking on a separate button.
The exact structure of the test material as well as the experimental procedure is reported in
Section 3.2. of this paper.

3.1.1. Forced-choice preference task

A forced-choice preference (FC) task was employed for the intended comparisons because —
apart from offering an easy and economical way to detect qualitative differences between con-
ditions — FC tasks increase statistical power to detect differences between conditions (see
Schiitze & Sprouse 2014). Moreover, as Schiitze & Sprouse (2014:33) point out, “FC tasks are
the only task explicitly designed for the comparison of two (or more) conditions; the other tasks
compare conditions indirectly through a response scale (either yes-no, or a numerical scale)”.
Nonetheless, Schiitze & Sprouse (2014:33) also point to one of the limitations of a FC task by
mentioning that it “provides no information about where a given sentence stands on the overall
scale of acceptability”. This is another reason why our test material included sentences with a
PPro instead of demonstratives, as it gave us a baseline with which to compare and indirectly
infer the acceptability of sentences with DPros and DemPros (see Patil et al. 2023).
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3.1.2. Reaction time measuring

Apart from investigating the referential choice by means of an offline method (i.e., the FC task),
reaction times (RTs) were measured to indicate the cognitive processes involved in pronoun
resolution. The use of RTs as an indicator is based on the idea that the time required for pro-
cessing a linguistic stimulus reflects its degree of difficulty. That is, the more complex the
stimulus and/or its processing, the longer processing time it requires (see Gillioz & Zufferey
2020: 112). This is consistent with our hypothesis that DPros should be processed faster in an
evaluative context than in a neutral context because processing is easier and therefore faster
when reference ambiguity is ruled out. The present experiment thus offers the possibility to
shed light on the same process from different perspectives by combining the two methods.

3.2. Design and materials

Participants were shown sets of two sentences such as (4) which always contained a context
sentence and a target sentence. The context sentence was the same across all conditions and
consisted of a verb of action that took two animate subjects of the same gender (NP1 and NP2)
as well as an object. This structure was chosen to make the two referents as equally prominent
as possible. The pronoun occurred as the subject of the following target clause and was ambig-
uous as it could refer to both subject antecedents. Apart from the type of the pronoun, conditions
differed in the way that the target sentence was either evaluative or non-evaluative/neutral.
Evaluation was obtained by particles (einfach/just, scheinbar/apparently, tota/totallyl etc.) or
by personal beliefs, that is, by verbs that indicate a feeling (lieben/love, mogen/like, hassen/hate
etc.). As Patil et al. (2023) found no reliable effect of evaluation type (positive/negative), the
experimental items of the current study were not counterbalanced for the type of evaluation.
Furthermore, to avoid other external variables confounding the results, all sentences and words
had approximately the same length and complexity and for all referents no complex noun
phrases, but proper names were used.

(4) a. Context sentence
Lisa hat mit Anna ein Kriuterbeet angelegt.
Lisa.NOM have.3SG with.PREP Anna.DAT a.INDEF herb bed.ACC created.
‘Lisa has created herb bed with Anna.’

b. Non-evaluative/neutral

Die/Diese/Sie will mit frischen  Zutaten kochen.
Sheppro.FDempro.FpPror  Want.38G  with.PREP fresh.ADJ  ingredients.ACC
CcOOK.INF

‘She wants to cook with fresh ingredients.’

c. Evaluative
Die/Diese/Sie hat einfach einen  griinen Daumen.
Sheppro.F/Dempro.F/PProF  have.3SG  simply.ADV ~ a.INDEF green.ADJ thumb.ACC.
‘She simply has a green thumb.’
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carried out the survey. Before the start of the experiment, participants were given written in-
structions and then had to perform three test trials to get familiar with the design of the experi-
ment as well as with the interface of PCIbex. Once the trial runs were completed, the experiment
got started. Participants were automatically and randomly assigned to one of the six lists of the
experiment.

In total, nineteen native speakers of German were recruited in the experiment by the students
that took part in the project (7 male, 11 female, 1 with unspecified gender, mean age = 32.53
years, age range = 21-63 years). All of them had normal or corrected-to-normal visual acuity
and were not diagnosed with a reading disability by their own report. None of the participants
had to be excluded as all of them had good accuracy on fillers (> 85%).

3.4. Predictions

For the experimental factor PRONOUN, our main predictions regarding the referential choice
are: (i) The first referent (NP1) is most likely to be referred to with the PPro, (i1) DemPros are
strongly influenced by a final position preference and are therefore most likely to refer to NP2
compared to PPros and DPros, and (iii) assuming a graded sensitivity to referent prominence,
DPros are less strongly influenced by a final position preference than DemPros but less likely
to refer to NP1 than PPros.

Additionally, our main predictions regarding the response times are: (i) The longest RTs are
expected for DPros in a neutral context, while (ii) the shortest RTs are expected for DPros in
an evaluative context. Moreover, (iii) the RTs for DemPros should not differ with regards to
the type of context (evaluative vs. non-evaluative) and should be shorter than for DPros in a
neutral context but longer than for DPros in an evaluative context. Lastly, (iv) the RTs for PPros
should also not differ depending on the type of context and should be approximately located
between the reading times of DPros in a neutral context but longer than for DPros in an evalu-
ative context. To visualize our predictions, we put them the formulas listed under (6) where the
term ‘P(referent|condition)’ represents the pronoun interpretation bias, i.e., upon hearing a pro-
noun in a particular type of context, the probability that the addressee will resolve it to a partic-
ular referent (e.g., NP2). The capital letters A—F represent the different conditions (see Table
1). For response times, the term RT(condition) simply represents the RTs of a condition (e.g.,
A). The symbols >’ and ‘<’ are used to arrange both the probability with which a given pronoun
refers to a referent and the RTs on a scale, placing them in a hierarchy that approximates the
prominence hierarchy. (see Patterson & Schumacher 2021; Tomaszewicz-Ozakin & Schu-
macher 2022)

(6) Predictions for referential choice: P(NPI1|C, F) > P(NP1|A, D) > P(NP1|B, E)
Predictions for response times: RT(A) > RT(C, D) ? RT(B, E) > RT (D)
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3.5. Results

The response percentages for each option (NP1 vs. NP2) across all conditions are displayed in
Figure 1. Additionally, Figure 2 shows the mean response times across all conditions. Within
the next section, the results are discussed while referring to these two figures.

The results plotted in Figure 1 reveal that DemPros are clearly influenced by a final-position
preference. That is, participants interpreted them to refer to NP2 in 77.6% (condition B) respec-
tively in 80.3% (condition E) of the cases. On top of that, there seems to be no effect of the type
of context (evaluative vs. non-evaluative/neutral) on DemPros. Thus, our predictions for
DemPros regarding the referential choice are fully matched.

PPros, on the other hand, are most likely to refer to NP1 in 69.7% (condition C) and in 84.2%
(condition F) of the cases. There also is a reliable effect of evaluation on PPros as NP1 is less

likely to be chosen in the evaluative condition. This only partially matched our predictions be-
cause we did not expect the context type to influence the referential choice of the PPro.

Finally, DPros also show a clear preference to being resolved towards the last-mentioned
referent. Thus, the prediction that DPros are less strongly influenced by a final position prefer-
ence than DemPros could not be matched. However, there seems to be a slight effect of context
type on the referential choice of DPros: They are more likely to refer to NP1 within an evalua-
tive context (82.9%) compared to a neutral context (71.1%).

Response percentages (NP1 vs. NP2)
100
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Figure 1. Response percentages of referential choice across all conditions
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If we now look at the mean response times across all conditions, it becomes clear that a well-
defined hierarchy of RTs like it is assumed in the predictions could not be confirmed. However,
there are some numerical trends that give further insights into the resolution of the different
types of pronouns in different types of contexts. First, we can again observe a clear final posi-
tion preference of DemPros: When participants chose NP1 as referent of the DemPro, RTs were
longer compared to when NP2 was chosen. Again, no influence of context type on the referen-
tial choice of DemPros could be observed. This fully matches the predictions.

In contrast, when comparing the RTs for the conditions containing a DPro, it becomes evi-
dent that there is an effect of context type on the referential choice: That is, in a neutral context,
RTs were significantly longer when referring to NP2, while in an evaluative context, the RTs
were roughly the same for the two responses (i.e., NP1 and NP2). Additionally, DPros in an
evaluative context yielded the shortest RTs across all conditions. Hence, the predictions made
for the RTs of DPros were fully matched.
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For PPros, RTs were longer when NP2 was chosen as a referent. Additionally, RTs for the PPro
were shorter in an evaluative context compared to in a neutral context. Thus, there again seems
to be an effect of context type on PPros which was not expected. The overall results and their
implications on a theory of pronoun resolution and prominence are now considered within a
general discussion.

Mean response times

Response
NP1
B NP2

EVALDERDIE EVAL-DIESER  EVAL-ER/SIE NEUT-DERDIE NEUT-DIESER N

nnnnn

Figure 2. Mean response times (RTs) of referential choice across all conditions

4. General Discussion

In this section, we discuss the results of the experiment regarding their implications for a prom-
inence-based theory of pronoun resolution. The results of the experiment support the hypothesis
of a graded sensitivity to referent prominence across the different types of pronouns. That is,
the preference to refer to the last-mentioned (less prominent) entity is stronger for DemPros
compared to DPros and PPros, regardless of the type of context (evaluative vs. non-evalua-
tive/neutral). Thus, DemPros are not sensitive to prominence manipulations through perspec-
tive taking by means of an evaluative context. DPros and PPros, in contrast, seem to be sensitive
to perspective taking.

Furthermore, the finding that DPros are processed faster in an evaluative context can be
accounted for with the fact that reference ambiguity is ruled out by a maximally prominent
perspective-taking speaker. That is, when expressing an evaluation by the narrator, an external
perspective is made salient whereby the discourse topic becomes available as an antecedent for
the DPro. Previously, Hinterwimmer & Bosch (2016, 2018) proposed that DPros are “anti-
logophoric pronouns avoiding (maximally prominent) perspective takers”. Patil et al. (2020)
claim that it is not subject- or topic-avoidance but perspective-taking that matters, i.e., DPros
can indeed refer to the most prominent discourse referent in the presence of a prominent exter-
nal perspective taker. Therefore, one can conclude that, like DemPros, DPros avoid the most
prominent discourse referents as antecedents, but for them perspective-taking plays a role in
calculating prominence. This again is in line with the findings of Patil et al. (2023) who found
that an evaluative-DPro condition is rated higher than a neutral-DPro condition. We thus also
claim that DPros can refer to a discourse referent that is information structurally prominent
when the (abstract) speaker is prominent as perspective-taker.

Furthermore, our results might indicate that the presence of a speaker evaluation does not
only affect the referential choice of DPros, but also the referential choice of personal pronouns.
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Interestingly, with personal pronouns the effect seems to go into the reverse direction: While
evaluation seems to increase references by DPros to the first mentioned referent, it seems to
decrease them for personal pronouns. This was neither predicted by us nor by Bosch & Hinter-
wimmer (2018) and Hinterwimmer et al. (2020). The unexpected result that the type of context
influences the referential choice of the PPro — which should have a high degree of flexibility in
antecedent selection — confirms the general claim that prominence in terms of perspective tak-
ing can be influenced by evaluative expressions expressed by particles and/or personal beliefs,
and also be modulated by the degree of evaluation (see Patil et al. 2023).

However, it should be taken into account that the notion of evaluation partly overlaps with
the notion of informality. Patil et al. (2020) showed that language formality is a distinguishing
feature such that DPros prefer informal whereas DemPros prefer formal language. The fact that,
in an evaluative context, response times when referring to NP1 were longer for DPros than for
DemPros might simply be accounted for by the fact that particles (einfach/just, scheinbar/ap-
parently, tota/totallyl etc.) or verbs of personal believes (lieben/love, mogen/like, hassen/hate
etc.), automatically render a sentence more informal. Hence, DemPros might be dispreferred
due to language formality and not only due to prominence modulation resulting from evaluation
of the discourse referents. All in all, it seems conceivable that the demonstratives from both
paradigms (DemPros, DPros) behave similarly as far as avoiding the most prominent discourse
referent is concerned, but they diverge along the dimensions of language formality and logo-
phoricity.

In the experiment reported in this paper, we have tested the behavior of DemPros, DPros
and PPros in evaluative and non-evaluative contexts. The following hypotheses could be con-
firmed: (i) DPros as well as DemPros show a strong preference to refer to the last-mentioned
referent, (i1) assuming a graded sensitivity to referent prominence for both demonstrative pro-
nouns, DPros are less strongly influenced by a final position preference than DemPros and can
refer to both referents from a set, (iii) in an evaluative context, DPros are processed faster than
in a neutral context, as reference ambiguity is ruled out by a maximally prominent perspective
taking (abstract) speaker and (iv) the antecedent preference of DemPros is not influenced by an
evaluative context. On a more methodological level, these findings support the idea that it might
be beneficial for empirical research to combine offline- and online-methods in the same exper-
iment to gain a more fine-grained picture about a language phenomenon. The diverging results
in prior studies about linear order and reference might be due to the different designs of the
studies. In our experiment, the difference in reference resolution of the demonstratives based
on linear order were only visible when combining the offline and online results. In contrast, it
could not be confirmed that, compared to both types of demonstratives, PPros do not show any
antecedent preference as they showed a higher degree of flexibility in their antecedent selection
in previous studies (Schumacher 2016). In fact, PPros were also influenced by the type of con-
text, which was not predicted by us. This might indicate that the chosen construction was not
completely equal in terms of prominence (topicality, order of mention).

On the whole, our results are compatible with the stronger version of the anti-logophoricity
account by Hinterwimmer & Bosch (2017: 105) who claim that “if the speaker makes her own
perspective particularly prominent by using an evaluative expression in referring to the subject
of a propositional attitude verb o, a DPro contained in the complement clause of a can at least
for some speakers be interpreted as bound by the subject of a”. Alternatively, a strictly promi-
nence-based account is also compatible with the experimental results reported in this paper. In
this account, DPros generally avoid the most prominent discourse referents as antecedents or
binders. Thus, one must assume that while speakers automatically introduce discourse referents
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(Hunter 2013), narrators (i.e., external speakers) only introduce discourse referents when there
is an indication of them being present as perspectival centers. Moreover, one would have to
assume that discourse referents introduced by narrators are more prominent than topical dis-
course referents (see Hinterwimmer et al. 2020: 124), Since the empirical predictions of the
prominence-based account do not differ from those of the strong version of the anti-logophoric-
ity account, teasing apart their predictions remains a topic for future research.

To further investigate the graded sensitivity to referent prominence across the different types
of pronouns, one might claim that further studies with more participants are needed. As the
experiment was part of study project with limited time, the sample was relatively small and
possibly too small to generate general claims.® However, Sprouse & Almeida (2011) found that
the FC task is substantially more powerful than other tasks at detecting differences between
conditions, especially for small and medium-sized effects. Therefore, they ran re-sampling sim-
ulations to empirically estimate the number of phenomena in Linguistic Inquiry (2001-2010)
that would be detected with 80% power. Their results show that the FC task would be well-
powered (i.e., reach 80% power) for the detection of 70% of the phenomena published in Lin-
guistic Inquiry (2001-2010) with only 10 participants each providing only one judgment per
phenomenon.

Nonetheless, when replicating the study, it would be ideal to not only include more partici-
pants but to also narrow down the age range in order to achieve a more homogeneous test group.
The subjects of the current study were between 21 and 63 years old, which can lead to differ-
ences in reaction times. Older subjects might be slower to respond than younger subjects —
especially when using online tools. Furthermore, older participants might show differences in
their use of demonstratives as compared to younger participants based on the factor formality.
Since the study was carried out via the PCIbex online platform, there was no guarantee as to
how well the test subjects coped with the interface of the experiment. Additionally, the con-
struction selected for the experiment must be reworked towards an even more equal construc-
tion in terms of prominence such that order of mention and topicality are aligned.

On a final note, we can conclude that the current study contributed to investigate the inter-
action of (referent/perspectival) prominence and evaluation in greater detail. Thus, it became
clear that the two types of demonstratives differ in terms of their sensitivity to referent promi-
nence interaction which is in line with the findings of Patterson et al. (2022). Additionally,
experimental evidence was provided that evaluative expressions have an influence on the prom-
inence of a discourse referent (see Patil et al. 2023). We were able to replicate the findings of
Patil et al. (2023) in a design which combines offline and online measurements. Thus, our re-
sults further speak in favor of their hypothesis. Furthermore, we found unexpected effects of
speaker perspective on the reference resolution of personal pronouns. These results yield inter-
esting new insights and questions for further research on the effect of discourse prominence
and speaker perspective on reference resolution. Still, a more nuanced notion of prominence is
needed, especially when it comes to the resolution of pronouns.

¢ Because of the small number of participants, we were not able to run inferential statistics. Thus, we can only
report the numerical results, but are unable to tell whether these results are statistically significant.
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French Community is much bigger). Since the small GC is dependent on the Walloon Region
economically speaking, French is quite important in the administration in East Belgium
(Darquennes 2013:356). Therefore, the teaching of French plays an important role in the East-
Belgian schools and is particularly encouraged. Although the German language must be the
sole language of instruction in all schools of the GC (except for the school sections in French
immersion), the teaching of French as the first foreign language was made obligatory at all
educational levels through a decree in 2004.3

As stated above, the first language of most inhabitants is German.* The local dialects —
Limburgish and Ripuarian in the canton of Eupen, Ripuarian and Moselle Franconian in the
canton of Sankt Vith — are still spoken by some (older) people (Darquennes 2013:357-358),
especially in the South of the GC. However, the use of a German vernacular — i.e. the language
variety used in informal situations when the dialect is not used —, which is more or less
homogeneous in the whole GC and which comprises regional peculiarities, is widespread
among the East-Belgians (Kupper et al. 2017:174). Besides the local dialects and the
vernacular, a further language variety is used in the GC, namely an emergent East-Belgian
standard variety of German. Within the framework of the pluricentricity of German, it is the
East-Belgian standard variety that this paper is investigating (see 2.3. for an operational
definition of ‘standard’).

This paper first gives an overview of the pluricentricity of German by defining the most
important related concepts (2.1.). It then focuses on the so-called centres of German, more
particularly on the German-speaking Community (2.2.). This chapter also proposes a definition
of ‘standard variety’ (2.3.) as well as an outline of past research on lexical variation in East
Belgium (2.4.). Chapter 3 presents the research questions that this paper will attempt to answer,
namely: which potential East-Belgian standard variants can be found in the GrenzEcho
newspaper corpus and with which relative frequencies of use? And in what way can the corpus
study complement the Variantenworterbuch des Deutschen (‘variant dictionary of German’,
Ammon et al. 2016, see below)? After a description of the corpus (chapter 4) and of the
methodology (chapter 5), the paper presents some first results and observations (chapter 6). It
ends with a conclusion and an outlook for further research (chapter 7).

2. The pluricentricity of German
2.1. Standard varieties, variants and variables

According to Ammon (2017:10), a pluricentric language is ‘a language with at least two
standard varieties’ (translation EJ). This is the case for German. The pluricentricity of German
states that the German language, being an official language in different states and regions, has
developed different standard varieties that are used respectively in these states or regions, the
so-called language centres of German (among them Germany, Austria and Switzerland,;
pluricentricity literally means ‘several centres’, see 2.2.). The standard varieties of German
differ from each other through linguistic peculiarities. In the pluricentricity theory, all standard
varieties of German are of equal value linguistically speaking. As opposed to a— linguistically
no longer arguable — monocentric perspective on standard variation, according to which the

3 Dekret Uber die Vermittlung und den Gebrauch der Sprachen im Unterrichtswesen [Decree about the teaching
and the use of languages in school education] (19 April 2004)

4 The percentage of German native speakers in the GC can be estimated between 90 % and 95 % (Darquennes
2013:357; Kupper et al. 2017:170; Statistikportal der Deutschsprachigen Gemeinschaft Belgiens).
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standard variety of Germany is the only correct one, from which all other standard varieties
would deviate (Kellermeier-Rehbein 2022:34), the pluricentricity affirms that all standard
varieties are equal on their respective Geltungsbereiche (‘areas of application’, Ammon
2017:10, translation Darquennes 2021:15). Pluricentricity looks at variation at the standard
level only. Consequently, this paper will only be concerned with standard variation in the
German language too.

Linguistic peculiarities in one standard variety as compared to another standard variety are
called standard variants. They can be found in phonology, morphology, lexis, syntax as well
as pragmatics, but it is often argued that the lexical level is responsible for most standard
variation (Ammon 2017:6). This is why this paper will deal with lexical variation only. A
variant can by definition be assigned to a variable, the expression of which are the two (or
more) variants. To illustrate the concepts of variables and variants, let us look at an example
(from Kellermeier-Rehbein 2022:39). The meaning ‘general entrance qualification for higher
education’ is here the variable, which has different variants: the word Abitur has its area of
application in Germany and Matura is the word used in Austria and Switzerland. The standard
varieties of Germany, Austria and Switzerland thus differ from each other through these kinds
of words.

A variant can be specific of one state or region. This is the case when a variant is found in
only one standard variety, e.g. Abitur is used only in Germany. A variant can also be unspecific;
this is the case when it is used in several, but not all standard varieties of German. For example,
the variant Matura is unspecific, because it is used in Austria and Switzerland. Note that words
used in all varieties of German are not variants but are rather called ‘constants’ (Ammon
2017:7-8, translation EJ). Another kind of specific words are designations for things or
phenomena which only exist in one state or region. These words are also not variants because
they cannot be assigned to any variable. The reason is that the signifié simply does not exist in
the other states or regions where German is spoken. These specific realities are called
Sachspezifika (singular Sachspezifikum) in German and this term will be used in this paper.

When looking at standard variation, not only the bare existence or absence of variants in a
variety deserves attention, but also the frequencies of use of those variants. Some variants are
absolute variants in an area because no other word can be used to replace them. This is the case
of Abitur: it is an absolute variant in Germany because it cannot be replaced by any other word
— itis the only lexeme used with this meaning in Germany. However, a lot of variants are not
absolute, but rather relative (or ‘exchangeable’, Ammon 1995:104, translation EJ), because
another word exists in the given standard variety that can be used instead. For example, the
lexeme Velo is a Swiss variant (‘bicycle’) and it is a relative variant, because the word Fahrrad
is also used in the Swiss standard variety of German (Kellermeier-Rehbein 2022:49). To
determine the frequencies of use of these relative variants in a given area, Niehaus (2015:143)
proposes the following ‘relative percentage of variants’ (translation EJ):

Majority variants used at 51% or more
Common variants used from 21% up to 50%
Rare variants used from 5% up to 20%
Sporadic variants used under 5%

Table 1. Relative percentage of variants according to Niehaus (2015:143)
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Thus, besides absolute variants, both majority variants (above 50% of relative frequency of use)
and common, rare and sporadic variants (under 50% of relative frequency of use) in a given
area should be taken into account when looking at standard variation, because they all can play
a part in the analysis of a standard variety.

2.2. The German-speaking Community as a half centre of German

As mentioned above, the language centres of German are those states and regions in which
German is an official language, and which have their own standard varieties. What is meant by
official language of a state is the language used for public communication between government
authorities (at all levels) and the citizens, as well as for the writing of laws, in parliament and
in the judicial system (Kellermeier-Rehbein 2022:22-23).

Three types of language centres can be distinguished (Ammon 2017:18-21). Firstly, the full
centres of German are the states or regions where German not only is the official language (or
one of the official languages), but it is also codified internally. That means that full centres
produce their dictionaries and grammar books themselves and that these codices are valid on
their territories (endonormative). Three full centres are normally recognised: Germany, Austria
and the German-speaking part of Switzerland (see Figure 3). These also are the centres with the
most speakers.
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Figure 3. The full centres (Vollzentren) and the half centres (Halbzentren) of German (from
Ammon 2017:20)

Secondly, the half centres of German also have German as (one of) their official language(s),
but do not produce their codices internally, but rather use the codices of the full centres
(exonormative). The standard variety of a half centre has linguistic peculiarities mostly at the
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lexical level. The four half centres of German are Luxembourg, Liechtenstein, South Tyrol (in
Northern Italy) and the German-speaking Community of Belgium (see Figure 3). Finally, a
third type of language centres can be accepted, namely the quarter centres (Ammon 2017:19—
20, English translation Darquennes 2021:18). The particularity of this last type of centre is that
German is not an official language but has the status of an officially recognised minority
language. In the quarter centres, a specific standard variety of German has developed too.
Namibia, Romania and several Mennonite settlements in America are considered as quarter
centres of German.

Although the theory of the pluricentricity insists on the fact that all standard varieties are of
equal linguistic value — i.e. not one variety is the best nor should be considered as the point of
reference for the other varieties —, in reality, a strong asymmetry between the varieties can be
observed. In fact, the standard variety from Germany is often considered to be the best one or
even the only correct one by a lot of speakers (cp. the monocentric perspective mentioned
above, Kellermeier-Rehbein 2022:31-33). This is due to many factors. First, the number of
speakers in Germany is much higher than in all other centres together. Then, the name for the
German language Deutsch is associated with the country Germany (Deutschland). On top of
that, mass media from Germany are widely consumed in the other centres, but it is not the case
the other way around. Finally, the standard variety taught in foreign countries is most often the
one from Germany. All these external factors cause the German variety to be considered as the
best one, although this view cannot be justified from a linguistic point of view.

Now that the context of the language centres of German and the relation between them have
been explained, let us look at one half centre in particular: the German-speaking Community
of Belgium. In the GC, German is a ‘regional, solo-official language’ (Kellermeier-Rehbein
2022:25, translation EJ): ‘regional’ because in Belgium, German is an official language only
on the territory of the GC (as well as at the level of the federal state, see Ammon 2015:235-
236, but not in the two other language communities) and ‘solo-official’ because it is the only
official language in the GC (with language facilities guaranteed for the French-speaking
inhabitants, see Darquennes 2013:356). On account of its proximity with as well as the above-
mentioned predominance of Germany, the standard variety of the GC is very much oriented to
the one of Germany. However, a number of (potential) lexical standard variants can be found,
which distinguish both standard varieties and which are the reason to consider the GC as a half
centre in the first place. For the moment, one should speak of potential standard variants,
because most of them have not been empirically verified. In this paper, we shall look at a
selection of potential standard variants of the East-Belgian standard variety (Belgicisms,
Ammon 1995:413).

2.3. Ammon’s model: the field of social forces of a standard variety’

As already explained above, pluricentricity is concerned with variation at the standard level.
Nevertheless, ‘standard’ and ‘standard variety’ are not simple to define. When summarizing the
definitions of Reiffenstein (1983:20-21), Ammon (1995:71-72), Ammon et al. (2016: XVIII),
Ammon (2017:7) and Kellermeier-Rehbein (2022:25) — some of the most important authors
in the pluricentric theory — a standard variety in the context of pluricentricity can be defined
as follows:
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A standard variety is the totality of linguistic forms (phonemes, morphemes, lexemes,
syntactic and pragmatic constructions) that are accepted as appropriate and correct by all
members of a language centre in formal and/or public communication situations. Moreover,
a standard variety of a pluricentric language consists of at least one centre-specific variant
or one centre-specific combination of (unspecific) variants.

According to this definition, a standard variety is the one used in formal and public situations
and in the communication with authorities. To enable all citizens to get access to it, it is the
language taught in school. In this definition, the codification status of a standard variety is
deliberately left out, because the standard varieties of half centres are not codified internally
(they do not have their own endonormative codices).

As far as the East-Belgian standard variety is concerned, one can speak of an ‘emergent’
standard variety (Klpper et. al 2017:184) because its standardisation process is still ongoing.
For example, it is unclear which potential East-Belgian standard variants are actually used for
formal and written communication by the East-Belgians, because previous studies were only
concerned with newspaper language (Magenau 1964; Nelde 1974; Nelde & Darquennes 2002,
Ammon et. al 2004, 2016). The frequencies of use of these variants in newspapers were never
analysed either.

At this point, the concept of standard variety has been defined, but the question of knowing
who determines what can be accepted as standard and what not has not yet been answered. For
German, there is indeed no national institution comparable to the Académie francaise for
French or the Real Academia Espafiola for Spanish, which have the authority to set the standard
norms of those languages. To deal with this problem, Ammon (1995:73-82, see also Ammon
2017:10-18) developed the model of the ‘Field of social forces of a standard variety’ (see
Figure 4). In this model, five forces are presented which are all actors in the establishment of a
standard variety. That is, they all have an influence on deciding whether a lexeme (or any other
linguistic form) can be part of the standard or not.
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Figure 4. The field of social forces of a standard variety (Ammon 1995:80, English version
from Lanwermeyer et al. 2019:147)

Let us begin with the social force that will be the most relevant in this paper. The model
speakers (and writers) — and especially the model texts they produce — serve as an example
in how a standard variety is used (or should be used) in a community. They are professional
speakers and writers such as newscasters and journalists. Their model texts are written or



76 Emma Joveneau

spoken texts that circulate in the media, especially on serious television programmes and in
serious newspapers. They serve as an example (hence ‘model’), because speakers can refer to
them in case of doubt when writing or speaking in a formal situation (e.g. ‘I read it that way in
this serious newspaper, so | can use it in my email to the mayor too’). We will look at an
example of an East-Belgian model text below.

The next actors in the establishment of a standard variety are the codifiers and their language
codices. Language codices are dictionaries and grammar books that influence the norm of a
standard variety because they seek to set the rules for correct standard language use. Speakers
also refer to them in case of doubt. Language codices of a standard variety include mostly
standard forms. When non-standard (vernacular or dialectal) forms are included, they are
normally marked as such. As explained above, language codices play a less important role in
half centres than in full centres, as half centres do not produce their own codices. Rather,
speakers of a half centre have to refer to the codices of a neighbouring full centre. This is also
the case in the GC, where no endonormative codex exists. Nevertheless, the database Debeterm
can be seen as a still on-going ‘codification process’ (Moller 2017:106, translation EJ). This
database lays down the binding German-speaking legal terminology for public administration
in Belgium. However, it does not aim to include the whole East-Belgian standard variety, but
rather only the legal and administrative terminology.

Then, language experts are professional linguists as well as lay linguists. They can criticise
the codex or the general language in use in a community and bring about changes and updates
to the standard norm.

Next, the so-called language norm authorities are persons who correct and influence the
language of others. Norm authorities of a standard variety are schoolteachers, professors and
publishing editors. They act as intermediaries between the norm and the actual language use. It
is part of their profession to control and, if necessary, correct the language of others towards
the standard. In that sense they have a more direct influence than the three above-mentioned
forces. They differ from the three other forces in that they do not have an influence on the
standard norm as such but are rather concerned with the observance of the norm. Language
norm authorities are all the more important in half centres to convey the centre-internal norm
as there is no endonormative codices to rely on.

Finally, the majority of the population also exerts an (indirect) influence on the standard
norm. In fact, some linguistic forms can be on their way to be standardised because they are in
use among the majority population. When they begin to be used in model texts, they make their
way into the standard variety and, in a next step, they can enter the codex too. All social forces
in Ammon’s model thus influence each other.

The model of the social forces of a standard variety can still be improved (Ammon 1995:81).
For example, it is not impossible that other social forces than the five mentioned here also play
a part in determining what counts as standard. It is also unclear which social force plays a more
important role than the others in particular contexts. However, this model can be very useful
when analysing a standard variety, both to distinguish standard from non-standard lexemes (or
other linguistic forms) as well as to determine what is typical of a standard variety of one
language centre as compared to other centres.



Lexical variants in the Belgian newspaper GrenzEcho 77

2.4. Lexical variation in the GC

To document the standard varieties of all centres of German, Ammon et al. (2004, second
edition 2016) published the Variantenworterbuch des Deutschen (‘variant dictionary of
German’, VWB for short). This is the first dictionary to document the standard varieties of all
full, half and quarter centres of German. The VWB records only lexemes and lexical
expressions which are considered as variants. That is to say, words common to all varieties of
German (the constants) are not included. For the GC — such as for the other half centres — the
dictionary registers essentially specific variants (Kellermeier-Rehbein 2022:211) or at least
variants which are not used throughout Germany (which serves as the point of reference since
it is the neighbouring full centre). The VWB records 42 lexemes marked as ‘BELG’, which
stands for East Belgium. These lexemes were attested in different newspapers and magazines
from East Belgium (the model texts) and can be regarded as parts of an emergent East-Belgian
standard variety. However, the sole sources of the VWB were model texts — to a lesser extent
for East Belgium also only one language expert — and the other social forces were not taken
into account in the production of the dictionary. A further weakness of the VWB is that it is
unclear what role the frequency of use of a lexeme in the model texts played in the inclusion or
exclusion in the dictionary (Klpper et al. 2017:184).

Two older newspaper studies also analysed the East-Belgian standard variety: Magenau's
study (1964) and Nelde's study (1974), both of which studied the lexis in the newspaper
GrenzEcho, however in the then still dominant monocentric perspective, so that the linguistic
peculiarities are not regarded as standard variants in their own right, but are downgraded as
errors or deviations from the standard variety of Germany.

Although Ammon (1995:416) enumerates nineteen typical East-Belgian lexemes, most of
them are classified as ‘not correct’ by the two authors Heinen & Kremer (see below) — meaning
that they think most schoolteachers would not accept them. Mdller (2017) also mentions
numerous potential East-Belgian standard variants, but most of them have never been
empirically analysed. That makes room for further research on the East-Belgian standard
variety.

As far as East-Belgian peculiarities in the everyday language are concerned, which can in
some cases also be used in the standard variety (see Moller & ElspaR 2015:520), contributions
include the Liste der regionalen und umgangssprachlichen Abweichungen im
deutschsprachigen Gebiet Belgiens (‘list of regional and vernacular deviations in the German-
speaking area of Belgium’, Heinen & Kremer 1986). Nelde (1987) documented linguistic
peculiarities in the form of a word atlas (Wortatlas der deutschen Umgangssprachen in
Belgien). Heinen and Kremer, the authors of the 1986 list, also published two glossaries of
everyday language in East Belgium (Heinen & Kremer 2010, 2015). The Atlas zur deutschen
Alltagssprache ‘Atlas of German everyday language’ (Elspall & Maller 2003-2023) is a wider
project which records linguistic variation in all full and half centres of German, including East
Belgium.

3. Research questions
To find out what lexemes can count as East-Belgian standard variants, one should ideally

analyse the use of these lexemes empirically among all social forces (see Ammon’s model in
2.3.). This paper will focus on one social force, namely the model texts, more precisely on the
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In this example, the East-Belgian lexeme Rahmenplan is used at 58% in the corpus as compared
to Lehrplan, which makes it a majority variant in East Belgium (or at least in the corpus). All
135 word pairs were classified according to Niehaus’s classification (2015:143, see Table 1).

6. First results and observations
6.1. Classification of variants

In order to answer research questions a. and b., let us classify the lexemes. Out of the 135
analysed lexemes, 52 do not occur in the corpus at all. The reason is probably that these lexemes
are too vernacular or dialectal to be used in a serious newspaper. In fact, most of them come
from the word list by Heinen & Kremer (1986), the aim of which was to list vernacular East-
Belgian peculiarities. Such lexemes include sich batschen ‘to fight’, Sélder ‘attic’, knatschen
‘to eat noisily’. Also some words with French influence (loan words, loan translations) do not
occur in the corpus either (e.g. depannieren ‘to tow a car away and repair it’, Bulle ‘ball,
sphere’, Etudesaal ‘study room’). Also one lexeme out of the 30 selected from the VWB does
not occur in the corpus (see 6.3.).

No occurrence depannieren ‘to tow a car away and repair it’

0% Etudesaal ‘study room’

knatschen ‘to eat noisily’

Zusatzbehdr ‘accessories, equipment’

Sporadic variants Billett *(transport) ticket’

<5% domiziliert ‘resident’

Feriengeld ‘holiday pay’

Penalty ‘penalty’

Rare variants Farde ‘binder, file’

5-20% Garagist ‘car mechanic’

Kliimpchen ‘sweet’

Studienbérse ‘scholarship grant’

Common variants doppeln ‘repeat a school vear’

21-50% Kot *student share-household’

Zivilgesetzbuch *Civil Code’

Zivilstand ‘marital status’

Majority variants Café ‘pub, bar’

=51% Klassenrat “school staff meeting’

Parteikarte ‘party membership book’
Rahmenplan ‘school programme, curriculum’
Sachspezifika Athendum *type of secondary school in Belgium’
- Féderalstaat ‘federal state’

Gemeindekollegium ‘executive power at municipality level in Belgium’
Schulnetz ‘school network supporting a number of schools’

Table 3. Classification of variants from the GrenzEcho corpus according to the frequency of
use (sample)

As far as the other lexemes are concerned, according to Niehaus’s classification of variants (see
Table 1), 32 lexemes are sporadic variants and are thus hardly used in the corpus. In this case,
that means that the corresponding word from Germany is used much more often than the East-
Belgian lexeme. The remaining lexemes are rare (19), common (13) and majority (11) variants.
Moreover, eight lexemes can be classified as Sachspezifika. Table 3 shows a sample of the
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division into different school systems is typical for Belgium and does not exist in this form in
any other country (Moller 2017:107). The meaning of Schulnetz is illustrated in (2).

(2) Erwaurdigte die finanzielle Unterstutzung der DG, die es ermdgliche, die Schneeklassen
fir die vielen Kinder aller Schulnetze von Burg-Reuland bis nach Kelmis
erschwinglicher zu gestalten.

‘He acknowledged the financial support of the GC, which makes it possible to render
school ski trips more affordable for the many children of all school networks from Burg-
Reuland to Kelmis.’

(GrenzEcho, 22/11/2007, GE07/JAN.41520)

6.2.3. Café (majority variant)

The constant meaning of Café in all varieties of German is ‘coffee house, café’. In the GC it
also has a second meaning, namely ‘pub, bar’ — in this latter meaning it is a potential East-
Belgian variant. In the GrenzEcho corpus, it was in many cases unclear whether the lexeme
meant ‘pub, bar’ or ‘coffee house’. However, in these unclear cases, the newspaper articles
often dealt with a fight, usually between two men, sometimes with fatal consequences. One can
deduce that these fights take place in pubs, where alcoholic beverages are consumed and where
an argument (and possibly a murder) are most likely to happen, rather than in a cosy coffee
house. In other cases, as in (3), the lexeme Café unambiguously means ‘pub, bar’.

(3) Ehefrau nackt in Kneipe gefunden. Eine Frau ist am Samstag von ihrem Ehemann nackt
und bewusstlos in einem Café in Aubel gefunden worden.
‘Wife found naked in pub. A woman was found naked and unconscious by her husband
in a pub in Aubel on Saturday.’
(GrenzEcho, 14/05/2007, GEO7/JAN.17085)

The co-occurrence analysis confirms that Café is used in the meaning ‘pub, bar’ in the GC,
because it very often co-occurs with names of pubs located in the GC, such as Café Trottinette
(Sankt Vith), Café Jagerhof (Eupen), Café Columbus (Eupen), Café Penalty (Eupen).

6.2.4. doppeln (common variant)

The verb doppeln has here the meaning ‘to repeat a school year’. Both lexemes doppeln (East-
Belgian variant) and wiederholen (‘to repeat [a school year]’, verb used in Germany) are used
synonymously. Sometimes they are both used alternately in the same article for stylistic
reasons, as in (4).

(4) Im sechsten Jahr doppeln dagegen nur 1,95% der Schiler. Das erste Jahr der
Sekundarschule muss jeder zehnte Schiler wiederholen, jeder flinfte das dritte und jeder
sechste das flinfte.

‘On the other hand, only 1.95% of pupils have to repeat the sixth year. One in ten pupils
has to repeat the first year of secondary school, one in five the third year and one in six
the fifth year.’

(GrenzEcho, 24/10/2007, GEO7/JAN.37762)
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Examples (3) and (4) illustrate the concept of relative (or exchangeable) variants very well (see
2.1.), as they show that, even within the same newspaper article, two different variants can be
used.

6.2.5. Kot (common variant)

The lexeme Kot ‘student share-household’ does not come from any of the four sources cited in
section 5, but it was still added to the corpus study. This lexeme is a borrowing from Belgian
Dutch. However, since this word is also used in Belgian French, it may have come into the
East-Belgian variety via French, rather than being borrowed directly from Dutch. The
borrowing history is difficult to trace back. Since in French, the word kot ‘student share-
household’ is only used in Belgium too, one can state that this lexeme is an example of a typical
national Belgian peculiarity, best representing the language situation of the country. Note that
half of the results in the corpus are put in quotation marks, as in (5), which suggests that the
GrenzEcho journalists are well aware that this word is an East-Belgian peculiarity.

(5) Im Winter 1996/1997 hatten zahlreiche Studenten ihren ,,Kot“ verlassen, um
Weihnachten und Neujahr mit ihrer Familie zu feiern, dabei aber diese
Vorsichtsmalinahme nicht beachtet.

‘In the winter of 1996/1997, many students left their student share-households to
celebrate Christmas and New Year with their families but did not follow this precaution.’
(GrenzEcho, 21/01/2013, GE13/JAN.02128)

6.3. Comparison with the Variantenworterbuch des Deutschen (Ammon et al. 2016)

To answer research question c., the results from the corpus study were compared to the
Variantenwdrterbuch des Deutschen. The pilot corpus study revealed that some East-Belgian
variants that are contained in the VWB are often used in the corpus (as majority variants),
whereas other variants are hardly used (only as rare or sporadic variants). This finding suggests
that the VWB should be treated with caution. Some lexemes should indeed be put into
perspective: they do occur in the GrenzEcho corpus, but as minority variants — i.e. under 50%
as compared to the corresponding lexeme from Germany. One word from the VWB marked as
‘BELG” does not occur at all in the corpus: Zusatzbehor. Instead, only the word Zubehor
(‘accessories, equipment’) is used. On the other hand, some lexemes occurring as majority
variants in the corpus are missing in the VWB. Such a critical analysis of the VWB is only
possible with a corpus study as the one conducted in COSMAS II. Further corpus studies as
well as surveys to include the opinions of the other social forces of a standard variety (see 2.3.)
should be conducted in order to confirm the tendencies observed in the GrenzEcho corpus.
Nevertheless, the following recommendations for a possible third edition of the VWB can
already be formulated.

Firstly, if further surveys confirm this result, the lexeme Zusatzbehor ‘accessories,
equipment’ should be removed from the VWAB, as it does not occur in the corpus. As far as the
sporadic variants are concerned (under 5% of use in the corpus), their poor frequencies of use
should at least be specified if they are to remain in the VWB (for instance with the mention
‘seldom”). That concerns the following words: anschaulich ‘exact’, Billett ‘(transport) ticket’,
domiziliert ‘resident’, Dossier ‘legal case’, Feriengeld ‘holiday pay’, hospitalisieren ‘to send
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Example (7) illustrates this change of terminology as well as the explicit reference to the French
term.

(7) Der Gemeindesekretar soll kiinftig ,,Generaldirektor (frz.: ,directeur général®)
heiRen.
‘The municipal secretary is to be called "general director"” (French: "directeur général")
in future.’
(GrenzEcho, 23/02/2013, GE13/JAN.05841)

Finally, the entry Ausfahrt is also incomplete. The results from the corpus show that this word
does not only mean ‘a ride with public transport’, as the VWB claims. It also means a game
played on the opponent’s ground, as opposed to a home match. It is in this meaning that the
lexeme was analysed. This second meaning, which does not exist in the online Duden, could
be added to the VWB entry. Example (8) illustrates this meaning.

(8) Dann folgt das Heimspiel gegen Herve und zum Saisonabschluss die Ausfahrt nach
Amay.
“Then comes the home game against Herve and the season-ending away game against
Amay.’
(GrenzEcho, 15/03/2008, GE08/JAN.10216)

7. Conclusion and outlook

The pilot corpus study shows that linguistic variation in the newspaper GrenzEcho represents
only a small proportion of the whole lexis. Not only do some lexemes that were considered as
potential East-Belgian variants not appear in the corpus at all, but many variants are also only
rare or sporadic. However, common and majority variants as well as recurrent Sachspezifika
can also be found. It is because of this small, but essential proportion of standard variation that
the GC counts as a half centre of German with its own standard variants — and therefore also
its own standard variety.

The corpus study made it possible to critically review the lexemes marked as ‘BELG’ in the
VWAB. It revealed that some variants are hardly used in the newspaper GrenzEcho, whereas no
mention of their poor frequencies of use is made in the VWB. The corpus study also suggested
that some lexemes could be added to the VWB as they occur frequently in the GrenzEcho
archives.

One of the weaknesses of the conducted corpus study is surely the rather small size of the
dataset and in line with this, the fact that only one newspaper was investigated, whereas there
are many other media resources in the GC. Another limitation is that the use of variants can
sometimes depend on the individual journalists as well as on the topic of the article (for
example, there might be more variants in articles dealing with local subjects than with
international ones). This has not been taken into account in the analysis of the variants. A further
weakness of the corpus study is the fact that some polysemous lexemes had to be sorted out by
hand, which means that some errors could have occurred.

As a next step, it will make sense to compare the occurrence of lexemes obtained in this
corpus study with the occurrence of the same lexemes in a newspaper from Germany. By
choosing a German newspaper from a region bordering the GC (for example from Aachen), it
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Appendix
Classification | East-Belgian Corresponding English translation | Source for the East-
of East- lexeme lexeme(s) used in Belgian lexeme
Belgian Germany
lexemes
No affonieren (auf) ex trinken to drink in one go | Mdller 2017
occurrence in einem Zug trinken
(Apfel-)Kitsch Kerngehéuse (apple) core AdA
(Apfel-)Ketsch
artlich brav well-behaved Heinen & Kremer 1986
artig
ausspringen ausgehen to switch off Heinen & Kremer 1986
sich batschen sich prugeln to fight Heinen & Kremer 1986
bedropst niedergeschlagen depressed, Heinen & Kremer 1986
bedroppelt downcast
kleinlaut
Bic Kugelschreiber pen Moller 2017
Bigoudi Lockenwickler hair curler Moller 2017
Blotsch Beule bump, dent Heinen & Kremer 1986
Bonzelebock Purzelbaum somersault Heinen & Kremer 1986
Brick Ziegelstein brick Heinen & Kremer 1986
Cric Wagenheber car jack Moller 2017
depannieren abschleppen to tow a car away | Heinen & Kremer 1986
and repair it
Dispenz Befreiung exemption, Moller 2017
Dispens dispensation
Etudesaal Lesesaal study room Heinen & Kremer 1986
Studienraum
Lernraum
gewéhrden lassen gewéhren lassen to let somebody do | Heinen & Kremer 1986
tun lassen something
I-grec Ypsilon upsilon Heinen & Kremer 1986
Journal de classe Heft fur die notebook to plan Heinen & Kremer 1986
Eintragung der homework
Hausaufgaben
Kelder Keller cellar Heinen & Kremer 1986
Klammermaschine | Tacker stapler Ada
Klott waéhlerisch picky Ada
knatschen/knéatschen | schmatzen to eat noaisily Heinen & Kremer 1986
kneckig/knackig/ geizig stingy, cheap Heinen & Kremer 1986
knickig
kndpfen kniipfen to tie Heinen & Kremer 1986
knuppen stol3en to push, to hit, to Heinen & Kremer 1986
knock
knutschen zerknittern to crease, to Heinen & Kremer 1986
wrinkle
Kokel Purzelbaum somersault Heinen & Kremer 1986
kollig unwohl unwell Heinen & Kremer 1986
Kompass Zirkel pair of compasses | Heinen & Kremer 1986
kétschen gerduschvoll kauen | to chew noisily Heinen & Kremer 1986
laff fad(e) tasteless, bland Ada
Makai Quark quark Ada
matschen gerduschvoll essen to eat noisily Heinen & Kremer 1986
in Ommes unter Druck under pressure Heinen & Kremer 1986
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Emma Joveneau
Pisem Fussel lint Heinen & Kremer 1986
quésch ubellaunig bad-tempered Heinen & Kremer 1986
rozeln sich balgen to scrap Heinen & Kremer 1986
sich schibblen sich schitteln vor to shake with Heinen & Kremer 1986
Lachen laughter

Schmiss Priigel beating, thrashing | Heinen & Kremer 1986
schnitzen naschen to nibble, to snack | Ada
schrémen eilen to hurry, to rush Heinen & Kremer 1986
Solder Dachboden attic Heinen & Kremer 1986
Spies Mortel mortar Ada
Stipp Pfahl pile, stake Heinen & Kremer 1986
stochen heizen to heat Heinen & Kremer 1986
tachteln/tacheln ohrfeigen to slap (on the Heinen & Kremer 1986
face)
tranteln schlendern to stroll Heinen & Kremer 1986
bummeln
verhausen verlegen to mislay Heinen & Kremer 1986
verlangern sich sehnen to long for Heinen & Kremer 1986
sich zerholen sich abmihen to try hard, to Heinen & Kremer 1986
work hard
zoppen eintauchen to immerse, to dip | Heinen & Kremer 1986
Zusatzbehor Zubehor accessories, VWB
equipment
Sporadic anschaulich genau exact VWB
variants
(<5%) Bidon Trinkflasche sports bottle Moller 2017
Billett Fahrkarte (transport) ticket VWB
Fahrschein
Ticket
Bol Schale bowl Moller 2017
Bulle Kugel ball, sphere Heinen & Kremer 1986
Camion LKW lorry Méller 2017
Camionette Lieferwagen delivery van Heinen & Kremer 1986
domiziliert wohnhaft resident VWB
Dossier Fall legal case VWB
Rechtssache
driicken schieben to push Heinen & Kremer 1986
Erstminister Premierminister prime minister Heinen & Kremer 1986
Feriengeld Urlaubsgeld holiday pay VWB
Frigo Kihlschrank fridge Méller 2017
holen nehmen to take Moéller 2017
hospitalisieren ins Krankenhaus to send to hospital | VWB
einliefern
knostig schlecht gelaunt grumpy Heinen & Kremer 1986
mirrisch
Knuppauto Autoscooter bumper car AdA
(Wasser-)Kran Wasserhahn water tap AdA
panikieren in Panik geraten to panic Heinen & Kremer 1986
Parking Parkplatz parking, car park Heinen & Kremer 1986
Parkhaus
Penalty Elfmeter penalty VWB
Foulelfmeter
Postpunkt Postamt post office VWB
relax entspannt relaxed Heinen & Kremer 1986
Schmand/Schmant Sahne cream Heinen & Kremer 1986
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Stage Praktikum internship, Heinen & Kremer 1986
traineeship
Stagiaire Praktikant trainee, intern VWB
Telefonbeantworter | Anrufbeantworter answering VWB
machine
Trottoir Birgersteig pavement Moller 2017
Uberbrechen zerbrechen to break, to split Heinen & Kremer 1986
sich vergdnnen sich wohlfiihlen to feel well, Heinen & Kremer 1986
comfortable
sich wénzeln sich wélzen to roll Heinen & Kremer 1986
zurlickerkennen wiedererkennen to recognise Heinen & Kremer 1986
Rare Abfrage Klausur class test Heinen & Kremer 1986
variants Klassenarbeit
(5-20%) Test
Ausfahrt Auswartsspiel away game VWB
Dalle Betontréger concrete beam Heinen & Kremer 1986
Steinplatte stone slab
Farde Ordner binder, file Méller 2017
Garagist Automechaniker car mechanic VWB
Kfz-Mechaniker
Kfz-Mechatroniker
Gedd(h)ns Getue fuss Heinen & Kremer 1986
Aufheben(s)
groB3jahrig volljahrig of age Méller 2017
Hospitalisation Hospitalisierung hospitalisation VWB
Klimpchen Bonbon sweet AdA
Leger Blumengebinde bouquet of flowers | Heinen & Kremer 1986
BlumenstrauB (fiir for tomb
den Grab)
Mandatar Abgeordneter deputy VWB
Menu Menu set menu, set meal | VWB
Menukarte/ Speisekarte menu (card) VWB
Menukarte
Pliesterer Verputzer plasterer Heinen & Kremer 1986
Schick(e) Bonbon sweet Heinen & Kremer 1986
Schnlitzes Nascherei snack, sweets, Heinen & Kremer 1986
nibbling
Schuhriemen Schniirsenkel shoelace AdA
Studienbdrse Stipendium scholarship grant Méller 2017
umklinken umknicken to twist Heinen & Kremer 1986
Common Akte Fall legal case Méller 2017
variants Rechtssache
(21-50%) Animation Veranstaltung event VWB
die Briicke machen | Briickentag extra day off AdA
between bank
holiday and
weekend, bridging
day
doppeln wiederholen to repeat a school Heinen & Kremer 1986
year
Harmonie Musikverein orchestra Heinen & Kremer 1986
Orchester
Klassierung Platzierung position, place VWB
Kot Studentenwohnung student share- other

Studentenzimmer

household




92 Emma Joveneau
Studentenbude
WG
Wohngemeinschaft
Pensionierter Rentner retired person VWB
Pensiondr
Promation Aufstieg promotion VWB
Tram StralRenbahn tramway AdA
S-Bahn
Unterhaltsarbeit Wartung maintenance work | VWB
Wartungsarbeit(en)
Zivilgesetzbuch Birgerliches Civil Code Moller 2017
Gesetzbuch
Zivilstand Familienstand marital status VWB
Majority Animator Unterhalter (holiday) VWB
variants Animateur entertainer
(>51%0) Café Kneipe pub, bar Moller 2017
Wirtschaft
Lokal
Gemeindesekretar/ | Stadtdirektor general director of | VWB/ other
Generaldirektor Gemeindedirektor municipal
administration
Kamelle Bonbon sweet AdA
Kirmes Volksfest fair, funfair other
Jahrmarkt
Kirchweih
Klassenrat Lehrerkonferenz school staff Moller 2017
Klassenkonferenz meeting
Parteikarte Parteibuch party membership | VWB
book
Parteiprésident Parteivorsitzender party leader VWB
Rahmenplan Lehrplan school Moller 2017
programme,
curriculum
Speicher Dachboden attic AdA
Waldbeere Heidelbeere blueberry AdA
Blaubeere
Sach- Athendum / type of secondary | Méller 2017
spezifika school in Belgium
Burgermeister- / executive power at | VWB
kollegium municipality level
in Belgium
Foderalstaat / federal state Moller 2017
Gemeinde- / executive power at | other
kollegium municipality level
in Belgium
Schoffe / municipal deputy | VWB
at the executive
level in Belgium
Schoffenkollegium | / executive power at | VWB
municipality level
in Belgium
Schulnetz / school network Moller 2017
supporting a
number of schools
Schulprojekt / guideline with Moller 2017

pedagogical goals
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presupposition. One such characteristic is the ability of presupposition to project out of
entailment-cancelling environments. These environments, also known as Family of Sentences
(Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet 1990), include negation, polar questions, modals, and the
antecedent of conditionals. Such environments cancel the entailment of a sentence but are
neutral to its presupposition. For instance, utterances (1a) to (1e) all presuppose that Jan has an
aunt and that her aunt is having a wedding.

1) Jan attended her aunt’s wedding in a white dress.

Jan didn’t attend her aunt’s wedding in a white dress.

Did Jan attend her aunt’s wedding in a white dress?

Jan might have attended her aunt’s wedding in a white dress.

If Jan attended her aunt’s wedding in a white dress, it is going to be a whole story.

®o0 oW

In the examples (1a) to (1e), the possessive phrase her aunt’s wedding seems to be responsible
for the presuppositions Jan has an aunt and her aunt is having a wedding. Lexical items or
structures of this type which lead to presuppositions are called presupposition triggers.
Following this notion, linguists started speculating if these triggers would always show the
same behaviour and result in presuppositions. In other words, is it always the case that the
presuppositions triggered by presupposition triggers project out of sentences? Such questions
led to the discussion of the projection problem which refers to the projection behaviour of
presupposition triggers in complex sentences. For instance, while the semi-factive predicate
realize presupposes the truth of its complement clause in a sentence like she didn 't realize that
I have not told the truth, it merely points to a possibility in if | realize later that | have not told
the truth, I will confess it to everyone (Karttunen 1971).

Consequently, many studies focused on two questions: a) when does projection happen? and
b) how can it be explained? Several experiments have been conducted to test the proposed
hypotheses and theories as potential answers to these questions. It appears, however, that some
triggers have been forgotten thus far. The number of existing presupposition triggers in the
literature exceeds the number of triggers that have yet been tested. Before generalizing or
disregarding any theory concerning the projection problem, it is only logical to take all the
triggers into account and not overlook a number of triggers. This study extends the scope of
experimentally tested triggers and examines the adequacy of existing presupposition trigger
classifications in explaining the findings. The results demonstrate that projection variability
exists in all triggers, even within the same group. Nonetheless, the current trigger classifications
fall short in fully explaining the observed data and its variability.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides background information on the
subject. Section 3 outlines the experimental design and procedure. Section 4 presents and
discusses the collected results. Sections 5 and 6 analyse the impact of context on the experiment.
Finally, in section 7, the final conclusions are drawn.

2. Background
2.1. The projection problem

Langendoen & Savin (1971) are among the first linguists to discuss the projection behaviour of
presupposition triggers in complex sentences, what they refer to as the projection problem.
While investigating the relation between the presupposition of a complex sentence and the
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presupposes that Jan participated in the employee of the year competition, this presupposition
is suspended in (6) as it is embedded in the antecedent of a conditional. Abusch (2002) ascribes
this categorization to the difference between semantic and pragmatic presupposition. She
believes soft triggers, contrary to the hard triggers, are pragmatically encoded. Consequently,
presupposition suspension becomes a possibility for soft triggers as they are reliant on factors
such as linguistic context.

(5) Jan won this year’s employee of the year.
(6) If Jan wins this year’s employee of the year, I will go to her aunt’s wedding.

Simons et al. (2010), building on Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet (1990), take a different road
and provide a pragmatic account for the projection problem. Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet
(1990) point out that despite being able to separate presuppositions, a type of backgrounded
content, from asserted content using the family of sentences test, we cannot simply assume all
that is backgrounded is a presupposition. Following their argument, Simons et al. (2010) believe
that projective content, including but not limited to presupposition, projects because it is not
the main point of the utterance, i.e., it is not at-issue. At-issueness is defined relative to the
notion of Question Under Discussion (QUD) (Roberts 1996). The QUD is any question that
targets the common goal of the discourse. Therefore, any utterance that does not serve the QUD,
is not at-issue. Similarly, since the entailment-cancelling operators target at-issue content,
presuppositions project out of such operators whenever they are not at-issue. Their hypothesis
leaves at-issueness as the reason for not projecting.

Given what has been said so far on the projection problem, it might be useful to imagine a
continuum where at one end, characteristics of the presupposition triggers are taken into
account, and at the other, pragmatic factors, particularly the information status of the utterances,
are considered. All different approaches to the projection problem then belong to a point
somewhere on this continuum. The next subsections will review different classifications of
presupposition triggers and a number of experimental studies which were designed to test the
viability of the aforementioned hypotheses.

2.2. Presupposition triggers

Lexical and structural items that lead to presuppositions are called presupposition triggers. One
of the first studies to gather a list of presupposition triggers is done by Levinson (1983) where
he names 13 lexical and structural items as presupposition triggers and ascribes the list to
Karttunen. More than three decades later, Karttunen (2016) addresses this reference and offers
a revised version of the list. He categorizes a number of the items, namely, the definite
descriptions, iteratives, temporal clauses, cleft sentences, implicit clefts with stressed
constituents, comparison and contrasts and questions, as ‘the easy case’ (2016:710) and thus
presuppositional.

For the most controversial class of the triggers, the factives, things are more complicated: he
believes that factives are divided into various sub-groups where each sub-group behaves
differently. The first sub-group includes predicates with that-clause arguments, such as S be
odd that (e.g., It is odd that Jan wore a white dress to her aunt’s wedding), which according to
him, behave the same as the easy cases and presuppose the truth of their complements. The
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De Marneffe et al. (2019) collect a corpus of 1200 naturally occurring sentences called the
CommitmentBank to study the projection behaviour of clause-embedding predicates. All
sentences in the corpus are embedded in an entailment-cancelling environment of negation,
question, antecedent of a conditional and modals. To gather the speaker commitment to the
truth of the complement clauses triggered by the predicates, annotators were asked how certain
they are about the truth of the complement clauses. While their result demonstrates that the
overall mean projectivity of factive predicates is higher than non-factives, some non-factive
predicates, e.g., accept, are more projective than the so-called factive predicates, e.g., know.
Thus, the classification of presupposition triggers into soft vs. hard does not explain their data
in totality.

In another study, Degen & Tonhauser (2022) run 6 experiments to test the class of factive
predicates. While some believe that factive predicates presuppose the truth of their complement
clauses (e.g., Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1970), others assume that the entailment of the complement
clause is necessary as well (e.g., Gazdar 1979). In an attempt to settle this argument, Degen &
Tonhauser (2022) compare 20 clause-embedding predicates regarding their projection and
entailment. Their predicates include the three classes of factives, such as discover, non-factives,
such as pretend and demonstrate, and optionally factives such as acknowledge. Their result,
however, suggests that a classification of predicates into factives and non-factives is not
possible as the predicates show projection variability which does not fit into this binary
classification.

It is evident that previous studies have mainly focused on a number of triggers, and it appears
that predicates, in particular the so-called class of factives, have received the most attention.
The present study contributes to filling this gap in the literature by conducting an experiment
to test the projection behaviour of the ignored triggers. In addition, several triggers that have
been tested before, are also repeated in this study to allow for a better comparison.

2.4. The goal of this paper

Given that some presupposition triggers have not yet been tested, this experiment is designed
to test the projection behaviour of those triggers that, to the best of my knowledge, have not
received sufficient attention experimentally. The goal of this experiment then is three-fold:

a) To see whether the commonly assumed presupposition triggers actually presuppose the
truth of their complements and project out of an entailment-cancelling operator.

b) To investigate the possible degrees of variability in their projection.

c) To examine the ability of different categorizations of presupposition triggers in
explaining the variability.

The set of the triggers chosen for this study is represented in (7). These triggers form a
heterogeneous group and include a variety of both lexical and structural triggers. The incentive
for this diverse selection is to be able to explore the behaviour of each trigger in comparison to
members of other classes as well as members of their ascribed classes. Additionally, this mixed
selection enables testing various categorizations of presupposition triggers. For instance, as it
was intended to put Karttunen’s (2016) classification to the test, most of the ascribed triggers
in his classification are included in our set. It should be noted that some commonly assumed
triggers, such as S suffice that, S be relevant that, and S be significant that, are added to
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Xue, J. & E. Onea (2011). Correlation between presupposition projection and at-issueness: An empirical study.
Kierstead, G. (ed.), Proceedings of ESSLLI 2011 Workshop on Projective Content, The Ohio State
University, Columbus, OH, pp. 170-188.
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This paper is the result of our collective work. For the sake of the attribution of individual
credits: TM is responsible for sections 2 and 3, GP for section 4, TM, GP, and VK are jointly
responsible for sections 1, 5, and 6. All authors revised and approved the manuscript.
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Non-finite clauses and root modality: evidence from Russian

Daniar Kasenov

This paper reports a case of belief/intent alternation in Russian attitude verb dumat’
‘think/intend’ and connects Russian data with reported belief/intent alternation found with En-
glish verb persuade. On a more theoretical side, this paper suggests that contextual allosemy
is an appropriate tool for analysing attitude verb alternations. The paper is thus a contribution
to the typology of attitude verb alternations and a plea for considering contextual allosemy a
viable option for works on attitude predicates. Finally, I suggest that generalizations such as the
Implicational Complementation Hierarchy of Wurmbrand & Lohninger (2023) can be used in
an explanatory way to rule out possible allosemy rules.

1. Introduction

This paper discusses a case of belief-/intent-report alternation with Russian attitude verb dumat’
‘think/intend’, which is presented in examples in (1) below, which show that the verb dumat’
denotes a belief report when embedding a finite clause (1a) and an intent report when embedding
a non-finite clause (1b). The paper discusses this alternation in light of other work on attitude
verb alternations in the Neo-Davidsonian approach to attitude semantics, according to which
it is the embedded clause that encodes the attitudinal semantics, while the matrix predicate is
just a one-place predicate over states (see Kratzer 2006 and all the subsequent work on Neo-
Davidsonian approaches to attitude reports).

(1) Belief-/intent-report alternation with Russian verb dumat’

a. Belief report with a finite ¢fo-clause
Vasja dumaet cto my idem pit’  pivo.
V. thinks that we go  drink beer
‘Vasja thinks that we are going to drink beer.’
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b. Intent report with a non-finite clause
Vasja dumaet vypit’ piva.
V. thinks drink.INF beer
‘Vasja intends to drink beer.’

This paper’s goals are as follows. First, I show that the dumat’+1NF construction denotes inten-
tion, giving cross-linguistic support to the claim in Grano (2019) that beliefs and intents form
a grammatically natural class in exclusion of desire (giving some level of support to the notion
of rational attitude state, closed under conjunction and entailment, see Grano (2019) for elabo-
ration). Thus, I argue that dumat’ in Russian behaves in a similar fashion to English verbs like
persuade, which alternate between formation of belief and formation of intent, as shown in (2),
where the verb persuade denotes forming of a belief with a finite embedded clause (2a), and
forming of an intent with a non-finite embedded clause (2b).

(2) Belief/intent alternation with English verb persuade
a. Mary persuaded John that it was raining.

b. Mary persuaded John to leave.

Unlike Grano and other contemporary work on attitude predicates (Kratzer 2006; Bogal-
Allbritten 2016), however, I wish to suggest that the alternation does not arise in a compositional
fashion. As Grano himself writes (Grano 2019:9), it is a hard challenge to give a flexible enough
semantics for infinitives, which predicts their occurrence in intent reports, desire reports, and
other constructions where non-finite clauses are preferred.

My answer to the challenge is to reject the strictly compositional desideratum in the first
place. I argue that the most natural understanding of such alternation comes from such notions
as coercion (Pustejovsky 1993), co-compositionality (Fodor & Lepore 1998), and contextual
allosemy (Marantz 2013) — all of which are ways for two elements to influence each other’s
interpretation directly and not via the widespread theoretical move of putting almost all the
semantic properties of the attitude report into the left periphery of the embedded clause, as it is
often done in the literature following the Neo-Davidsonian approach to attitude predicates.

The paper is structured as follows. In section 2, I discuss the two relevant verbs, which undergo
a belief/intent alternation (English persuade and Russian dumat’), and review Grano’s own work
on the topic and highlight the difficulties which face any linguist that wishes to analyse the dis-
cussed alternations compositionally while staying faithful to the observed morphosyntax. In light
of these obstacles, section 3 presents an alternative analytical approach, building on contempo-
rary research on ‘contextual allosemy’, pursued by Distributed Morphology theorists (Marantz
2013; Wood 2015, 2023; Myler 2016). In a way, similar to Wood (2023), I suggest that the con-
textual allosemy approach presents a reasonable middle alternative to homophony approaches
(which fail to account for the observed ambiguity) and strictly compositional approaches (which
often end up unfaithful to morphosyntactic facts) in providing a non-compositional way for two
syntactic objects to influence each other’s interpretation. Finally, I explore some ideas on how
to provide analyses based on contextual allosemy with explanatory bite, which they lack by de-
sign (see Ramchand (2015) for a critical take on contextual allosemy based on this property),
building on recent work on clausal complementation by Wurmbrand & Lohninger (2023).
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2. Belief/intent-alternations in English and Russian

This section discusses two cases of belief/intent alternation, in English and in Russian. The
discussion of English verb persuade is drawn from Grano (2019). The discussion of Russian is
built upon my own informal elicitation of 5 Russian native speakers, aged 20-30.

2.1. Russian dumat’

Firstly, to rule out a homophony approach to the alternation, I provide indirect evidence from
the suppletive nominalisation mys!/’ ‘thought/intention’ (or, alternatively, a semantically related
nominal, the point still holds). The core observation is that mys/’ undergoes the very same alter-
nation as dumat’, making the homophony analysis much less attractive.

(3) The noun mysl’ shows the same alternation

a. U menja est’ mysl” cto Vlad idiot.
PREP me is thought that Vlad idiot
‘I think that Vlad is an idiot.’

b. U  menja est’ mysl’ vypit’ piva.
PREP me is thought drink.INF beer
‘I’m thinking about drinking some beer.’
(=‘Tintend to drink some beer’)

The next goal is to pinpoint the semantic properties of the attitude denoted by the dumat’+INF
construtction. Building on Grano (2022), I use the following diagnostics to establish that the
verb dumat’ expresses an intent when combined with an infinitival clause. Firstly, as argued by
Grano, intents differ from, say, desires in their realism — the embedded event should be possible
in the real world (as conceived by the attitude holder). Thus, it is felicitous to express a desire
to be immortal while such an intent is judged infelicitous or even insane, as shown in the pair of
sentences in (4).

(4) Desires and intents differ with respect to realism
a. 7l intend to be immortal. (Grano 2022:25)

b. I want to be immortal.

As shown in the example (5), the Russian verb dumat’, when combined with an infinitival clause,
behaves as an intent-report with respect to the property of realism. I should note that there seem
to be some aspect-related restrictions on this construction (hence, I changed the embedded form
be immortal to become immortal). The precise nature of these restrictions is unclear to me but [
do not think that they are of relevance to the problems discussed in this paper.

(5) ?Ya dumaju stat’ bessmertnym.
1sG think.1sG become immortal
‘T intend to become immortal’.

Grano’s second diagnostic is the property of consistency. Intentions are consistent in the sense
that if p is true in all worlds corresponding to the subject’s intents (the subject intends p) and q is
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true in all worlds corresponding to the subject’s intents as well (the subject intends q), then pAq is
true in all worlds corresponding to the subject’s intents. Combined with the realism property, the
property of consistency implies that intents are infelicitous with mutually incompatible actions.
As shown in the example (6), expressing the intention to marry two people at the same time is
infelicitous.

(6) 7?1 intend to marry Alice and I intend to marry Sue. (Grano 2022:25)

As shown in the example (7), the Russian verb dumat’ when combined with an infinitival clause
behaves as an intent-report with respect to the property of consistency.!

(7) ?Ya dumaju Zenit’sja na MasSe i  dumaju Zenit’sja na SaSe.
IsG think.1sG marry on Masha and think.1sG marry on Sasha
‘I intend to marry Masha and I intend to marry Sasha.’

Third property of intent reports, as argued by Grano, is monotonicity. If John intends p and p
implies ¢, then John intends g as well. This property can be identified by infelicity of claiming
that John doesn’t intend p but intends p A ¢ (since p implies p A ¢ for all p’s and ¢’s). Crucially,
not all attitudes are monotonic. Desires have been famously shown by Heim (1992) to not be
monotonic, for example. The difference between intents and desires with respect to monotonicity
is given in the pair of sentences in (8).

(8) Desires and intents differ with respect to monotonicity

a. #I don’t intend to teach, but (since I have to) I intend to teach on Tuesdays and Thurs-
days.

b. Idon’t want to teach, but (since I have to) I want to teach on Tuesdays and Thursdays.

As shown in the example (9), the Russian verb dumat’ when combined with an infinitival clause
behaves as an intent-report with respect to the property of monotonicity.

9) #Ya ne dumaju prepodavat’, no (raz nado) ya dumayu prepodavat’ po
Isc NEG think.1sG teach, but since necessary 1sG think  teach on

sredam.
Wednesdays
‘I don’t intend to teach, but (since I have to) I intend to teach on Wednesdays.’

To summarise, Grano’s diagnostics show that Russian verb dumat’ expresses an intention re-
port. If one wants to give a general enough lexical semantics for dumat’ (in the spirit of Bogal-
Allbritten 2016), the infinitival clause needs to encode the necessary semantic components of the
intention report. The consequences of such desideratum have already been explored by Grano
(2019) based on the belief/intent alternation found with the English verb persuade. Grano’s ar-
guments are reviewed in the next subsection.

! The judgements here are rather intricate, mainly due to the fact that dumat’+INF constructions are interpreted
as speaker-directed questions with another prosodic pattern (and optional presence of the interrogative particle =li).
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2.2. English persuade

The basic pattern is shown in the example (10), repeated from the introduction. There are three
main questions associated with such alternations: (i) are we dealing with underspecification or
polysemy? (ii) why is the belief-forming reading found with finite embedded clause, while the
intent-forming reading found with the non-finite embedded clause? (iii) why does the alternation
target only beliefs and intents (and not, say, desires)?

(10) Belief/intent alternation with English verb persuade

a. Mary persuaded John to leave. = Mary formed an intent in John.

b. Mary persuaded John that it was raining. = Mary formed a belief in John.

The first question is answered by Grano by applying the zeugma test (Zwicky & Sadock 1975) to
the alternation (exemplified in (11)), the idea of which is to force the same token to be interpreted
as both belief and intent. The idea is that we are dealing with a single underspecified predicate
since the verb persuade can embed a conjunction of a finite and non-finite embedded clause
without the result sounding ‘funny’.

(11) Zeugma test with persuade

a. I persuaded John that the city is in danger and to evacuate immediately.

b. I persuaded John to evacuate immediately and that the safest place to be is by the
sea.

A possible point of worry is that Russian dumat’ does not behave like persuade with respect to
the zeugma test, possibly suggesting a homophony analysis, against the conclusion we arrived
at based on the behaviour of the nominal mys/’. Although I basically ignore this in what follows
and leave the issue for further exploration, I urge the reader to keep this observation in mind.

(12) Zeugma test with dumat’

a. ?Ya dumaju vypit’ piva i  c¢to v bare est’ mesta.
I think drink.INF beer and that in bar are seats
Int.: ‘I intend to drink beer and think that there are seats at the bar.’

b. ?Ya dumaju ¢to v bare est’ mesta i  vypit’ piva.
I think that in bar are seats and drink.INF beer
Int.: ‘I intend to drink beer and think that there are seats at the bar.’

It should be noted, however, that the zeugma test is far from perfect and has been criticised
in the literature, especially when the lack of zeugma is taken to indicate the lack of ambiguity
(Viebahn 2018; Moldovan 2021). Crucially, Viebahn (2018) argues that the zeugma test only
identifies homophony and not other types of ambiguity. For example, the so-called ‘logical’
polysemy (which is argued to be ambiguity, see Falkum & Vicente 2015) is in fact identified by
the same token being compatible with the word’s different interpretations (e.g., in example 13,
the token the book is interpreted both as a piece of fiction, to which the predicate interesting is
applicable, and as a physical object, to which the predicate heavy is applicable).
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(13) The book is really interesting but is too heavy for me to bring it to vacation.

For the purposes of exposition, however, we shall take Grano’s argument as convincing. The
second question (the distribution of readings across syntactic structures) is answered by Grano
in a way similar to the recent literature on the Neo-Davidsonian approach to attitude reports
(Kratzer 2006; Bogal-Allbritten 2016) — the difference lies in the types of modality encoded
in finite and non-finite embedded clauses. He argues that the non-finite clauses encode a modal
base of preference (goals, desires, intents, etc.), while the finite clauses encode a modal base
of information (beliefs, etc.). This semantics ensures that belief readings map onto structures
with finite embedded clauses and intent readings map onto structures with non-finite embedded
clauses.

(14)  Semantics of embedded clauses per Grano (2019)
a. [PRO toleave]| = Ae.Vw € prEr(e): Je’ [leave(e’) A aG(e’) = PRO in w]

b. [that it is raining] = \e.Yw € iNro(e): Fe’: [rain(e’) in w]

The third question is the most interesting one, in my opinion. Should the semantics of non-finite
embedded clauses be as provided above, what restricts the verbs like persuade to intents specif-
ically? A solution seems to require there to be a semantically natural class of attitudes, which
includes intents and beliefs but excludes desires and similar attitudes. Grano argues that the rel-
evant class is what he calls the class of rational attitudes, identified by the following properties:
closure under entailment and closure under conjunction.

As shown in (15), beliefs and intents are closed under conjunction while desires are not. It
is possible to have a desire to go to Rome, a desire to go to Paris, but not have a desire to go to
both cities, while having such collection of beliefs and intents is incoherent.

(15) Closure under conjunction in beliefs, intents, but not desires

a. John wants to go to Paris this summer, and he wants to go to Rome this summer, but
he doesn’t want to go to both Paris and Rome this summer.

b. #John believes he’ll go to Paris this summer, and he believes he’ll go to Rome this
summer, but he doesn’t believe he’ll go to both Paris and Rome this summer.

c. #John intends to go to Paris this summer, and he intends to go to Rome this summer,
but he doesn’t intend to go to both Paris and Rome this summer.

As shown in (16), beliefs and intents are closed under entailment while desires are not. It is
possible to not have a desire to teach next semester, but have a desire to teach on Tuesdays and
Thursdays, while having such collection of beliefs and intents is incoherent.

(16) Closure under entailment in beliefs, intents, but not desires

a. John doesn’t want to teach next semester, but given that he has to, he wants to teach
Tuesdays and Thursdays.

b. #John doesn’t believe he’ll teach next semester, but given that he has to, he believes
he’ll teach Tuesdays and Thursdays.

c. #John doesn’t intend to teach next semester, but given that he has to, he intends to
teach Tuesdays and Thursdays.
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To make the reference to English justified, the same patterns are found with Russian verbs xotet’
‘want’, dumat’ ‘think’, and namerevat’sja ‘intend’. Examples in (17) show that closure under
conjunction groups dumat’ ‘think’ and namerevat’sja ‘intend’ together in exclusion of xotet’
‘want’.

(17)  Closure under conjunction in beliefs, intents, but not desires (Russian)

a. Vasja xocet poexat’ v Parii etim letom, a  eS§¢é on xocet poexat’ v
V. wants go.INF to Paris this summer and also he wants go.NF to

Rim  etim letom, no on ne xocet poexat’ i v Pari, i v Rim
Rome this summer, but he NG wants go.unr and to Paris and to Rome
etim letom.
this summer
‘Vasja wants to go to Paris this summer, and he wants to go to Rome this summer,
but he doesn’t want to go to both Paris and Rome this summer.’

b. #Vasja dumaet Cto on poedet v Parii etim letom, a eSCé¢ on dumaet Cto
V. thinks that he goes to Paris this summer and also he thinks that

on poedet v Rim etim letom, no on ne dumaet ¢to on poedet i
he goes to Rome this summer but he NeG thinks that he goes and

v Parii, i v Rim etim letom.

to Paris and to Rome this summer
Int.: “Vasja thinks he’ll go to Paris this summer, and he thinks he’ll go to Rome this
summer, but he doesn’t think he’ll go to both Paris and Rome this summer.” (note
that the example is # in English as well)

c. #Vasja namerevaetsja poexat’ v Parii etim letom, a eS¢é on namerevaetsja
V. intends go.aNF to Paris this summer and also he intends

poexat’ v Rim etim letom, no on ne namerevaetsja poexat’ i v
go.INF to Rome this summer, but he NEG intends go0.INF and to

Pariz, i v Rim etim letom.

Paris and to Rome this summer
Int.: “Vasja intends to go to Paris this summer, and he intends to go to Rome this
summer, but he doesn’t intend to go to both Paris and Rome this summer.” (note that
the example is # in English as well)

Examples shown in (18) show that the closure under entailment works the same in Russian:
dumat’ ‘believe’ and namerevat’sja ‘intend’ are grouped together in exclusion of xotet’ ‘want’.

(18) Closure under entailment in beliefs, intents, but not desires (Russian)

a. Vasja voobsce ne xocet prepodavat’ v etom godu, no, raz on dolZen, on
V. at.all  NEG wants teach.INF  in this year but since he has.to he

xocet prepodavat’ po vtornikam.

wants teach.INF  on tuesdays
‘Vasja doesn’t want to teach next semester, but given that he has to, he wants to teach
Tuesdays.’
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b. #Vasja voobsce ne namerevaetsja prepodavat’ v etom godu, no, raz on
V. at.all NEG intends teach.INF in this year but since he

dolZen, on namerevaetsja prepodavat’ po vtornikam.

has.to he intends teach.INF  on tuesdays
Int.: “Vasja doesn’t intend to teach next semester, but given that he has to, he intends
to teach Tuesdays.” (note that the example is # in English as well)

c. #Vasja ne dumaet, ¢to on budet prepodavat’ v etom godu, no, ras on
V. NEG thinks that he will teach in this year but since he

dolZen, on dumaet, ¢to on budet prepodavat’ po vtornikam.

has.to he thinks that he will teach on tuesdays
Int.: “Vasja doesn’t think he’ll teach next semester, but given that he has to, he think
he’ll teach Tuesdays.” (note that the example is # in English as well)

So far, so good. It would seem that all one needs is to encode the rational attitude restriction in the
lexical semantics of alternating verbs like English persuade and Russian dumat’. The problem
is, however, that the properties of closure under entailment and conjunction follow from the
Hintikkian semantics for attitude predicates. Both closures are due to universal quantification
over the modal base. The fact that desires show a non-Hintikkian behavior is not news, however,
and has been analysed either as desires having non-Hintikkian semantics (Heim 1992) or having
context-sensitive semantics that neutralises Hintikkian properties (von Fintel 1999).

However, according to the Neo-Davidsonian wave in the literature on attitude reports, the
modal quantification part of attitudinal semantics should be encoded by the embedded clause.
If the characteristic properties of the class of rational attitudes (closure under entailment and
closure under conjunction) follow from specific configuration of quantification over possible
worlds, an attitude report is a rational attitude reports due to semantics of its embedded clause
and not the lexical semantics of the verb. This point raises two problems. First question: what
kind of semantics should the embedded non-finite clause have in order to be compatible with
both Hintikkian and non-Hintikkian behavior with respect to inferences? The second question:
what kind of semantics should the lexical verb have in order to be restricted to attitude reports
with Hintikkian behavior with respect to inferences (i.e., being restricted to rational attitudes)?

The first question, of course, could be answered by positing different silent operators in the
syntax of embedded non-finite clauses in desire reports and in intention reports. It is, however, a
clearly unsatisfactory solution in absence of detectable syntactic differences between embedded
non-finite clauses in desire reports and in intention reports — I am not aware of such differences
and have been unable to find any. In my opinion, the presented considerations show that the core
logic of modern Neo-Davidsonian approaches to attitude reports seems inapplicable in solving
the belief/intent alternations presented in this section. This conclusion, I believe, motivates my
own search for alternatives to a strictly decompositional approach to attitude alternations. A
specific proposal for a plausible alternative is articulated in the next section.

3. Another approach to attitude alternations
In this section, I wish to suggest that contextual allosemy, the idea of structurally-conditioned

polysemy found in the Distributed Morphology literature (Marantz 2013), should not be left
out of the picture when discussing analytical options for alternations such as the belief/intent
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report alternation found with verbs like Russian dumat’ and English persuade. This section is
structured as follows. First, I introduce the notion of contextual allosemy and show why a version
of it is unavoidable in the theory of grammar (largely following Preminger 2021). From that, it
follows that if such a mechanism is available in the grammar, it makes perfect sense to have the
mechanism do as much work as possible.

Then, I turn to the domain of attitude alternations and argue that while the contextual allosemy
itself is a non-explanatory mechanism, it can be constrained by other generalizations in the do-
main of clausal embedding, taking the tenets of the synthesis model of clausal complementation
as an example (Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023). The main idea is that contextual allosemy open
the door for a variety of explanations regarding syntax-semantics correspondences, not only the
strictly compositional analyses common in the literature.

3.1. Contextual allosemy: why and how

Contextual allosemy is a subspecies of polysemy (a single syntactic object being associated
with multiple lexical meanings), which is conditioned by the structural context of the polyse-
mous syntactic object. It has been used in the literature to account for the ambiguity found in
nominalisations (Wood 2023), proper names (Saab & Lo Guercio 2020), possessive sentences
(Myler 2016), number morphology (Schwarzschild 2022), voice morphology (Wood 2015), and
other phenomena.

The idea is simple. Similarly to Vocabulary Insertion (see review articles in Bonet & Har-
bour 2012 and Gouskova & Bobaljik 2020), which maps syntactic objects to their respective
morphophonological realizations in a one-to-many fashion depending on the structural context,
there is Sense Insertion, which maps syntactic objects to their respective semantic interpreta-
tions in a one-to-many fashion depending on their structural context (that is called contextual
allosemy). For example, the [pL] feature in English exhibits contextual allomorphy: it is realised
as -z in the general case but as -en when combined with the noun ox. These observations are
encoded in the following rules of Vocabulary Insertion.

(19)  Vocabulary Insertion rules for English plural (partial)

a. [pL] & /-en// /Ox-]__
b. [prL] < /-z/

Similarly to [pL] feature getting two distinct morphophonological interpretations, some syntac-
tic objects (mostly roots) are prone to having multiple distinct interpretations. A classic case is
the English root y/TERRIF- found in such words as terrify (a synonym of scare) and terrific (a
synonym of great). Clearly, the two interpretations of the root are unrelated to each other, but
the morphological relatedness requires to treat the ferrif- as the exponent of the same object (es-
pecially if one assumes phonological individuations of roots, see Borer 2013). One can provide
the following rules of Sense Insertion (the term comes from Schwarzschild 2022), according to
which the default interpretation of the root 4/TERRIF- is related to meaning of scary somehow
(I do not wish to make any substantive claim about the nature of lexical meanings), while the
interpretation in the context of an adjectivizing head a is related to the meaning of great.
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(20)  Sense Insertion rules for English /TERRIF-
a. +/TERRIF- < GREAT/__] d]

b. TERRIF- <> SCARY

Following Preminger (2021), I want to argue that some version of divergence from the one-to-
one mapping architecture of syntax-semantics interface is unavoidable. The argument, of course,
comes from idioms but, crucially, idioms that do not form a constituent (constituent idioms are
much easier accommodated into a compositional framework). For example, the idiom presented
in examples like read the shit out of that book. As shown in example (21), [the shit] and [out
of] do not form a constituent in exclusion to the direct object, which could be mapped onto the
meaning component of, say, intensity. The non-constituency is supported by the observation that
the the shit out of idiom can undergo a certain kind of passivization in English, which would have
been impossible, if the the shit constituent was a part of a larger the shit out of constituent, which
were the sister of that book. The construction appears to be structurally parallel to sentences like
(21c). The fact that the parts of the idiom do not form a constituent rules out an analysis, in
which the meaning of intensity comes from a non-terminal syntactic object.

(21)  The idiomatic interpretation comes from a non-constituent the shit out of

a. She read the shit out of that book.
b. The book had [the shit]; read #; [out of it].
c. She drank [some coffee] [out [of that cup]].

This single example makes it necessary to have a mechanism that allows the interpretation of
an item to vary depending on the syntactic context. So, for example, the verb, when composed
‘next to’ the shit out of, is interpreted as an intensive action (see Preminger 2021 for precise tech-
nicalities). If such a mechanism is independently necessary in the grammar, I believe it makes
perfect sense to use it as much as possible — especially if it simplifies the syntactic/semantic
analysis. In the next subsection, I wish to sketch an approach to attitude verb alternations which
makes use of the mechanism of contextual allosemy.

3.2. An allosemy approach to attitude verb alternations
3.2.1. The proposal

The formal implementation for an allosemy approach to attitude alternations should be rather
straightforward: we list possible meaning and the configurations they arise in, as in (22). The pro-
vided Sense Insertion rules aim to capture the fact that using the non-finite clause is a ‘marked’
option. I use ‘non-finite clause’ as a placeholder label in order not to commit to a particular
analysis of non-finite clauses: all that matters is that Sense Insertion be sensitive to the finite-
ness distinction.

(22) Sense Insertion rules for v/ DUMAT’

a. 4/DUMAT < \e.intention(e) /__non-finite clause
b. +/DUMAT < Ae.belief(e)
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Circumstantial evidence for the belief interpretation being the unmarked one comes from the
ability of the nominal mys!’ to refer to the attitude (or the corresponding attitudinal object, see
Moltmann 2020). The nominal mysl’, when not embedding a clause, can refer to a previous
belief report but not to a previous intent report, suggesting that structural proximity to a non-
finite clause is necessary for an intent interpretation of v/DUMAT’.?

(23) The belief interpretation is the default

a. Belief interpretation is available for bare nominal mysl’
Vasja dumaet cto Petja ubijca. Ego mysl’ ne daét mne pokoja. MoZet,
V. thinks that P. killer his thought NEG give me rest maybe
Vasja prav?
V. right
‘Vasja thinks that Petja is the killer. His thought bothers me. Maybe, Vasja is right?’

b. Intention interpretation is available for bare nominal mysl’
Vasja dumaet Zenit’sja na moej sestre*Ego mysl’ ne daét mne pokoja.
V. thinks marry.NF on my sister. His thought NEG give me rest
‘Vasja intends to marry my sister. His intent bothers me.’

The question lies in the explanatory value of such an approach — it is immediately clear that
the mappings from syntactic terminals to lexical meanings are not constrained by anything ex-
cept some notion of locality on the syntactic context influencing the lexical interpretation (see
Marantz 2013). The issue is, then, what rules out a hypothetical variant of Russian (call it Nais-
sur), which has the same sort of alternation, but the distribution of interpretations is mirrored:
Naissur dumat’ is interpreted as intention with finite clauses instead of non-finite clauses. As it
stands, there is no principled reason for such a language not to exist. Although it is non-obvious
that one would wish to rule out such a language, I still take the putative impossibility of such a
language something to account for. I do so primarily to argue against a common objection raised
to allosemy-based analyses.

(24) Sl rules for 4/ puMAT’ in Naissur
a. 4/DUMAT < \e.intention(e) /__finite clause
b. 4/DUMAT <> Ae.belief(e)

I should emphasize that the highlighted problem is relevant to any approach that encodes the al-
ternation in the lexicon in any way and does not derive the distribution of interpretations across
syntactic structures compositionally. Some authors (e.g. Ramchand 2015) make the argument
that non-compositional theories thus lack any explanatory value and should be disregarded.
However, I wish to build on recent work on structural properties of complementation to ar-
gue that the range of possible allosemy schemata can be constrained by more general linguistic
properties, which, however, cannot be accounted for by a strictly compositional approach.

2 1 should note that the presented data seems to make a case for blocking at LF. Although it is not directly
relevant to the plot of the paper, such phenomena can be construed as arguments for parallel treatment of LF and
PF. I thank Mal Shah, Veronika Gvozdovaité, and an anonymous reviewer for discussion of this point.
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3.2.2. Synthesis model of clausal embedding

As stated earlier, I suggest that other generalizations may be at work in ruling out such allosemy
schemata. To make the argument more substantive, I recap Implicational Complementation Hi-
erarchy (ICH) of the synthesis model of clausal complementation laid out by Wurmbrand &
Lohninger (2023) and apply the ideas to the domain of attitude alternations. The core notion be-
hind ICH is the split of the embedded clauses into three types, based on their semantic properties:
propositions, situations, and events (see Ramchand & Svenonius 2014). Clauses interpreted as
propositions are temporally independent and have no subject restrictions, clauses interpreted as
situations are somewhat constrained temporally (in having future orientation) and have some
subject restrictions, and clauses interpreted as events are fully dependent on the matrix tense
and matrix subject (Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023:30).

MOST INDEPENDENT LEAST INDEPENDENT
LEAST TRANSPARENT Proposition >> Situation >> Event MOST TRANSPARENT
LEAST INTEGRATED MOST INTEGRATED

Table 1. The implicational complementation hierarchy

The main finding motivating the ICH is the observation that various inter-clausal syntactic phe-
nomena respect the hierarchy in their distribution: basically, no inter-clausal phenomenon (like
indexical shift, long passives, long distance agreement, etc.) will be found in clauses denoting
propositions or events but not in clauses denoting situations. More narrowly, the proposition class
of clauses is often found displaying properties associated with structural independence (opac-
ity for non-local dependencies, overtness of the subject, and so on), while the event class of
clauses is often found displaying properties associated with structural integration of two clauses
(transparency for non-local dependencies, covertness of the subject, and so on).

Wurmbrand & Lohninger (2023) use complementation in Buryat as an example. Buryat has
three types of embedded clauses: full CPs, nominalisations, and eventive converbs, exemplified
in (25). The examples shown here link CPs with proposition-type clauses, nominalisations with
situation-type clauses and eventive converbs with event-type clauses.

(25) Three types of embedded clauses in Buryat

a. Eventive converbs in Buryat

bagsa honin ju:ma xo:ra-Za  iird-ja

teacher interesting thing tell-conv manage-psT

‘The teacher managed to tell an interesting story.’ (Bondarenko 2018:44-45)
b. Nominalisations in Buryat

lena lizo-do  iiS6 n3ga konfato 3di-x-ijjo-n’  ziibSo-go

Lena Liza-paT more one sweet eat-FUT-acc-3 allow-psT

‘Lena allowed Liza to eat one more sweet.”  (Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023:26)

c. CP-size clauses in Buryat
sajona bi t3rga 3mdal-3-b g3%72 m3d-3
Sajana IsG.NoMm cart break-psT-1sG comp know-pst
‘Sajana found out that I broke the cart.’ (Bondarenko 2018:44-45)
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The so-called ‘ICH signature’ is seen once one looks at the distribution of overt nominative sub-
jects and long passives across the three types of embedded clauses. Overt nominative subjects are
a property of ‘independent’ clauses and is, accordingly, found only with CP-size complements.
Examples in (26) show that overt nominative subjects are impossible with eventive converbs
and nominalisations, while the example (25¢) found above already shows that overt nominative
subjects are licit in CP-size embedded clauses of Buryat.

(26) Overt nominative subjects in Buryat are impossible with eventive converbs and nominal-
isations

a. Eventive converbs in Buryat
*bagSa badma honin Jjurma xo:ra-Zo  iird-ja
teacher Badma.noMm interesting thing tell-coNv manage-psT
‘The teacher managed to do so that Badma/someone told an interesting story.’
(Bondarenko 2018:44-45)

b. Nominalisations in Buryat

bi *sajona / sajon-in / sajon-ijo du: du:lo-7o  be:-x-ijja Sagon-a-b
IsG Sajana.Nom / S-GEN / S-acc  song sing-conNv be-FuT-acc hear-pstTl-1sG
‘I heard that/how Sajana sang a song.’ (Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023:27)

Long passive, on the other hand, is a property of ‘integrated’ clauses and is, accordingly, found
only with eventive converbs, as shown in examples in (27). When taken together, these phenom-
ena present the ICH signature: nominalisations are ‘in the middle’ with respect to integration,
while CP-size clauses are less integrated and eventive converbs are most integrated.

(27) Long passive in Buryat are:

a. Licit with eventive converbs
b3Sag tuman-3r b35a-72 3xila-gd-3
letter.NoM Tumen-INSTR Write-CONV begin-PASS-PST
Lit. ‘The letter was begun to write by Tumen.’

‘Tumen began to write the letter.’ (Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023:29)
b. Illicit with nominalisations
*bi  sajon-ar badm-in xara-h-ija(-n’) m3da-gd-3-b

1sG S-INsTR B-GEN  see.PFCT-ACC(-3SG) Know-pAsSs-pPST-1sG
Lit. ‘I was known by Sajana that Badma saw (me).’
Intended: ‘Sajana found out that Badma saw me.’
(Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023:29)

c. Illicit with CP-size clauses
*bi  sajon-ar badma xar-a  g3Zo m3da-gd-3-b
1sGc S-iNsTR Badma.Nom see.psT comp know-PASsS-PST-1SG
Lit. ‘I was known by Sajana that Badma had seen (me).’
Intended: ‘Sajana found out that Badma had seen me.’
(Wurmbrand & Lohninger 2023:29)

So far, so good. The crucial point, however, is that CP-size clauses are freely available with
situation-type complements as well, which shows that a clean one-to-one syntax-semantics
mapping cannot be established. Wurmbrand and Lohninger, however, do not conclude that the
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syntax-semantics correspondences constitute an unlawful domain where everything goes. In-
stead, they establish a ‘minimal structure requirement’ for semantic classes of embedded clauses.
In the spirit of Ramchand & Svenonius (2014) (and other works, such as Grohmann 2003), they
argue that events require the vP domain (the thematic domain, the domain of event descrip-
tion), situations require the TP domain (the TAM domain, the domain of temporal anchoring),
propositions require the CP domain (the operator domain, the domain of discourse properties).
Importantly, the ‘minimal structure requirements’ seem to follow from general semantic con-
siderations about containment of the three semantic types posed by Wurmbrand and Lohninger.
To quote their work, ‘Situations are elaborations of Events, Propositions are elaborations of Sit-
uations. More specifically, Situations are created by combining time/world parameters with an
existentially closed Event, and Propositions combine speaker-oriented/discourse-linking param-
eters with an existentially closed Situation. The ranking and implicational nature of the ICH can
then be seen as a reflex of the resulting semantic complexity scale.’

Despite the clear semantic underpinnings, one should not forget that the core idea behind the
‘minimal structure requirement’ is that semantics ‘tolerates’ bigger structures (such as CP-size
clauses with situations in Buryat). The resulting system is dubbed by Wurmbrand and Lohninger
as the ‘synthesis’ model: the syntax is not determined by semantics and, as a result, the inter-
action between the verb (which determines the semantic class of the embedded clause) and the
syntax of the embedded clause (which determines the syntactic class of the embedded clause)
is more idiosyncratic than allowed by strictly compositional proposals in the domain of clausal
embedding.

3.2.3. Synthesis model of attitude alternations

What I wish to propose is to extend the guiding ideas of the synthesis model to the domain of
attitude alternations and strengthen the explanatory bite of the synthesis model. As put forth in
the previous sections, my technical solution to the belief/intent alternation was to use the idea
of contextual allosemy put forth in the Distributed Morphology literature. The Sense Insertion
rules (in parallel to Vocabulary Insertion rules) for the Russian verb dumat’ are repeated below.

(28) Sense Insertion rules for v/ DUMAT’

a. 4/DUMAT < )e.intention(e) /__non-finite clause
b. 4/DUMAT <« Ae.belief(e)

My main claim here is that the range of possible Sense Insertion rules is constrained by more gen-
eral semantic considerations, such as the ‘minimal structure requirement’ proposed by Wurm-
brand & Lohninger (2023). Although the distribution of the interpretations of Russian v/ DUMAT’
does not naturally fall out from semantic composition, it is still constrained by semantic consid-
erations, which underlie the minimal structure requirement: there is ‘not enough’ structure in
the non-finite cluase for putative Sense Insertion rules in (29) to be possible, which meets the
explanatory concern laid out earlier.

(29) Mirror Sense Insertion rules for v/ DUMAT’
a. 4/DUMAT <> \e.belief(e) /__non-finite clause
b. 4/DUMAT <> Ae.intention(e)
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The case study of v/pumAT’ presented in this work has put forth a novel way to approach the
intricate syntax-semantics interactions in the domain of clausal embedding where the syntactic
properties of the embedded clause influence the semantic interpretation of the lexical verb of
the main clause. I believe that the constrained contextual allosemy analysis presented in this
paper is an adequate third way between homophony analyses and strictly compositional anal-
yses and does not suffer from the problems of either extreme. Encoding the alternation in the
Encyclopaedia (the list of lexical syntax-semantics correspondences) allows to circumvent the
evidence against an approach with homophonous lexical items. Having the alternation encoded
as idiosyncratic and not deriving the alternation via compositional means allows to circumvent
the overgeneration problem faced by an approach employing a silent left periphery operator and
the inability to give constrained semantics to non-finite embedded clauses faced by a composi-
tional approach without silent operators in the embedded clause.

Finally, I should note that the reasoning in the style of Wurmbrand & Lohninger (2023) is
not the only way in which the presented system can be constrained. As an anonymous reviewer
notes, I have not really given an account for the fact that intentions and beliefs seemingly form
a natural class (see ‘rational attitudes’ of Grano 2019). I suggest that such considerations be
given a diachronic spin: the common semantic properties of intentions and beliefs underlie the
emergence of alternations such as the one discussed in this paper, but they are not necessarily
given an important role in the synchronic analysis. To take stock, I suggest that the impover-
ished explanatory power of mechanisms like contextual allosemy opens the pathway to other
explanations, which can lie outside the domain of semantic composition and rules of synchronic
grammar.

4. Conclusions

This paper has discussed a belief/intent report alternation found with Russian verb dumat’. I have
connected the data to other work on similar alternations (Grano 2019) and have thus extended
the existing typology of belief/intent alternations across langauges. On a more theoretical side, |
have suggested that the alternation under discussion (and, possibly, other attitude alternations as
well) can be understood via contextual allosemy without running into the problems faced by a
strictly compositional account of attitude alternations. The somewhat arbitrary nature of contex-
tual allosemy (argued to be its main flaw, see Ramchand 2015) has been argued to be constrained
by more general syntactic-semantic considerations, such as the Implicational Complementation
Hierarchy of Wurmbrand & Lohninger (2023).
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There is no small clause in Russian phrasal comparatives

Alexandra Shikunova

This paper focuses on Russian comparatives, particularly those commonly referred to as phrasal
and argued to contain a smaller amount of elided structure than the clausal comparatives. I
investigate the restrictions on the syntactic position of the standard of comparison (SoC) in
Russian phrasal comparatives and show that the existing analyses of this type of comparatives
(Pancheva 2006; Philippova 2017) are not satisfactory. The proposed alternative is the direct
analysis, which denies the phrasal comparative any clausal source. This claim is supported by
patterns of behaviour such as the uniform case marking of the SoC and its mandatory nominal
status, which the Russian phrasal comparative shares with other comparative constructions that
have been argued to be genuinely phrasal (Bhatt & Takahashi 2007, 2011; Vaik$noraité 2021;
Potsdam 2017), as well as by the interaction between scrambling and the SoC’s available posi-
tion, which is handled well by the direct analysis.

1. Introduction

Comparative constructions vary considerably between languages as well as within languages.
One significant parameter of variation is the amount of structure that comes with the standard
of comparison (SoC), which is often reduced to how much is elided. Comparative structures
can thus be roughly divided into two groups: phrasal comparatives that have no elided material
(1a), and the clausal ones, where a full elided clause (1b) or a small clause (1c) is present. An
analysis that claims that a comparative is phrasal can also be referred to as a direct analysis.

(1) Mary is taller than John.

a. Direct analysis
LF and PF: Mary is taller [pp than [pp John]]
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b. Reduced full clause analysis
LF: Mary is taller [pp than [cp Wh; John is d;-tall]]
PF: Mary is taller [pp than [cp @ John is-d-tal]]

c. Reduced small clause analysis
LF: Mary is taller than [s¢c wh; John d;-tall]

PF: Mary is taller than [sc John wh-d—tal]

Although it is clear what the prototypical clausal and phrasal comparatives are like — one con-
tains an elided clause and the other does not — there are edge cases. For instance, some seem-
ingly phrasal comparatives have been argued to actually have a clausal source, e.g. the phrasal
temporal adverbial constructions (TACs) in English, which involve the connectives before and
after (Overfelt 2021). Also, some clausal comparatives have received a phrasal analysis, like
the Japanese comparatives, which, as argued by Sudo (2015), contain relative clauses with null
nominal heads and are therefore phrasal, because the standard of comparison is actually a noun
rather than a clause.

The Slavic languages in particular have been an interesting case study, when it comes to
phrasal and clausal comparatives. In this paper, I focus on Russian comparative constructions,
of which there exist two types: one featuring the wh-word cem ‘what-ins’ and a fully recoverable
elided clause (2) and the other with the SoC in the genitive case (3).! For the sake of simplicity
and with no theoretical claim in mind yet, I will refer to them as clausal and phrasal respectively.

(2) “Clausal’
Ja vyse, ¢em (byl) Anton.
I taller wh (was) Anton.nom
‘I am taller than Anton (was).’

(3) ‘Phrasal’
Ja vySe Antona.
[ taller Anton.gen
‘I am taller than Anton.’

I am going to focus on the phrasal comparative, whose phrasal status has been questioned in
existing work but will be defended in this paper. After presenting the relevant data in Section 2,
I discuss the existing analyses of Russian comparatives in Section 3: I show Pancheva’s (2006)
and Philippova’s (2017) proposals to be too restrictive. Next, I develop an alternative in Section
4 — a direct analysis, where the phrasal comparative is truly phrasal. The arguments follow in
Section 5, concluding with Section 6.

2. Description of the phrasal comparative in Russian
The phrasal comparative is in many ways opposed to the clausal one, which has an unambigu-

ously clausal source: the subordinate clause is fully recoverable and the remnant SoC bears the
case that it would be assigned in this clause (4-5).

! More variants of these constructions exist than presented in examples (2-3), some of which have been men-
tioned by Matushansky (2002), Pancheva (2006) or Philippova (2017). This paper is dedicated to the two most
common ones mentioned above.
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(4) Ja risuju krasivee, ¢em Alisa (risuet).
I draw beautiful.cmpr wh Alisa draws
‘I draw more beautifully than Alisa (draws).’

(5) Ja ljublju piccu bol’se, ¢em (ja ljublju) pastu.
I like pizza.acc more wh 1 like pasta.acc
‘I like pizza more than (I like) pasta.’

The SoC bears the nominative case in example (4) and is thus compared to the matrix subject:
the correlate ja ‘I’ is someone who draws, and so is Alisa — the SoC. In example (5), however,
the SoC is in the accusative and interpreted as a direct object: both piccu ‘pizza.acc’ and pastu
‘pasta.acc’ are something that the speaker likes to some degree.

There are not many restrictions on the categorial status of the SoC in clausal comparatives.
For instance, the SoC can be an adverb, which is illustrated by example (6), where the SoC is
vcera ‘yesterday’ and the state of the subject today is compared to her state yesterday. There is
no need to recover anything else — the adverb is a legitimate remnant SoC.

(6) Segodnja Nina cuvstvuet sebja lucSe, em vcera.
today Nina feels herself better wh yesterday
‘Today Nina is feeling better than yesterday.’

In the phrasal comparative, however, the SoC is always nominal. It can be a noun as well as an
adjective such as, for instance, Zeltogo ‘yellow.gen’ in example (7). The head noun of the SoC
— plat’e ‘dress’ — can be elided.

(7) Krasnoe plat’e mne nravitsja bol’Se Zeltogo
red dress I.dat pleases more yellow.gen
‘I like the red dress more than the yellow one.’

The SoC in the phrasal comparative cannot be an adverb — see how example (8) contrasts with
example (6). The adverb véera ‘yesterday’ cannot be the genitive SoC of the phrasal compara-
tive, which is expected, since adverbs cannot bear case. Also, as indicated in example (8), the
necessary meaning analogous to that of example (6) can be conveyed if the adverb is adjectivised
and able to bear the genitive case.

(8) Segodnja Nina Cuvstvuet sebja lutse *véera / Xv&erasnego.
today Nina feels herself better yesterday yesterday.adj.gen
‘Nina is feeling better today than yesterday.’

Several other differences have been noted by Philippova (2017) and argued to point to the fact
that the SoC and its correlate are clausemates in the phrasal comparative, but not in the clausal
one. The first diagnostic is binding a reflexive in the SoC by the matrix subject, which can only
happen in the phrasal comparative (9-10).

The possessive reflexive svoego ‘self’s.gen’, whose binding domain is the finite clause (see
Rappaport (1986) on the properties of Russian reflexives), is preferred in the SoC over the
pronominal eé ‘her’ (9), which means that the comparative PP does not constitute a separate
binding domain and therefore its complement is unlikely to be a clause.
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(9) Masa ljubit sebja  bol’se {®Xsvoego; *eé&} otca.
Masha loves self.acc more self’s.gen her father.gen
‘Masha; loves herself more than her; father.” (Philippova 2017:5)

Example (10), in contrast to example (9) featuring a clausal comparative, exhibits the reverse
pattern: the reflexive cannot be bound, and the pronominal possessor is preferred. This is con-
sistent with the assumption that the clausal comparative includes a reduced finite clause, whose
boundary is opaque for reflexive binding.

(10) Masa ljubit sebja  bol’Se ¢em {*svoj; OKegl otec.
Masha.nom loves self.acc more wh self’s.nom her  father.nom
‘Masha; loves herself more than her; father (does).’ (Philippova 2017:5)

Next, Philippova (2017) cites wh-extraction out of the SoC (11) and licensing of negative con-
cord items (NCIs; 12), which supposedly does not happen across a finite clause boundary (e.g.
Giannakidou 2000).

Example (11a) demonstrates that a wh-word can be moved out of the SoC position of the
phrasal comparative: kogo ‘who.gen’ is felicitously wh-extracted. Note that the extraction is
possible in the adjectival comparative, where the predicate is vyse ‘taller’ and in the adverbial
comparative, where vyse is an adverb that has the meaning ‘higher’ and modifies the verbal
predicate prygnul ‘jumped’. In the clausal comparative, however, wh-movement of the SoC is
not possible with either the adjectival or the adverbial comparative (11b). The unacceptability
of such movement, as Philippova (2017) suggests, is due to the SoC being a remnant of a fully
recoverable finite clause, which she assumes to be an island for wh-extraction in Russian.

(11) a. Kogo ty vySe (prygnul)?
Who.gen you.nom higher jumped
‘Who are you taller; did you jump higher than?”’

b. *Kto ty (prygnul) vyse cem?
Who.nom you.nom (jumped) taller wh
Expected: “Who are you taller; did you jump higher than?’ (Philippova 2017:4)

A parallel contrast can be observed with NCls, which can be licensed by the matrix negation
in the SoC position in the phrasal comparative (12a) but not in the clausal comparative: nikto
‘nobody’ is acceptable as the SoC in example (12a) and unacceptable in example (12b).

(12) a. Masa *(ne) vySe nikogo.
Masha.nom neg taller nobody.gen
‘Masha isn’t taller than anyone.’

b. *Masa ne vyse, ¢em nikto.
Masha.nom neg taller wh nobody.nom
Expected: ‘Masha isn’t taller than anyone.’ (Philippova 2017:4)

I take these tests to be less reliable than reflexive binding, since wh-extraction has been shown
to be able to cross finite clause boundaries in Russian (Bailyn 2020). NCIs too can be scrambled
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from their base-generation site in the embedded clause to be licensed by matrix negation (Rudnev
2022).

A curious property of the phrasal comparative is that not every position is readily available
for the SoC.? One position is always accessible: the nominative subject (13).

(13) Ja (prygaju) vySe Ani.
I jump higher Anya.gen
‘I jump higher than Anya.’

In a sentence with a transitive (14) or a ditransitive predicate (15), an ambiguity may arise, where
both the subject and an object, direct or indirect, can be the correlate. Since the case on the SoC
is always genitive, its structural position cannot be inferred from its morphological case, as is
possible in the clausal comparative, where the original case is preserved. Therefore, the sentence
in example (14) can receive two readings: the subject reading, where the SoC is construed to be
the subject of the elided clause, and the object reading, where it is the direct object.?

(14) Ja ljublju tebja  bol’Se Nikity.
I love you.acc more Nikita.gen
Subject reading: ‘I love you more than Nikita does.’
Object reading: ‘I love you more than I love Nikita.’

(15) Mama poruCaet mne brata casce babuski.
mum entrusts I.dat brother.acc often.cmpr grandma.gen
‘Mum entrusts my brother to me more often...”
Subject reading: ‘...than grandma does.’
Object reading: °...than she entrusts grandma to me.’
Dative reading: ‘...than she entrusts him to grandma.’

Non-dative oblique participants, as well as complements of prepositions, are judged the least
acceptable as correlates. Examples (16—17) only have the subject reading.

(16) Anja stala  aktrisoj ran’Se studentki.
Anya became actress.ins earlier student.ins
Subject reading: ‘Anya became an actress earlier than a student did.’
Instrumental reading, unavailable: ‘Anya became an actress earlier than she became a
student.’

(17) Djadja Petja rugaetsja na kota  gromce Barbosa.
uncle Petya swears on cat.acc louder Barbos.gen
Subject reading: ‘Uncle Petya scolds the cat louder than Barbos does.’
PP reading, unavailable: ‘Uncle Petya scolds the cat louder than he scolds Barbos.’

2 The source of the data in the rest of this section is an informal survey of 13 native speakers of Russian,
which involved multiple choice questions aimed at gathering possible interpretations of suggested sentences, as
well as acceptability judgement questions, where the judgement was on a scale from 1 (most acceptable) to 5 (least
acceptable).

3 T will refer to the reading where the correlate occupies a certain position X or is marked by a certain case X
as the X reading, for instance, a subject reading is the interpretation where the correlate is in the subject position.
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The speakers I have asked have varying tolerance for non-subject readings, but the following
generalisation, also noted by Philippova (2017), holds: non-subject readings are decidedly easier
to obtain if the correlate is topicalised (18) or focalised (19-20).

(18) Mase nacal’nik platit bol’Se Antona.
Masha.dat boss pays more Anton.gen
Subject reading, unavailable: ‘The boss pays Masha more than Anton does.’
Dative reading, preferred: ‘The boss pays Masha more than he pays Anton.’

The dative reading of example (18) is obtained by topicalising the dative correlate Mase
‘Masha.dat’. If the dative correlate is topicalised, the subject reading is not available and the
dative reading is preferred. Focus improves the acceptability of instrumental readings in the
same way: the instrumental correlate model ju ‘model.ins’ can only be interpreted as a correlate
if it is in a focus position. Example (19) demonstrates how focus with the particle o/ ’ko ‘only’
feeds an instrumental reading.

(19) Bol’Se medsestry Eva xocet stat’ tol’ko model’ju.
More nurse.gen Eva wants become only model.ins
‘It is only a model that Eva wants to become more than a nurse.’
Subject reading, unavailable: ‘Eva wants to become a model more than a nurse does.’
Instrumental reading, preferred: ‘Eva wants to become a model more than she wants to
become a nurse.’

Finally, focus can even make PP correlates possible. In example (20), the focused PP u menja
‘by L.gen’ is interpreted as the correlate, while the subject reading is unavailable.

(20) Lucse Leny ocenki tol’ko u menja.
better Lena.gen grades only by Il.gen
Subject reading, unavailable: ‘Only my grades are better than Lena is.’
PP reading, preferred: ‘Only my grades are better than Lena’s.’

The characteristic properties of the phrasal comparative can be summarised as follows: (i) the
SoC always bears genitive case and is strictly nominal, (ii) apart from the subject reading, other
readings are unacceptable to variable degrees, (iii) the acceptability of non-subject readings is
improved by topicalisation or focalisation of the correlate. I proceed to examine two existing
analyses of Russian comparatives and how they fare in regard to the phrasal comparative.

3. Existing approaches
3.1. A semantics-oriented analysis

Pancheva (2006), which covers the phrasal-clausal distinction in a number of Slavic languages
(Polish, Bulgarian, BCMS), presents a clausal analysis for the phrasal comparative in Russian.
The gist of her proposal is that both phrasal and clausal comparatives are underlyingly clausal,
but the structures are nevertheless divergent. Pancheva contends that the clausal comparative
contains a full clause, part of which is deleted by ellipsis (21a), whereas the phrasal comparative
features a small clause made up of the SoC and an anaphoric predicate (21b).
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(21) a. Clausal comparative
than [cp wh; John is d;-tall ] — LF: than [cp d; John is dr-taH]

b. Phrasal comparative
than [gc John A] —
LF: []p []p Mary is d] -tall] [DegP -Cr [pp than [SC John d—%aﬂ]]]]
(adapted from Pancheva 2006)

In the clausal comparative, the complement of the comparative preposition, which is null in
Russian but non-null in Polish, for example, is a CP — a finite embedded clause. This clause
contains a degree variable, which is bound by an operator occupying Spec, CP, similarly to a
wh-word. The comparative preposition, according to Pancheva (2006), is ‘a partitive preposition
in the domain of degrees’, so it receives an argument of the degree type. The parallel between
partitive prepositions and the comparative than-preposition is important here: while the clausal
comparative is analogous to the referential partitive, where the preposition scopes over a definite
description (a glass of [the water]), the phrasal comparative is like the predicative partitive, or
a pseudo-partitive (a glass of [water]).

The degree is definite and determined by the elided clause in the clausal comparative. The
referential partitive preposition (Ad; Ads [ds is part of d;]) receives a definite degree and returns
a predicate of degrees. The phrasal comparative, however, is similar to a pseudo-partitive in that
the comparative preposition can receive a set of degrees as input: see the contrast in examples
(23-24), where a measure phrase can be the SoC in a phrasal comparative but not in a clausal
one. The lambda-abstraction of the degree proceeds out of the main clause, and this degree is
subsequently passed as an argument to the Deg head, as well as the value of the PP headed
by than (see example (22) for the lexical entry of the Deg head). Recall that than returns a
predicate of degrees, that is, a set of degrees, which is a suitable argument for the predicative
partitive comparative preposition. Under this analysis, both measure phrases and individuals are
felicitous SoCs in the phrasal comparative.

(22) P, Q are degree predicates (sets of degrees)
a. -er(P)(Q) <> Id[Q(d) N =P(d)]
b. -er [\d. Bill is d-tall] [Ad. John is d-tall] (Bhatt & Takahashi 2011:584)

(23) Anja vySe Antona / dvux  metrov.
Anya taller Anton.gen two.gen metres.gen
‘Anya is taller than Anton/two metres.’

(24) Anja vySe, ¢em Anton /*dva metra.
Anya taller wh Anton two metres
‘Anya is taller than Anton is/*two metres are.’

How the value of the than-PP is determined here is of particular interest: the than-preposition
complement is a small clause containing the SoC and a phonologically null anaphoric predicate
marked by A in example (21b). This predicate is supposed to pick up reference from the ma-
trix clause at LF — it expects a predicate that would accept the SoC as an argument and would
produce a predicate of degrees. The matrix predicate answers this requirement and is therefore
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copied into the small clause at LF in the process of LF-copying (Chung et al. 1995). This mech-
anism is the vulnerable place of this analysis, which makes several wrong predictions and which
I will now focus on.

As mentioned during the exposition of the data, phrasal adverbial comparatives can give rise
to ambiguities, as, for instance, in example (14), repeated below, which has two readings: a
subject reading, where the SoC (Nikita) is the lover, and an object reading, where it is the loved
one.

(25) Ja ljublju tebja  bol’Se Nikity.
I love you.acc more Nikita.gen
‘I love you more than Nikita loves you.’
‘I love you more than I love Nikita.’

The explanation within Pancheva’s model is as follows: a part of the matrix clause is LF-copied
to the embedded small clause in order to derive the necessary reading (26). What structure the
embedded clause would have thus depends on which participant is moved out of the VP before
the VP is copied.

(26) Ja lublju Ivana bol’se Borisa. ‘I love Ivan more than Boris’
a. [ I [vp love Ivan d;-much]] -er; [Boris [yp love Ivan d;-much]]

b. [ip Ivan, [;p I love t, d;-much]] -er; [Boris [;p I love t, d;-much]]
(adapted from Pancheva 2006)

The subject reading is derived when the matrix subject leaves VP to occupy the subject position.
The object reading results from A-bar movement: /van undergoes topicalisation, so that the IP
I love t d;-much could be copied to the embedded clause and Boris could ‘saturate the internal
argument of love’.

This analysis predicts that in the absence of A-bar movement of the correlate, the only avail-
able reading should be the subject one. If the correlate is moved, however, this very participant
should dictate the preferred reading. This is empirically accurate, except for the case where
the correlate is inside a prepositional phrase, see example (20), repeated below in example (27),
which is problematic, since movement of complements of prepositions is impossible in Russian.

(27) Lucse Leny ocenki tol’ko u menja.
better Lena.gen grades only by I.gen
Subject reading, unavailable: ‘Only my grades are better than Lena.’
PP reading, preferred: ‘Only my grades are better than Lena’s.’

Another hidden drawback of the analysis via LF-copying after topicalisation comes from the
premise that topicalisation can (and must, in the case of Russian phrasal comparatives) be visible
at LF: the predicate with a gap to be saturated by the SoC is created via A-bar movement of the
correlate. This movement is supposedly unrecoverable: the lower copy of the correlate has to be
absent at LF, so that the LF-copied predicate had a missing argument, which would be saturated
by the SoC. The absence of the lower copy of the correlate excludes, for example, reflexive
binding in the topicalised correlate, which is, nevertheless, completely acceptable (28).
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(28)  Svoej; sekretarSe  nacal’nik; platit bol’Se Anny.
self’s.gen secretary.dat boss pays more Anna.gen
‘The boss; pays Anna more than he; pays his; secretary.’

If the movement were irrecoverable, Principle A of binding theory would not be satisfied at
LF: the expression containing a possessive reflexive svoej ‘self’s.dat’ in the subject position has
no c-commanding antecedent in its binding domain, that is, the finite clause. The supposed LF
structure of example (28) is shown in example (29): the lower copy of the scrambled correlate
is not visible, but it needs to be visible, so that the reflexive could be bound by the subject. The
correlate has to be c-commanded by the subject and moved out of its domain of c-command.
However, if it is assumed that reflexive binding occurs as soon as it becomes possible in the
course of the derivation (see Belletti & Rizzi (1988); Bailyn (2003, 1988) on the derivational
approach to binding), the problem is eliminated: the reflexive is bound while the correlate is still
c-commanded by the subject and only then it is moved (see the revised structure in 30).

(29) The reflexive-containing DP is not c-commanded by the antecedent
[ip self’s; secretary, [p boss; pays t, di-much]] -er; [Anna [;p secretary pays t, d;-much]]

(30) Binding occurs before movement of the reflexive-containing DP

[ip self’s; secretary [1p boss; pays sels;seeretary d;-much]] -er; [Anna [p secretary pays
t, dy-much]]

Another problematic example — (31) — has two readings, as expected: a subject reading and an
object reading. The reflexive sebja ‘self.acc’, as well as svoej ‘self’s.gen’ are bound by the sub-
ject— Petja ‘Petya’ — before LF-copying. Therefore, the subject reading, where sebja ‘self.acc’
is bound by the SoC — svoej té5ci ‘self’s.gen mother-in-law.gen” — is not derivable, since it
would require the re-binding of the possessive reflexive after LF-copying. Recall that we cannot
abandon the derivational approach to binding, because otherwise Principle A would be violated
in oblique readings.

(31)  Petja; ljubit sebja  bol’Se svoej; t&SCI.
Petya loves self.acc more self’s.gen mother-in-law.gen
Subject reading: ‘Petya; loves himself more than his; mother-in-law loves herself.’
Object reading: ‘Petya; loves himself more than he; loves his; mother-in-law.’

The fact that the subject reading of example (31) exists may be due to vehicle change — a phe-
nomenon of copied names being interpreted as pronouns, which makes it possible to circumvent
principles of Binding Theory (Fiengo & May 1994) and is applicable to the LF-copying analysis
of the phrasal comparative. It may well be that the reflexive-containing nominal is substituted by
a pronoun during LF-copying any time that Principle A is violated, but if there is a simpler alter-
native that does not require vehicle change, it is to be preferred. I will return to how Pancheva’s
(2006) approach compares to the alternative view that I propose in the following sections.

Finally, it needs to be addressed that, contrary to Pancheva (2006), measure phrases as SoCs
in clausal comparatives can be semantically felicitous if the correlate is taken to be a mea-
sure as well (Pavel Rudnev, p.c.). Example (24) is greatly improved by the addition of rostom
‘height.ins’ (32).



There is no small clause in Russian phrasal comparatives 159

(32) a. Anja vySe rostom, Cem Anton.
Anya taller height.ins wh Anton
‘Anya is taller than Anton is’

b.%%Anja vySe rostom, ¢em dva metra.
Anya taller height.ins wh two metres
‘Anya is taller than two metres.’

As soon as dva metra ‘two metres’ is not interpreted as the subject of the elided clause, that
is, an individual, the infelicity is lifted. Pancheva’s generalisation about phrasal comparatives
being able to take measure phrases as SoCs as opposed to the clausal ones can be reformulated
in a way that is favourable to the direct analysis, to which I return in Section 5.1.

On the whole, the LF-copying analysis of the phrasal comparative is relatively empirically
accurate, but its commitment to semantic compositionality both with measure phrases and indi-
viduals as SoCs leads it to lose coverage of other data points such as the reflexive binding facts
and the availability of PP correlates.

3.2. The morphological alternative: too restrictive

A radically different analysis of the phrasal comparative by Philippova (2017) relies on case
marking of the correlate and is more restrictive than the analysis by Pancheva (2006) reviewed
above. It turns out to be too restrictive.

In Dependent Case Theory (DCT), case can be assigned in certain structural configurations
within the domain of case assignment, as well as by functional or lexical heads (Marantz 2000).
Cases are therefore divided into two groups: structural, i.e. determined by the syntactic position,
and non-structural, which are assigned by specific heads. The restriction on the SoC is Russian
phrasal comparatives is, according to Philippova (2017), affected by this distinction.

Philippova (2017) claims that there are two processes at work, as summarised in example
(33) below.

(33) Overwrite and Match (equivalent to Attraction and Matching in Assmann et al. 2014).
Overwrite instructs the morphology to realize the last assigned case.

b. Match resolves the conflict via insertion of a syncretic morpheme.
Both can freely apply to all case value combinations, but the former will yield an
ungrammatical result if the case to be overwritten is inherent/lexical.
(Philippova 2017:9)

Essentially, the genitive case received by the SoC is inherent and has to overwrite whatever case
is received by the SoC in the elided clause. If its prior case is inherent or lexical, Overwrite fails,
and the only way to prevent the crash of the derivation is Match. Match saves the day if the
overwritten case is syncretic with the new one, in our case, the genitive. Match is called upon in
order to account for the supposedly improved acceptability of the oblique reading in examples
like example (34), where the instrumental reading is available in spite of the inherent nature of
the case.* In the case paradigm of the surname Ivanova, both the instrumental, which is assigned

4 In Philippova’s notation, which I adopt for other examples in this paper as well, the equals sign denotes
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by the predicate gorzus’ ‘I am proud (of someone)’, and the genitive assigned by the null com-
parative preposition have the same surface form Ivanovoj. Match therefore can substitute the
genitive Ivanovoj for the instrumental /vanovoj, because the two cases are syncretic, so exam-
ple (34) will be acceptable. With the masculine /vanov, where no such syncretism is observed,
Match does not apply and the sentence in (34) is unacceptable.

34) Ja gorzus’ Petrovym bol’Se {Ivanova; Ivanovoj}.
L.nom proud Petrov.ins more Ivanov.gen=acc Ivanova.gen=ins
‘I am proud of Petrov more than Ivanov/Ivanova.’
‘I am proud of Petrov more than {\Tvanov; \Ivanova} is.’ nom-reading
‘I am proud of Petrov more than of {*Ivanov; VIvanova}.’ ins-reading

This analysis crucially relies on predefined sets of structural and non-structural cases, which
are not universally agreed upon, for instance, the dative case is controversial in this respect
(Pereltsvaig 2007). A bigger problem is the unnecessarily close link between the morphological
form of some cases and their syntactic nature.

A counterexample to Philippova’s (2017) analysis comes from depictives, which in Russian
can copy their host’s case as well as bear an oblique case: instrumental or dative. Assuming,
following Bailyn (2001), that the case assigned to depictives is the same as what the arguments
of verbs receive, the same effects of Overwrite and Match must be observable with either of
them. Philippova (2017) agrees with Pancheva (2006) in that the SoC is A-bar moved out of
a small clause. Russian depictives can be subject to wh-movement in Russian (35), which is a
kind of A-bar movement, so since depictives can be A-bar moved, they should be acceptable as
SoCs in comparatives.

(35) Context: the sentence is a rhetorical question uttered as a comment on Dasha’s drunken
appearance the other night.
Kakaja / kakoj DaSa vcera prisla domoj?
how.nom how.gen=ins Dasha yesterday came home
‘In what state did Dasha come home yesterday?’

Depictives, nevertheless, are not acceptable as SoCs. Note that both the nominative case, which
should be overwritable as a structural case, and the instrumental, which is syncretic with the
genitive in the feminine adjectival paradigm, are infelicitous (36). The former must be licensed
by Overwrite and the latter by Match, but neither of them is.

(36) *Dasa prixodit domoj p’janaja  / p’janoj casce trezvoj
Dasha comes home drunk.nom drunk.ins=gen more often drunk.ins=gen
Expected: ‘Dasha comes home drunk more often than sober.’

Phrasal comparatives admit adjectival SoCs, as I have mentioned earlier in Section 2, so it is not
the categorial status of the SoC that makes example (36) unacceptable.

The analysis that employs the structural versus inherent/lexical contrast is therefore too reliant
on the cases themselves and less on what exactly affects their assignment. Structural cases can
be borne by non-arguments, so there is, once again, not enough restriction.

syncretism rather than a clitic boundary.



There is no small clause in Russian phrasal comparatives 161

It is acknowledged by Philippova (2017) herself that the analysis is too restrictive at the
same time, since there exist acceptable examples that Overwrite and Match rule out. All of them
exhibit the familiar pattern of scrambled SoCs that are either in non-structural cases (37-39) or
PPs (39).

(37) Bol’se nix udalos’ zarabotat’ tol’ko PIFam.
More they.gen managed.nom toearn  only open-end funds.dat

‘Only open-end funds managed to earn more than them [bond funds].’
(Philippova 2017:12)

(38) Bol’Se nego krasnuju kartocku pokazyvali tol’ko Juriju  Kovtunu.
More he.gen red.acc card.acc showed.pl only Yury.dat Kovtun.dat
‘Only Yury Kovtun was shown the red card more often than him.’
(Philippova 2017:12)

(39) Bol’se nego iz  igrokov sbornoj tol’ko u... Malkina.
More he.gen from players.gen team.gen only by Malkin.gen
‘Of all national team players, only Malkin has [scored] more [goals] than him.’
(Philippova 2017:12)

These problematic examples can be dealt with, if an account of how focus or topicalisation sal-
vages oblique readings is provided. The morphological solution, however, is not capable of this
by definition, because it depends on case morphology: a non-structural case cannot be overwrit-
ten, no matter the position of its bearer.

4. Proposal

In this section, I develop a new analysis of Russian phrasal comparatives that would overcome
the challenges faced by the previous approaches. In my understanding of the syntax of Russian
comparatives in general and the constitution of the elided part in particular, I rely on what has
been noted by Pancheva (2006) and Philippova (2017).

Next, one of the essential observations about the phrasal comparatives is that the SoC appears
to be clause-mates with its correlate, as opposed to the clausal comparatives, where they appear
to be in different clauses. This can be demonstrated by means of such diagnostics as local reflex-
ive binding, which is only possible within a single clause. Negative concord and wh-extraction
have also been cited by Philippova (2017) as diagnostics that demonstrate the absence of a clause
boundary separating the SoC from the rest of the clause, although they are less trustworthy for
Russian than reflexive binding. Nevertheless, a desirable analysis of the phrasal comparative
must place the SoC in the matrix clause to capture the same-clause effects.

At the same time, the phrasal comparative probably has a clausal source, as evidenced by
the ambiguity in example (25). I claim that the phrasal comparative is genuinely phrasal in that
a noun rather than a small clause is the complement of the comparative preposition. This rids
one of the necessity to postulate an ECM-preposition that assigns the genitive across the small
clause boundary — case assignment proceeds exactly like in regular PPs.> Also, the SoC and

3 There are reasons to believe that Russian comparatives contain a silent preposition (Philippova 2018). Russian
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the correlate belonging to the same clause is accounted for this way. All in all, I propose a direct
analysis for Russian phrasal comparatives.

I assume that the phrasal comparative is a DegP, in accordance with Gras¢enkov & Ljutikova
(2017), because it can bear no agreement markers and cannot be used attributively — its external
syntax is similar to that of an adverb. In adverbial comparatives, the DegP is an adjunct of the
verbal projection that it modifies. The Deg’s complement is the adjective/adverb and its specifier
is a PP headed by a null preposition and denoting an individual — the SoC. The derivation
proceeds the same way as in Hindi-Urdu, as described by Bhatt & Takahashi (2011), and also
similarly to what Pancheva (2006) suggests, only without the LF-copying: the Deg needs the
SoC and its correlate as arguments, as well as a predicate of individuals and degrees. The lexical
entry for this three-place comparative head, which appears in phrasal comparatives, is given in
example (40).

(40) -er(x)(P)(y) «» 3d[P (y, d) and —P (x, d)] (Bhatt & Takahashi 2011:585)

Semantically, the Deg head, also referred to as the Deg operator from now on, is a three-place
predicate, whose first argument is the SoC, the second — a predicate of individuals and degrees
and the third — the correlate. The predicate of degrees is the result of the lambda-abstraction of
the correlate and the DegP, which leave behind an individual and a degree variable respectively.
This predicate returns a set of degrees, to which an individual is up to in some respect, and the
Deg operator decides whether there exists a degree to which the correlate is up to but the SoC
is not, thus performing a comparison between two individuals. A predicate of individuals and
degrees is necessary for such a comparison, so the direct analysis is associated with a three-place
predicate, whereas for a reduced clause analysis, a two-place predicate comparing two degrees
is sufficient.

I will now demonstrate the derivation of the subject reading of example (41). First, a DegP is
built and adjoined to the VP (Figure 1). Then the subject is raised, creating a predicate of indi-
viduals at LF, and the DegP moves, leaving a degree variable (Figure 2). The resulting structure
is interpretable, since the Deg head has received the SoC, the raised correlate and the predicate
of degrees and individuals (both the Deg and the correlate have left traces in there).

(41) Ja (prygaju) vySe Ani.
I jump higher Anya.gen
‘I jump higher than Anya.’

is similar to English in this respect, because the SoC in the phrasal comparative is the complement of a than-like
preposition.
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Figure 1. Building the verb phrase containing a DegP

vP
/\
DegP vP
/\ /\
PP DegP DP vP
T | T
P DP Deg aP ya v vP
‘ \ ! ‘ /\
Ani -ee /vysok AzAd DP VP
|
x DegP VP
| |
d \%
\
prygaju

Figure 2. Moving DegP and the correlate to form a predicate of degrees and individuals.



164 Alexandra Shikunova

DP VP

x DegP VP
| |
d v
|

prygaju

Figure 3. Deriving surface SVO word order.

The final step is to derive the surface word order. Here I follow Bailyn (1995), Gribanova (2013)
in assuming that the verb head moves to a position just below T in Russian. The subject occupies
Spec, TP, thus the correct word order is obtained, where the DegP is in the position that adverbs
usually appear in (see Figure 3). The order of the SoC and the comparative adverb is the reverse
of what Figures 1-3 show, but this may be dealt with in several ways: GraScenkov & Ljutikova
(2017) assume that there exists a small deg head on a par with the regular Deg, to which the
comparative head moves, thus appearing to the left of the SoC; it might also be that DegP’s
specifier projects to its right, which has been proposed for certain heads (see Bruening 2010 on
ApplP). I must leave the comparison of these two mechanisms to future work.

Oblique readings are derived in a similar fashion, the only difference being that the movement
of the correlate is to a focus/topic position. The last steps of the derivation of example (42) are
illustrated in Figure 4.

(42) Mase ja pomogaju bollISe Ani.
Masha.dat 1 help more  Anya.gen
‘I help Masha more than I help Anya.’
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TopP
/\
DP TopP

‘ T
Mase Top TP

pomogaju

Figure 4. Deriving the oblique reading via topicalisation of the correlate.

In what follows I provide empirical support for the fact that a direct analysis is suitable for
Russian phrasal comparatives, building on existing work, where Direct analyses are proposed
for Hindi-Urdu (Bhatt & Takahashi 2007, 2011), Lithuanian (Vaik$noraité 2021) and Malagasy
(Potsdam 2017). Also, I demonstrate that the improved acceptability of oblique readings with
an A-bar moved correlate is explicable under the direct analysis, assuming that phrasal compar-
atives are among those syntactic environments where scrambling can impact semantic interpre-
tation.

5. Supporting evidence
5.1. Case marking and categorial status of the SoC

The SoC in the phrasal comparative in Russian is strictly nominal and genitive. This fact im-
mediately suggests a direct analysis, since little evidence of any clausal source is observed, as
far as the SoC is concerned. The case marking is invariant, so any case received by the SoC in
an elided clause should be overwritten. An analysis along these lines by Philippova (2017) has
been considered and criticised in Section 3.2. Considering that every case can be overwritten
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in the right scrambling configuration, any observed restrictions on overwritable cases may be
circumvented, so the analysis turns out to be too restrictive. If no case other than the genitive
from the comparative preposition is assigned to the SoC, the issue is dissolved.

The nominal status of the SoC is explained by any analysis that admits the existence of a
comparative preposition in Russian, which is true of both analyses that I have reviewed, so the
direct analysis has the same predictive power in this regard.

Where it is superior again, however, is the phonological non-recoverability of any elided
material from the alleged clausal source (P. Rudnev, p.c.). While Pancheva (2006) postulates a
null anaphoric predicate, Philippova (2017) supposes the existence of an elided small clause, of
which no part can be pronounced. It is very rare in ellipsis that the deleted structure is completely
unrecoverable (Ross 1988; Sag 1976; Merchant 2001)

The supposed unacceptability of measure phrases as SoCs in clausal comparatives, which
is one of the key motivations behind Pancheva’s analysis, when viewed from a different angle,
supports the direct analysis as well. The phrasal comparative admits both measure phrase and in-
dividual SoCs. The clausal comparative accepts individuals and, occasionally, measure phrases,
if it is explicitly specified that the correlate represents a measure as well. The clausal compara-
tive, then, is dependent on the matrix clause’s content for the interpretation of the SoC, whereas
in the phrasal one, the role of the SoC is underdetermined, since it can only be construed as an
argument of the Deg operator and not in any kind of clause. This conjecture is evidenced by the
existence of an ambiguity between measure and individual in phrasal comparatives, where, for
example, a person can represent themselves or their height (43).

(43) Nikita mozet podnjat’ bol’Se Ani.

Nikita can  lift more Anya.gen
‘Nikita can lift more than Anya can.’ Anya as an individual
‘Nikita can lift more than Anya weighs.’ Anya as a measure of weight

Pancheva allows a direct analysis for measure phrase comparatives because of their ‘inherent
semantics’ of degrees: degrees do not need LF-copying to be interpreted by the predicative par-
titive than-preposition. However, the fact that SoCs in phrasal comparatives can be ambiguous
between degrees and individuals, prompts one to consider a direct analysis for individual SoCs
as well.

5.2. How A-bar movement feeds oblique readings

There are three examples that Philippova (2017) concedes are not generated by her analysis. The
first one features a dative correlate NP (44).

(44) Bol’se nix udalos’ zarabotat’ tol’ko PIFam.
More they.gen managed.nom toearn  only open-end funds.dat

‘Only open-end funds managed to earn more than them [bond funds].’
(Philippova 2017:12)

The principal detail is that example (44) is biclausal: the verb udat sja ‘to be successful’ in the
impersonal form has a dative argument and subcategorises a non-finite clause. Whether udat sja
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is a raising or a control verb, is of little importance here: what matters is that the correlate is not
necessarily its dative argument. If we assume that the correlate is the null category (PRO or the
copy of the matrix dative argument), which is the subject of the embedded non-finite clause, the
example ceases to be problematic, since the subject is an acceptable position for the SoC.
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Figure 5. An embedded subject as the correlate.

The structure of example (44) is presented in Figure 5 above. Example (44) does not necessarily
have a dative reading: this reading can just as well be a subject reading, where the correlate is
the empty category in the embedded subject position.

The next type of sentences not explained by Philippova (2017) features a PP correlate (45)
or a dative one (46).

(45) Bol’sSe nego iz  igrokov sbornoj tol’ko u... Malkina.
More he.gen from players.gen team.gen only by Malkin.gen
‘Of all national team players, only Malkin has [scored] more [goals] than him.’
(Philippova 2017:12)

(46) Bol’Se nego krasnuju kartocku pokazyvali tol’ko Juriju  Kovtunu.
More he.gen red.acc card.acc showed.pl only Yury.dat Kovtun.dat

‘Only Yury Kovtun was shown the red card more often than him.’
(Philippova 2017:12)
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These examples illustrate the generalisation that I have made earlier in Section 2 about scram-
bling feeding oblique readings. Let us see how it can be handled in a direct analysis. Recall that
in order to supply the three-place comparative operator with a predicate argument, the correlate
moves out. In the derivation of the subject reading, this is the A-movement of the subject. |
suggest that in order to derive the oblique reading, one has to scramble the correlate (see Figure
4). Note that for a PP correlate, there is no need to move the preposition’s complement, which
is prohibited in Russian. It is sufficient that the PP can be scrambled and that its semantic type
is that of an individual, so that it could saturate the first argument of the Deg operator. Since
the construction ‘u N-gen’ marks possessors, it can well be assumed to be equivalent to a DP
in terms of semantic representation, like, for instance, by-phrases in passives in some analyses
(Bruening 2013; Angelopoulos et al. 2020).

The mechanism that allows scrambling to license oblique readings has some ramifications
for the syntax-semantics interface, which I will now proceed to clarify.

5.3. How scrambling affects interpretation

It follows from the direct analysis of the phrasal comparative that scrambling is semantically
visible and affects interpretation. Moreover, A-bar movement of the oblique correlate is neces-
sary for it to be interpreted as such. This is a plausible conclusion, since scrambling has been
observed to be semantically interpretable elsewhere, for instance, it can resolve scope ambigui-
ties in Russian (Antonyuk 2015). Quantifier scope varies because of the availability of quantifier
raising, which happens at LF, but if the scope relations can be disambiguated by overt move-
ment in Russian, they are. This is known as Ionin’s Scope Principle (Ionin 2001: 47), which is
a version of Pesetsky’s (1989) Earliness Principle.

(47) Ionin’s scope principle: The availability of overt movement restricts covert movement.
(Ionin 2001)

The phrasal comparative, then, is another case where overt movement (scrambling) affects se-
mantic interpretation. Scrambling bleeds quantifier raising and feeds oblique readings of phrasal
comparatives. Thus, the examples that Philippova (2017) cites as problematic, where scrambled
oblique correlates are acceptable, can be handled successfully.

5.4. Reflexive binding in the phrasal comparative

While discussing possible objections to Pancheva’s (2006) LF-copying analysis, I have men-
tioned that the fact that scrambling affects interpretation is in conflict with the data on reflexive
binding: while the scrambled correlate needs to have its higher copy interpreted and the lower
one deleted for the purpose of providing the Deg operator with a predicate of degrees and indi-
viduals, there also needs to be a lower copy of the correlate that is c-commanded by the subject,
so that the reflexive could be bound. The direct analysis, which I have been defending, suf-
fers from the exact same problem, which can be solved the exact same way: by assuming a
derivational approach to binding, where principles of Binding theory apply as their conditions
are met during the derivation (Belletti & Rizzi 1988; Bailyn 2003, 1988). It only needs to be
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demonstrated how the subject reading of example (31), repeated in example (48), is derived.

(48)  Petja; ljubit sebja  bol’Se svoej; tESCI.
Petya loves self.acc more self’s.gen mother-in-law.gen
Subject reading (sloppy, available): ‘Petya; loves himself more than his; mother-in-law
loves herself.’
Subject reading (strict, unavailable): ‘Petya; loves himself more than his; mother-in-law
loves Petya.’
Object reading: ‘Petya; loves himself more than he; loves his; mother-in-law.’

Figure 6 represents the moment in the derivation where Principle A is satisfied and where sebja
‘self.acc’ is bound. After the subject Petja and the DegP are moved, the reflexive inside pred-
icate of individuals and degrees is interpreted as a bound variable and does not refer to Petja.
Therefore, sebja ‘self.acc’ can be ‘rebound’ by the SoC at LF when the SoC is passed to the Deg
operator. The fact that the reflexive cannot be interpreted as referring to the subject is supported
by the absence of strict reading of example (48).
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Petya; DegP VP
/\ /\
PP DegP \Y% DP

T T~ \ |

P DP Deg aP ljubit sebja;
U
-ee bol’s
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Figure 6. Principle A applies.

Figure 7 shows the final stage of the derivation of the subject reading, where the predicate of
degrees and individuals is formed and the Deg operator receives all three of its arguments.
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Figure 7. Final stage of the derivation of example (48).

The same logic, however, can be applied to the LF-copying analysis: if the LF-copied vP contains
the reflexive as a bound variable, it can be re-bound in the exact same way (see example (49)
for how example (48) would then look like at LF). The reflexive svoej ‘self’s.gen’ is bound
by the matrix subject, interpreted as a bound variable at LF and bound again by the SoC after
LF-copying.

(49) [Petya; [Ax : = loves z]] -er [his; mother-in-law [Az : x loves x]]

The LF-copying analysis requires the existence of two different types of phonologically null
structure — a null anaphoric predicate that picks up reference from the main clause predicate
and ‘regular’ elided structure. The former is supposed by Pancheva (2006) to occur in phrasal
comparatives and the latter in clausal comparatives. If both types of comparatives have some
hidden structure, it must be of different kinds, since the two types diverge in terms of the avail-
ability of strict and sloppy readings: a phrasal comparative can only have a sloppy reading (48),
whereas a clausal one can have either (50).°

(50) Petja; ljubit svoju; sobaku bol’Se, cem Anja.
Petya loves self’s.acc dog.acc more wh Anya
Sloppy reading: ‘Petya loves his dog more than Anya loves her dog.’
Strict reading: ‘Petya loves himself more than Anya loves his dog.’

6 It is common for sentences which have some elided structure with anaphors to have two readings: a sloppy
reading, where the overt anaphor and the elided are bound by different participants, and a strict reading, where both
refer to the same entity (Ross 1967; Sag 1976).
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The availability of both strict and sloppy readings is typical for VP-ellipsis (VPE; Ross 1967, Sag
1976). Strict readings can be derived via LF-copying, albeit with vehicle change (Oku 1988).
It therefore has to be stipulated, why the strict reading in example (48) is not available, that
is, why vehicle change does not apply in this case. The direct alternative, however, is much
simpler in assuming that the phrasal comparative in Russian lacks silent structure altogether.
The reasoning is as follows: if there are two reflexives in the structure — one in the pronounced
part and one in the elided part — we expect two readings to be available: strict and sloppy. When
one of the readings is prohibited, there must be some factor that rules it out. Superficially, the
presence of a second non-LF-copied reflexive in the structure correlates with the availability of
the strict reading in Russian comparatives. Whether this correlation actually implies causation
is a question for future research.

6. Conclusion

I have demonstrated that the existing accounts of the phrasal comparatives in Russian do not
make fully correct predictions about the available positions of the SoC. The LF-copying anal-
ysis of Pancheva (2006) has been argued to be overly committed to semantic compositionality
to the detriment of its empirical coverage of syntactically relevant facts about reflexive bind-
ing in the SoC and the availability of PP correlates. Philippova’s (2017) suggestion to draw the
line between acceptable and unacceptable SoCs along the structural versus non-structural case
distinction has been shown to rely too heavily on surface morphological case forms rather than
the syntactic positions marked by them. My proposal aims to correct the over- and underpre-
diction of the previous approaches by defending a direct analysis for the phrasal comparative
in Russian. The direct analysis straightforwardly captures the same-clause effects exhibited by
the SoC, its uniform case marking and nominal status. The fact that oblique and even PP cor-
relates are acceptable in scrambling configurations receives an explanation too, assuming that
scrambling can affect semantic interpretation in phrasal comparatives.
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newest variant of gender sensitive language that has garnered public interest aims to
circumvent this by combining both words through an asterisk or a colon. That is, the male noun
is often used as a stem to which the grammatically female gender marking -in suffix is then
attached. For example, the word for teacher would be Lehrer:in and refers to people regardless
of gender identity (Diewald 2018). Despite the importance of this topic, which is indicated by
the vivid discussions surrounding it, there is a relative dearth of academic discourse and studies
on the phenomenon within the various linguistic disciplines. In order to add to this discourse,
this paper aims to answer the following questions:

1. How is the discourse on gender sensitive language in the German language on the social
media platform Twitter?

2. How do the metaphors used within this context relate to the history of German language
purism?

To answer these questions, studies on masculine generics in German, analyses of the political
discourse on gender sensitive language, as well as metaphoric discourse within German media
in relation to purism will be presented and used as a guiding framework for the interpretation
of data extracted from Twitter. Thereby, this paper aims to provide insights into the discourse
and usage of traditional metaphors within the context of gender sensitive language on Twitter.

2. Background
2.1. The German masculine generics

In order to explain the phenomenon of gender sensitive language in German, this section
addresses the problems that arise from the presence of grammatical genders within the German
language. As Okamura (2012) summarises, German is a language with three grammatical
genders, namely masculine (corresponding article: der), feminine (corresponding article: die),
and neuter (corresponding article: das). Whereas there are certain grammatically masculine,
feminine, and neuter nouns that can designate people or animals regardless of their gender,
there are some cases, where this may be considered problematic. Generally speaking, there is
a favourable assignment of the masculine form in certain morphological derivations, as well as
specific biased aspects of the lexicon, such as the nouns used for professions. Nubling (2017)
points out that there are only a few reliable rules for the attribution of these grammatical
genders. While there are morphological principles, they are not as reliable as the semantical
principle of relating the perceived sex to the grammatical gender. Lobin (2021) demonstrates
that certain social values are attached to some lexicon entries and derivations with two
examples: A man that is displaying too many feminine characteristics is sometimes
derogatorily called die Memme ‘the sissy’. This indicates a turn from the grammatically
masculine word der Mann ‘the man’ towards a grammatically feminine word. Similarly, the
same process happens for women when they are perceived to be deviating from gendered
norms, as they could be derogatorily called der Vamp ‘the femme fatal’ instead of die Frau
‘the woman’. This example shows a turn from a grammatically female coded referent to a
grammatically male coded referent. As Nubling (2017) explains, the grammatical genders in
German are principally never entirely independent from language external factors such as
biological sex and social gender. This is especially true for words that are used to denominate
people. Nibling further points towards a quantitative asymmetry between the attribution of
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these forms in regard to gender. Specifically, referents that have a female gender identity or
more often mismatched with grammatically masculine and neuter forms than referents that
have a masculine gender identity are mismatched with grammatically feminine and neuter
forms. As such, referents with a female gender identity are linguistically more frequently
depersonalised and desexualised than referents that have a male gender identity based on
commonly used metaphors and diminutives.

The linguistic criticism for the generic masculine word grammar had its starting point in the
1970s. Most notably, Luise F. Pusch (1984), who is often disregarded in the modern discourse
about gender sensitive language, criticised the manner in which the values that are associated
with the masculine generics relativises the identity of women. Pusch claims that the focus on
grammatically masculine terminology of German already excludes women from many aspects
of the public discourse based on the cultural associations this language causes because it
denotes women as secondary. From Pusch’s perspective, the use of masculine generics in
everyday contexts reinforces this culturally construed secondary role of women within the
public discourses. Thereby, the German language, and especially phenomena such as
masculine generics, fundamentally shape the way women are perceived, identified, and
identify themselves. Within interactions, being perceived is a fundamental aspect and a
necessity for one’s reinforcement of one’s sense of identity, as well as forming a sense of
identity in relation to society in the first place. As such, Pusch considers misidentifications of
any kind as damaging and disrespectful, as they often occur at the expense of minority and
minoritised groups. Specifically, in regard to the masculine generics in German, Pusch argues
that women are not included within the general discourse as human subjects unless they are
unambivalently mentioned. According to Pusch, it is simply not enough to include women in
the meaning of masculine referents if it is not explicitly clear from the semantic sentence
structure.

Boroditsky (2009) explains that languages that treat different genders grammatically
differently have an impact on the perception of the speakers. For example, objects that are
inscribed with a certain grammatical gender also cause more associations with that gender.
This also applies to abstract concepts, such as death and time. To Boroditsky, this indicates
how seemingly arbitrary notions of gender profoundly affect the manner in which people
unconsciously perceive and think about the world. Since Pusch’s call for a prescriptive change
in the German language system, several studies have investigated the effect of masculine
generics in German from a psycholinguistic perspective. These studies indicate that Pusch’s
convictions regarding the lack of representation women experience through masculine generics
generally hold true, suggesting that the influence Boroditsky found in objects and concepts
might also directly apply to the perception of people (e.g., Klein 2004; Braun et al. 2005; Gygax
et al. 2008; Linner & Irmen 2005).

To summarise, this section has shown that the existence of grammatical genders in the
German language has consequences regarding the perception of the world, as well as a lack of
inclusivity for women and other minorities due to the associations that masculine generics
cause. With these findings in mind, it is of interest to look at the different alternatives to the
masculine generics that were proposed in efforts to circumvent these problems.

2.2. Alternatives to the masculine generics
Diewald (2018) summarises that there are two contemporary alternatives. The first is the

simple addition of the grammatically feminine counterpart to a word. As such, instead of
simply using Die Kunden ‘the customers’ one would use Die Kunden und Kundinnen. While
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this method is the most commonly used form of more inclusive language, it is not the only one
of relevance. For the purpose of simplicity, this paper only takes orthographically deviating
variants of gender sensitive language into consideration, such as the example from the
introduction (Lehrer:in). Other words or strategies that could be part of inclusive language
usage, such as the use of gender neutral terms that try to gender marking differences in the
language like the use of the term Person ‘person’ or the use of other variants on gender
sensitive language that explicitly mark gender, such as the addition of the grammatically
feminine counterpart, are not considered here, as they are often not the focus of discussions on
gender sensitive language that include the orthographically deviating variants. This decision
was further informed by the context provided in the next section. As explained in the
introduction, the newer versions of gender sensitive language combine the masculine form as
a stem and then add the feminine suffix, as in Politiker:in “politician’. While this combination
of the grammatical forms is mostly done by using an asterisk (the so-called ‘Genderstern’ e.g.,
Politiker*in), there are other variants that substitute the asterisk with an underscore (the so-
called ‘Gender-Gap’, e.g., Politiker_in), or a colon. However, this second variant of trying to
achieve inclusivity within words is heavily contested. The Council for German Orthography
(Rat fur deutsche Rechtschreibung), the international body regulating Standard High German
orthography, does not advise the inclusion of any of these variants since they do not always
comply with grammatical norms (Rat fiir deutsche Rechtschreibung 2021).2 For example,
certain nouns cannot be declined in this manner. The word for a colleague, der Kollege/die
Kollogin, does not allow for this combination of masculine and feminine suffixes, as the result
Kolleg:in would be grammatically incorrect. Additionally, not every institution, company,
organisation, or individual that uses language more gender inclusive does so with the same
ideological reasoning. Some of them simply intend to include men and women equally, such
as magazines, news outlets, and brands (Lobin 2021). Others, like many universities, use
gender sensitive language with the purpose of including intersex and non-binary trans people
as well. As such, these organisations actively encourage the usage of the variants that combine
the grammatical genders instead of only relying on referring to both men and women. Some
examples of prominent universities doing this are the University of Hamburg* the Humboldt
University of Berlin®, and the University of Cologne®.

This puts gender sensitive alternatives in an interesting position, where it lacks the official
endorsement from the state and organisations that have a certain amount of power on the
regulation of German orthography. It does, however, have the endorsement from some
individuals, or certain institutions, such as universities. Especially the need to adhere to the
gender sensitive alternatives within the context of tertiary education in many public universities
in Germany shows that gender sensitive language is, depending on the context, an example of
prescriptivism. According to Curzan (2014), four different strands of prescriptivism can be
employed on the personal or institutional level. Stylistic prescriptivism encompasses all rules

3 See: Rat flr deutsche Rechtschreibung (2021, March 06). Die Entwicklung und Bewertung des Themas
‘Geschlechtergerechte Schreibung’ in der Beobachtung des Schreibgebrauchs 2018-2020 vom Rat fiir deutsche
Rechtschreibung gebilligt am 26.03.2021 [Press release.]. https://www.rechtschreibrat.com/geschlechtergerechte-
schreibung-empfehlungen-vom-26-03-2021/.

4 See: Universitat Hamburg (2020). Geschlechtergerechte Sprache an der Universitat Hamburg. Retrieved 20t
December 2022, from https://www.uni-hamburg.de/en/gleichstellung/gender/geschlechtergerechte-sprache.html.

5 See: Humboldt Universitat Berlin (2019). Sprache ist vielfaltig — Leitfaden der HU fiir geschlechtergerechte
Sprache. Retrieved 20™ December 2022, from https://gb.uni-koeln.de/gendersensible_sprache/index_ger.html.

6 See: Universitat zu Kéln (2021). UberzeuGENDERe Sprache. Leitfaden fiir eine geschlechtersensible Sprache
(7 edition). Retrieved 20t December 2022, from https://gb.uni-
koeln.de/gendersensible_sprache/index_ger.html.
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and judgments that help to differentiate between finer points of style within the standard
language. Restorative prescriptivism describes all the rules and judgments that are meant to
purify the language by returning to and restoring older usage forms. For this paper, however,
the other two strands, standardising prescriptivism and politically responsive prescriptivism,
are the most relevant. Standardising prescriptivism refers to the mechanisms that maintain a
language’s standard. In the context of gender sensitive language, this would refer to the
continued usage of the main generics and the inclusion of the grammatically feminine forms
to not violate any orthographic and grammatic norms. Politically responsive prescriptivism
categorises all those mechanisms that aim to promote inclusivity and non-discriminatory
language use. Arguably, the addition of the grammatically feminine suffix in the gender
sensitive is a deviation from the conventional usage norm of masculine generics. Thereby, it
could also be argued that the attempts to oppose it are similar to efforts of standardising
prescriptivism. The usage of gender sensitive language can be considered as a politically
responsive prescriptivism, especially in light of the recognition of trans and intersex people.
These aspects are interesting in consideration of the meaning of language reforms in Germany.

As Johnson (2012) summarises, the 1996 reform of German orthography demonstrated that
the standardisation of the German language is deeply rooted within state-sanctioned unification
and disciplinary purposes. Despite the public criticism it received for supposedly being elitist
in nature, the original intention was to make German orthography more inclusive by making
spelling and punctuation more systematic to ensure easier language acquisition for younger
people and those who are less proficient with the written language. This incited vehement
public protests from citizen initiatives, newspaper agencies, and publishing companies. In their
essence, the disputes revolved around the question of to which degree the orthographic changes
impacted the basic democratic freedom of the German citizens. As the changes would require
a reconfiguration of their mental lexicon, critics saw the changes as a violation of their human
dignity and freedom of personality, which are fundamental rights according to the German
constitution. As such, the questions that should be answered in consideration of those reforms
must be whether the reforms are necessary, whether they achieve the intended result, and
whether the reforms have done so in an appropriate manner. While gender sensitive variants
are not state sanctioned, these criteria would allow for an assessment of the current state of
gender sensitive language and could illuminate which aspects of it would have to be adapted
for it to fulfil them.

The orthographically distinct variants of gender sensitive language are in an interesting
position where they are not officially endorsed by the international body regulating the German
standard or any legislation but are still used within certain influential institutions, such as
universities. As a form of politically responsive prescriptivism that attempts to make the
language more inclusive, gender sensitive language falls into the same category as, for
example, the orthography reform in 1996. Unlike the language reform from 1966, however, it
is not entirely clear to which degree gender sensitive language fulfils the criteria that would
justify its implementation. As such, the next section is going to discuss the criticism that is
used in relation to gender sensitive language, as well as the historical origins this criticism is
based on.

2.3. Overview of criticism of gender sensitive language
In order to establish the basis of the criticism of gender sensitive language, it is important to

investigate the efforts of linguistic purism that occurred during National Socialism in Germany.
In the context of language purism, the Allgemeiner Deutscher Sprachverein (ADSV) ‘General



Twitter discourse regarding gender sensitive language 179

German Language Association’ is of particular interest. As Stukenbrock (2005) explains, The
ADSV, which was founded in the late 19" century, primarily wanted to increase the correlation
between the German language and the German identity by ridding it of foreign influences.
Among the many attempts of the ADSV to establish linguistic domination during the 20™
century, ‘Germanisation’ refers to the process of replacing foreign words from the language
and replacing them with newly coined words and reintroducing archaic Germanic words. For
example, they tried to replace established words such as Mikroskop with Feinsehrohr “fine-
seeing tube’ (Doerr 2002). Efforts such as these were deeply rooted within the notion of cultural
identity which the Nazis wanted to establish for the German people. Specifically, Lobin (2021)
describes that these efforts were based on the belief that the purification of the German
language is an essential aspect of the Nazi’s racial ideology. They portrayed their racial Aryan
heritage to be intrinsically linked with their language. In other words, maintaining the purity
of their language was an important aspect of maintaining the purity of their ‘race’. According
to Lobin (2021), this underlying ideology is also expressed through metaphoric language usage
in comments about the language. As such, Lobin refers to two broader fields of metaphorical
language that also originated in the 19" century. The first contains biological-pathologizing
metaphors. Specifically, these metaphors portrayed the German language as a living entity,
such as a plant or a creature that can wither and die through sicknesses. The second broad field
of metaphors relates to militarism, that is, languages are seen as weapons made for a war of
culture. Under the reign of the national socialists, these metaphors were intensified, metaphors
of sickness turned to those of plague and blood, and instead of a cultural war, the turn was
towards wars of annihilation to be brought down on other languages. These metaphor types are
relevant to the discussion of gender sensitive language due to their reoccurrence within the
criticism it receives from prominent political actors.

While the Allgemeiner Deutscher Sprachverein was disbanded after the end of the National
Socialist regime in 1945, the importance of maintaining the linguistic norms for the cultural
identity of the politically far right is still prevalent. Specifically, the emergence of new variants
of gender sensitive language has sparked a renewed interest of some political actors to
instrumentalise the language. According to Lobin (2021), two main political actors are
important in regard to the discussion surrounding gender sensitive language, the Verein
Deutsche Sprache (VDS) ‘the German Language Association’ and the far-right German
political party Alternative fir Deutschland (AfD) ‘Alternative for Germany’. Both of these
political actors’ engagement to prevent any form of gender sensitive language had its
beginnings around 2017 and has only grown since then. The VDS is an association that has
very little to do with linguistic research but one that, nonetheless, has a not to be underestimated
socio-political influence, according to Lobin (2021). In its statute, the VDS explains its goals
and how it intends to achieve them. Fundamentally, the VDS wants to maintain and elevate the
German language as an independent language of culture. It intends to achieve this by resisting
the influence of the English language on German, as well as the supposed displacement of
German from modern lifestyles. Thereby, the association wants to maintain German as a fully-
fledged scientific language, as well as a language to be used within international organisations.
The association wants to realise its agenda through the press work, as well as an appeal to
institutions, organisations, and people within the public eye to reflect on the importance of the
German language.” As Gloning and Young (2004) point out, the VDS also proposed

7 See: Verein Deutsche Sprache (VDS) (2008). Satzung. Retrieved 20" December 2022, from https://vds-
ev.de/verein/satzung/
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alternatives to foreign loan words in the same manner that their predecessor did, such as the
usage of Fernbanken instead of DirektBanking.

On the basis of their stature and their stance towards certain loan words, the association has
clear ambitions to enforce a specific pure German language use that is free from any occurring
developments, such as language contact, to elevate it. Due to this language purism ideology, it
IS not surprising that they have positioned themselves vehemently against the use of gender
sensitive language. This adherence to a similar language ideology is also reflected within the
metaphor usage. As a response to the emergence of gender sensitive language, the VDS
establish a division within the association to reinforce the German standard language, which
they deem to be the point of departure for all variants of German that they deem appropriate.®
Of specific interest in regard to gender sensitive language, however, interviews and articles by
prominent members of the association, such as its founder Walter Kramer, a German economic
and statistics professor. As Lobin (2021) summarises, these letters, articles, and interviews
contain misrepresentations and wrong information about gender sensitive language. Further,
they also contain metaphors that echo the same thematic makeup of biological-pathologizing
language and militarism that was historically demonstrated by the national socialists.
Specifically, gender sensitive language is portrayed as a sort of pest, as cancerous growth, and
as a mutilation of the German language. The people causing this are seen as terrorists who want
to destroy the language and those who spread terror with their language use. Stukenbrock
(2005) explains that there is a direct relation to the plant metaphoric that originated in the
previous centuries. The differences that were introduced by the national socialists transferred
the metaphoric from the language towards the speaker of the language. This also enabled the
dehumanisation of Jewish people who were portrayed as a poison towards German culture and
language.

Moreover, Lobin (2021) also found that his kind of language is evident in the reader’s
responses that are published in the association’s quarterly magazine. The most prevalent
examples Lobin reports on are depicting the German language as a beautiful feminine entity
that is disfigured, mutilated, and raped through the use of gender sensitive language. Thereby,
the repetition of the metaphors concerning terrorist activity is, in consideration of this, meant
to signal the need to defend the German language from an opposing force that intends to sow
destruction. Another aspect of the metaphoric used within these responses is the attribution of
mania, insanity, and ridiculousness to gender sensitive language constructs and the users of
them to discredit them. Generally, neither the VDS’s nor their supporters’ language differs
from previous examples of language purism in Germany, however, the rhetoric shift of the
purists since the national socialism seems to be from that of the aggressor in culture wars to
that of defenders in times of terrors. According to Stukenbrock (2005), this metaphor resulted
from the many wars that were fought throughout Europe during the 19" century. The national
socialists then extended the usage of this metaphor to also apply to language.

The second political actor Lobin (2021) mentions is the AfD. The AfD was founded in early
2013 and entered the federal parliament in Germany in 2017, where it has remained since. The
fundamental political orientation of the party can be described as ‘deeply nationalistic and
populist® (Klikauer 2020:1).° While the AfD is not directly connected to the VDS, it does
frequently refer to the VDS and even uses the same topics and phrasing in its press releases

8 See: Verein Deutsche Sprache (VDS) (n.d.). AG Gendersprache. Retrieved December 20" 2022, from
https://vds-ev.de/arbeitsgruppen/deutsch-in-der-oeffentlichkeit/ag-gendersprache/

% For a full analysis on the AfD, their origin, and politics, see Klikauer, T. (2020). Alternative fiir Deutschland:
The AfD: Germany’s New Nazis or another Populist Party. Liverpool University Press.



Twitter discourse regarding gender sensitive language 181

that the VDS already addressed (Lobin 2021). Lobin (2021) further claims that this allowed
the AfD to use the German language as a seemingly politically moderate substitute for a
nationalist ideology to target the educated middle class. This is related to the way the AfD
portrays language and culture. Their stance towards the German language is a central aspect of
their stature. In the preamble leading up to the chapter regarding language and identity, the
ATD focuses on the relationship between German culture and identity. There, they indicate that
this cultural identity is currently exposed to certain forces that need to be undermined. In the
chapter, they claim to want to maintain the German language to ensure that the following
generations may receive it as a part of their cultural inheritance. Moreover, they also claim to
want to help develop the German language in light of the growing digitalisation of globalisation
of the world, however, they mention that they intend to maintain its unmistakable particularities
and artistic importance. Whereas this is still relatively unspecific, their purist language
ideology is displayed in the subsequent paragraphs. They state that the dangerous forces
towards the German language consist of multiculturalism and specifically Islam, as well as
what they refer to as internationalisation, which consists of the influence of English on the
German language and the use of gender sensitive language. In regard to what the AfD wants
to protect and maintain, they refer to standardised German, as well as regional variants.
Moreover, the AfD asserts the importance of the German language as the bond between the
German people and its importance for the role of Germany within its central position in
Europe.’ In regard to the German language, the AfD and the VDS seem to have very similar
intentions, however, it must also be noted that the AfD only mentions language peripherally in
their stature, as the chapter mentioned here mostly refers to the Islam in Germany and abroad.
Weisskircher (2020) points out that the rise of the far-right party is, especially in East Germany,
partially based on feelings resulting from a perceived lack of political representation and
national identity, as well as a strong prevalence of anti-immigration attitudes that the AfD can
exploit through populism. As with the VDS, there are interesting insights from interviews and
press releases that prominent members, such as Jorg Meuthen, the head of the party, made in
regard to gender sensitive language. Lobin (2021) summarises these and finds a language use
that is reflective of the language used by the VDS and the readers of the VDS’ press releases.
Generally, the biological-pathologizing metaphors are echoed by the AfD, specifically those
that refer to the German language as a female body that is being attacked. The difference seems
to be that the AfD also refers to the perpetrators of these attacks on the language, namely any
form of left-wing ideology. However, the VDS and the AfD are not the only forms of actors in
the debate on language purism, as there is a long-standing influence of linguistic purism in the
German media ever since the reunification.

2.4. The role of the media in German language purism

Spitzmiller (2007) explains that there was a renewed interest in the language and its varieties
after the reunification due to the need to renegotiate German society. By analysing a corpus
consisting of 1380 documents from traditional forms of mass media, that is, predominantly
texts from newspapers, but also TV and radio broadcasts. This corpus included texts that were
written between 1990-1996, as well as 2001. Spitzmiller’s analysis shows four broad
categories of metaphors that are, to a degree, similar to the metaphors used by the VDS and
the AfD. In 33-52.4% of the documents, biological pathologizing metaphors are used like those

10 See: Alternative fiir Deutschland (AfD). (2016). Programm fiir Deutschland. Das Grundsatzprogramm der
Alternative fur Deutschland. Stuttgart.



182 Niklas Alexander Pohl

already mentioned in this paper. The other two categories are different and describe language
as a container that can be flooded and infiltrated (24%), ad as an artefact like a building (13%).
Spitzmiller describes how specifically the metaphors related to language as a container
highlight the boundaries of acceptance, as there is a dichotomy between an inside identity and
an outside alterity. Spitzmiiller’s interpretations mention that one additional reason for the use
of these metaphors outside of genuine language purism is based on the folk linguistic
conception to decrease the diversity within the German speech community to construct a shared
sense of identity.

Spitzmiiller’s analysis only relates to the phenomena of language contact between German
and English, as gender sensitive language has, at the time of publication, not received public
attention. However, what this study, as well as the analysis by Lobin (2021) show, is that there
is a long-standing tradition of language purism and several institutionalised forces interested
in maintaining a specific version of the German language. What is not explored is to which
degree these ideologies have manifested within the general population. As Curzan (2014)
points out, the effect of institutionalised language regulation efforts can have a strong influence
on how speakers think about a language, how they use the language themselves, as well as to
which degree they see themselves in the right to comment on the language use of other
members of their speech community. Specifically with the concept of verbal hygiene, as coined
by Cameron (1995), critical evaluations of language have the latent potential to be part of every
communicative act and allow the individual to gain a sense of control over their discourse.
Thereby, speakers are able to inform what they perceive to be normal and acceptable language
usage in relation to their own identity, as well as that of the groups and communities they are
part of. To investigate this, social media platforms, such as Twitter, offer valuable data since
they foster the expression of users’ political opinions, as well as participation in societally
relevant discourses (Neubaum & Krémer 2017). However, Schéne et al. (2021) establish that
it is far more likely for negativity, such as negative language or emotions to be spread and
reinforced on this particular social media platform. This could also be reflected in the responses
elicited in this study. As such, it is important to consider the results of this study in relation to
the source of the data and not assume the data set to be representative of the public’s opinion.

3. Data

The data for this study was extracted from Twitter through the use of the Twitter API and the
rtweet package (Kearney 2019) for the statistical computing programme R.!! Based on a
previous small-scale data extraction of 1,000 tweets on the same topic (Pohl 2022), the package
was used to code the extraction of up to a maximum of 5,000 tweets that were written in the
German language and included the target word gender. The target word is the colloquial verb
usually used to describe the usage of gender sensitive language in German. It was chosen in
favour of other words related to the topic, such as Genderstern, generisches Maskulin, and
geschlechtergerechte Sprache as the previous data extraction showed that these other words
only procured around one percent of the tweets that were elicited by the use of gendern. Due
to the limitation of the Twitter API, only data from a limited period, that is, the past 7 days,
could be extracted. As such, the data was extracted in three rounds, eliciting 3,849 tweets from
19/10/2022 to 26/10/2022, 3,311 tweets from 28/11/2022 to 06/12/2022, and 3,569 tweets from

11 See: R Core Team. (2022). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. https://www.R-project.org/.
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09/12/2022 to 18/12/2022; the final dataset thus obtained consists of 10,729 tweets and 99,569
words. A reference corpus was then used to conduct a keyness analysis on the dataset. The
reference corpus consisted of data taken from the DeReKo, which is an online archive
collecting corpora on contemporary written German.*? Due to the internal limitations of the
archive, only 10,000 excerpts could be downloaded. Additionally, it was required to use a
target word for the elicitation, for which the German word for language, Sprache, was chosen.
In addition to the sentence in which the target word appeared, the previous, as well as the
following sentence, was also elicited. This ultimately led to a reference corpus of 508,320
words.

4. Methodology

The keyness analysis was conducted in R as well with the use of the tidyverse (Wickham et al.
2019), tidytext (Silge & Robinson 2016), readtext (Benoit & Oben 2021)*3, and quanteda
(Benoit et al. 2018) packages. The results from the keyness analysis were depicted in a table
for all words in both corpora. In order to assess the keyness Log-Likelihood (G2) and
approximate Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) were chosen as measurements. As
Gabrielatos (2018) explains the G2 value in keyness analyses corresponds to the distinctiveness
of an item within a corpus. For the calculation of the statistical significance, the approximate
BIC was chosen based on Gabrielatos™ assessment of statistical significance thresholds. They
explain the low suitability of the p-value to account for the keyness of items. Generally, a BIC
over 10 can be considered strong evidence against the Ho in keyness analyses and would
roughly correspond to a p-value of 0.000002. After formatting the table to depict the items
with the highest G2 and approximate BIC values within the Twitter Corpus, the 10 statistically
most frequently used items from the word classes nouns, verbs, adjectives/adverbs were
manually classified and chosen as the focus of this study.!* The 10-word cut-off point was
determined due to the limited scope of this study. The word classes have been selected as they
were deemed to be more likely to express the broader themes and attitudes within the corpus.
This decision was made on the basis of the analysis of the small-scale data extraction (Pohl
2022) as well as the analysis of metaphors in Spitzmiiller’s (2007) study. These word classes
were then further analysed through qualitative content analysis. For this, the data for the thirty
words from the respective word classes was filtered with R and coded to be displayed with the
ten preceding as well as ten following words for every instance in which any of these words
appears. Based on similarities within the content, such as themes, the words were then divided
into two groups. Then, based on the metaphors related to language that were found within the
contexts of the most frequent words from the respective classes, the Twitter corpus was further
investigated for related metaphors. As such, if the term Vergewaltigung ‘rape’ was found in
the context, all other compound nouns that included this term were similarly extracted, such as
Sprachvergewaltigung ‘rape of the language’. These metaphors were then also classified based

12 See: IDS (2022): Deutsches Referenzkorpus / Archiv der Korpora geschriebener Gegenwartssprache 2022-1
(Release vom 08.03.2022), Mannheim: Leibniz-Institut fiir Deutsche Sprache. PID: 00-04B6-B898-AD1A-8101-
4.

13 See: Benoit, K. & A. Oben (2021). readtext: Import and Handling for Plain and Formatted Text Files.
https://CRAN.Rproject.org/package=readtext.

14 Due to the syntactic structure of the German language, it is not always possible to determine whether a word
is an adjective or adverb without its respective context. As such, these words were counted as one group and only
classified after the content analysis.
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on how they thematically relate to language. As some of these metaphors did not appear in the
reference corpus at all, they were then also statistically assessed on the basis of their
classification instead of an assessment of the items individually.

This study is limited in certain regards. The first thing that must be mentioned here is that the
data used in this study may be slightly skewed due to the inclusion of second-order tweets,
such as replies, in the corpus. This may have caused certain phrases and words to appear more
than they would have otherwise. Their inclusion, however, should be warranted by virtue of
having access to substantially more data. This may indicate that other corpora that do not
include second-order tweets could potentially have different results and conclusions. A second
limitation is that only small-time frames could be used for the data extraction. It is not possible
to know to which degree the data for this study is representative of the entirety of the discourse
on this topic on Twitter.

5. Results and analysis

As stated in the introduction, this paper aims to investigate the discourse that surrounds gender
sensitive alternatives to the masculine generics in German on Twitter. The general discourse
will be assessed through the keyness analysis of the 30 items from the word classes, which are
depicted in Tables 1 and 2. On the basis of the manual analysis of the tweets, the 30 items were
put into groups based on overarching thematic similarities. As such, two subcategories were
created. The first subcategory includes all the words that directly relate to gender sensitive
language through e.g., metalinguistic comments. The second subcategory includes mentions of
gender sensitive language along with other political topics. As the context of the data in these
tables contained several thousand words, only the broader directions within them and a few
examples will be presented. Further, due to the connections between language purism and
metaphor usage in German, this study also considers the metaphors present within the Twitter
corpus and depicts them in Table 3.

5.1. Keyness and content analysis

Table 1 presents the words that were deemed to be used in contexts of a broader political nature.
Tables 1 and 2 depict the word and English translation, its word type, its total frequency in the
Twitter corpus and the reference corpus, its G2, as well as its BIC. As the BICs indicate, the
log-likelihood of these words in Table 1 is highly significant in the Twitter corpus. The nouns
in this table are of interest, as they all have a BIC of over 140, whereas the words from other
categories have BICs ranging from 27 to 103.
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Frequency
Translation Wword Frequency In the G2 BIC
type reference
corpus
Mehrheit majority noun 305 19 577,91 564,592
Ideologie ideology noun 103 8 187,66 174,342
Zwang compulsion noun 102 9 181,11 167,792
Bundeskanzler (German) noun 80 1 175,71 162,392
chancellor
Hauptsache thtehirgg'“ noun 89 6 166,38 153,062
Problem problem noun 203 102 159,25 145,932
(ab)lehnen to decline verb 57 2 116,37 103,052
aufregen upset/ verb 40 2 78,28 64,9622
agitate

spaltet splits verb 34 2 64,99 51,6722
interessiert interested verb 53 27 41,04 21,7222
linken left adjective 69 9 111,17 97,8522

Table 1. keyness of the most frequent words of the broader political category in the Twitter
corpus, their English translation, frequencies, log-likelihood and Bayes Factor.

One aspect that led to the classifications of these words as being used within political context
is mentions of German political ideologies and parties and references to political systems like
democracy. For example:

(1) ‘@user @user @user Gendern ist eine -leider sehr erfolgreiche- Strategie der
linksgriinwoken Khmer, die Gesellschaft in Gut und Bose aufzuteilen: die Guten
gendern, und die, die nicht gendern, sind die Bdsen. Politik, Medien, Behdrden haben
sich dieses demokratieferne Framing brav zu eigen gemacht.’

‘@user @user @user Gendern is a -unfortunately very successful- strategy of the left-
green woke Khmer to divide society into good and bad: the good people gender and those
who do not gender are the bad ones. Politics, media, and authorities have dutifully
adopted this democratic framing as their own.’

(Tweet from 25.10.2022)

Within these contexts are additional occurrences of topics that are not directly related to the
usage of gender sensitive language, such as references to Germany’s political responses to
migration, foreign cultures and religions, such as the Islam, climate change, the war in Ukraine,
as well as vaccination and facemasks policies. For example:

(2) ‘@user Wenn man sich so die Hauptthemen des Westens anschaut, wie Gender,
Umweltankleber, unkontrollierte Massenimmigration inkl. Lebenslanger
Vollversorgung, Quotennichtsnutze und Férderung der Islamisten, dann kann man schon
glauben, dass das alles Vollidioten sind.’

‘@user If you look at the main issues of the West, such as gender, environmental stickers,
uncontrolled mass immigration including full lifelong support, good-for-nothing and
promotion of Islamists, then you can believe that they are all complete idiots.’

(Tweet from the 25.10.2022)
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More specifically in relation to gender sensitive language, the items in Table 1 depict gender
sensitive language as an invention of a small elitist minority group that attempts to enforce
their beliefs on the majority. What constitutes the majority varies, but generally refers to the
German population, but also women, and university students. For example:

(3) ‘@user @user @user Dann gehorst du zu den 20 %. In Deutschland bestimmt eine
Minderheit immer. Siehe Griin/SPD, Gendern. Etc. Das geht aber nicht ewig gut. Siehe
Diktaturen. Die Mehrheit wird sich irgendwann wehren.’

‘@user @user @user Then you belong to the 20 %. In Germany, a minority always rules.
See Green/SPD,gendern. Etc. But that doesn't go on forever. See dictatorships. The
majority will eventually fight back.’

(Tweet from the 29.11.2022)

(4)  “#gendereliten sind die sprachgewordenen unterdriicker gegen uns 99 % @ G2’

‘#genderelites are the speech oppressors against us 99% @) G2’
(Tweet from the 25.10.2022)

In line with these claims, unnamed studies and surveys are brought up that supposedly confirm
these claims as facts. This elitist minority group is further portrayed as dangerous, woke, and
identarian terrorists. Moreover, the tweets also attribute a certain frustration to the users that
deem themselves to be part of this majority in that they feel themselves being taken for stupid
and that the political parties ignore their needs by only focusing on unimportant topics such as
gender sensitive language. It is also expressed that some of the users fear not being allowed to
criticise or express any of their opinions anymore as a result of this left-wing terrorism. It is
also brought up that gender sensitive language as a topic is supposedly leading to a fission
within the German people.

Taken together, these results indicate that a part of the discussion surrounding gender
sensitive language does not focus on either the linguistic aspects that are related to it, nor does
this part of the discourse mention the more social aspects such as the visibility and inclusion
of women and/or trans people. Instead, these items indicate that gender sensitive language is
seen as an aspect of radical ideology that the users on Twitter see violently forced upon them.
Specifically, the references towards a certain minority group imply that there is at least one
small group of people who have a direct influence over the political direction Germany goes
into. This supposed influence of the minority is then put into contrast with the vague notion of
the various majorities, such as women, university students, or Germans. That is, these users do
not feel seen or heard by the political parties in Germany. This is underlined by the repeated
mentioning of unnamed surveys and studies that supposedly have proven the majority’s
attitude towards gender sensitive language. This supposed will of the majority can also be seen
as the linking factor to other political topics like migration and climate change in that they also
do not agree with the direction these policies are going despite their belief to be part of the
largest part of the German population whose interest should be represented.

Table 2 depicts the items that, based on their respective contexts, were deemed to be directly
related to gender sensitive language. Additionally, it includes the words that were deemed to
not have any recognisable patterns within their contexts. These items are marked with an
asterisk in the table. The words in this table also have frequencies in the Twitter corpus that
are at least twice as high as in the reference corpus, as well as G2 values that are highly
statistically significant.
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Frequency
Translation Word Frequency in the G2 BIC
type reference
corpus
Frauen women nouns 385 165 346,86 333,542
Geschlechter gender / sex noun 161 4 339,17  325,.852
Vergewaltigung rape noun 128 6 252,7 239,382
Maskulinum masculine noun 79 1 173,41 160,092
verbieten forbid verb 105 4 212,5 199,182
gezwungen C;‘;:;ifl 9y verb 105 7 196,67 183352
vergessen forgot verb 150 44 173,6 160,282
kritisiert criticises verb 67 27 63,1 49,782
stimmt to agree verb 63 28 54,96 41,642
abgeschaltet switched off verb 22 1 43,6 30,282
einfach simply adverb 455 225 362,37 349,052
richtig right / correct adverb 293 136 246,64 233,322
korrekt correctly /- overb 113 15 181,14 167,822
rightly

falsch wrongly adverb 146 40 175,39 162,072
echt ggﬁililr):e/ly adverb 93 11 153,97 140,652
wirklich truly adverb 220 129 147,93 134,612
dumm dumb adjective 75 10 120,06 106,742
absolut absolutely adverb 66 9 88,4 75,082
consequent consequent adjective 54 10 77,41 64,092

Table 2. keyness of the most frequent words of the broader political category in the Twitter
corpus, their English translation, frequencies, log-likelihood and Bayes Factor.

The contexts of these words deal with metalinguistic discussions about gender sensitive
language, as well as reactions and attitudes towards it and its users. One of the broader topics
within these items is about the purpose of gender sensitive language, that is, whether gender
sensitive language increases the visibility of women. For example:

(5) ‘Es zeigt sich immer klarer: Beim #Gendern geht es langst nicht (mehr) um die
Sichtbarkeit von Frauen zwecks Gleichberechtigung als vielmehr um die allgegenwartige
Prasenz einer Ideologie, die es per (Selbst-) Hypnose zu verinnerlichen gilt.
#Boehmermann.’
‘It is becoming increasingly clear that #gendern is no longer about the visibility of
women for equal rights, but rather about the ubiquitous presence of an ideology that

needs to be internalized through (self-)hypnosis. #Boehmermann.’

(Tweet from the 03.12.2022)
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(6) ‘Gendern ist Moral, die Moral Menschen sichtbar zu machen. Die Moral auch
Minderheiten eine Stimme u Sichtbarkeit zu geben. Sprache ist Macht. Es ist
nachgewiesen, dass wir bei mannlichen Berufen zB Anwalt nicht an Frauen denken’
‘Gendern is morality, the morality of making people visible. The morality of giving
minorities a voice and visibility. Language is power. It is proven that we do not think of
women when we think of male professions, e.g., lawyers’

(Tweet from the 07.12.20222)

In line with this, there are also claims that the masculine generics already include all -In this
context binary- genders, which, supposedly makes gender sensitive language obsolete. Along
these claims are dismissing notions towards those that do not agree with the degree of inclusion
that masculine generics offer, as well claims that gender sensitive language has a detrimental
effect on women’s rights by directing attention to the wrong issues that language will not be
helpful in solving. On a related note, the key items Frauen and Geschlechter also include
several mentions of trans identity invalidating rhetoric by, for example. referencing arbitrary
numbers of gender identities, stressing male and female gender identities, or directly calling
anything outside of the gender binary made up. Another focus within this area of the key items
is the prevalent referencing of certain groups of people that supposedly condemn gender
sensitive language, namely linguists, women, the German people, as well as disability rights
organisations. Further, the attitudes expressed by the contexts of the key items indicates debates
on the appropriateness of using rape analogies in regard to gender sensitive language, on
whether people are actually forced to make use of gender sensitive language in universities and
their everyday life, whether there is a linguistically correct version of gender sensitive
language, and whether gender sensitive language could ever be considered to be correct
language usage. For example:

(7) ‘@user Nein, das ist nicht notwendig. Da gibt es besser Geeignete. P.S. Gendern,
unklarer Inhalt und kein richtiges Deutsch passen zusammen.’
‘@user No, that is not necessary. There are better-suited ones. P.S. Gendering, unclear
content and no proper German go together.’
(Tweet from the 04.12.2022)

(8) “Es gibt eine deutsche Rechtschreibung. Gendern ist dort nicht vorgesehen. In der Schule
wird die richtige Sprache gelehrt und nicht der Mainstream von einigen, die sich erhoben
flihlen, unsere Sprache zu verandern. Ich jedenfalls habe als CEO das G. bei mir
verboten’

‘There is a German orthography. There is no provision for gendering. The correct
language is taught in school and not the mainstream of some who feel elevated to change
our language. I, for one, as CEO, have banned the use of gender sensitive language at my
company’

(Tweet from the 19.10.2022)

Within these debates it is also possible to distinguish between two sides, that is the supporters
of gender sensitive language and those who oppose it. The people that support gender sensitive
language claim that those that oppose gender sensitive language are not informed about what
gender sensitive language means, that they are also the only ones making an issue out of the
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topic, and that there is a certain irony in how these people claim to be restricted in their
language usage when they want to outright aim to restrict the language usage of others. Lastly,
the people that oppose the usage of gender sensitive language within these debates make
negative claims about gender sensitive language along the lines of denoting it and its users to
be stupid, or overtly ridiculing gender sensitive language by using it in contexts where it is not
required.

Unlike the first subset of key items, the second group indicates a greater diversity within the
discussions. Within this dataset are people both agreeing and disagreeing with certain notions,
such as the degree of visibility gender sensitive language offers to women. Whereas there is an
overtly negative attitude towards gender sensitive language, there are also users supporting it
that similarly oppose or belittle the other side. The opposition towards gender sensitive
language seems to originate mainly from three broader fields. The first is that people assume
it to be entirely superfluous due to the believed genericity of many of the grammatically
masculine nouns in the German language. A second seems to be rooted in transphobia, as the
focus is on the supposedly absolute nature of a biological sex binary and the attempts to ridicule
gender identities outside of them. Thereby, these claims function as justifications for the
exclusion of trans and intersex identities from the language. The last field is a linguistic
argument, as there are claims that are based on the grammaticality of gender sensitive language
with users completely denouncing it as grammatically incompatible with German grammar
rules. All these three fields indicate an inherent wrongness of the use of gender sensitive
language. The ridicule that is then inflected upon people that use gender sensitive language and
the phenomenon itself is, in this regard, a reinforcement as well as a consequence of that by,
for example, belittling the intellectual capacity of anyone using the phenomenon. It is
interesting to note that the supporters of gender sensitive language argue in the same manner
since they also refer to a lack of understanding from the other side and belittle them as well.

To summarise, in this section, the more general aspects of the discourse on gender sensitive
language were discussed. One larger aspect of this discourse is the political nature of the topic,
as it is often used in relation to other notions, such as migration politics, that position it as an
aspect of a larger concern. A second aspect of the discourse is more directly focused on gender
sensitive language and includes debates on its grammaticality, its function, and judgements of
it.

5.2. Metaphor data and analysis

The metaphors found within the content analysis, as well as the search for related words in the
corpus, were divided into three categories based on how they relate to language. The first
category, which is depicted in Table 3, shows the metaphors that express a form of violence
enacted upon the language. A comparison of the total frequencies in the corpora, as well as the
G2 values, indicate a strong distinctiveness of these metaphors within the Twitter corpus,
which is also highly statistically significant. The metaphors in this table include those that
express sexual violence, destruction and distortion, as well as aesthetic destruction of the
language. The metaphors all project a female body onto the German language. Interestingly,
there is a certain dichotomy present between the metaphors that indicate sexual violence and
those that indicate violence done towards the language’s inherent aesthetic. Sexual violence
can only be inflicted upon a living entity, whereas the phrasing of the metaphors expressing
violence towards aestheticism could rather be applied to objects, such as paintings or statues.
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This implies a static image of language as a whole since living entities, similar to language
themselves, are inherently subject to change.

Translation Frequency Frequency in
the reference
corpus
Schander (Sprachschénder) violator (of language) 4 0
Sprachmisshandlung abuse of language 1 0
Vergewaltigung rape (of language) 135 6
(Sprachvergewaltigung)
Verhunzung spoilage (of language) 28 L
(Sprachverhunzung)
Verschandelung disfigurement (of language) 5 0
(Sprachverschandelung)
Verstiimmelung mutilation (of language) 12 0
(Sprachverstimmelung)
Verunstaltung deformation (of language)
15 0
(Sprachverunstaltung)
Sprachverzerrung distortion (of language) 2 0
Sprachzerstérung destruction of language 3 0
Sprachpanscherei adultery of language 2 1
Kulturzerstérung destruction of culture 2 0

Total frequency of violent metaphors in the corpus = 210
Total frequency of violent metaphors in the reference corpus = 8
G2= 694,483
BIC = 681,165

Table 3. metaphors expressing direct violence done towards language from the Twitter
Corpus, their English translation, frequency as well as total frequency, log-likelihood, and
Bayes Factor.

The metaphor group in Table 4 includes metaphors that are less directly related to language
itself. It also includes compound words that relate to more general political aspects similar to
the first subcategory from Table 1. As in Table 2, the metaphors in Table 3 reference violence.
However, unlike in Table 2, these items depict violence as it is exerted through, e.g., language
or an opinion. The distinctiveness and statistical significance of these metaphors in the Twitter
corpus are again very high. The exertion of violence in this table is represented through the
prevalence of the use of dictatorship, fascism, as well as terrorism. The combination of these
metaphors within the discourse is interesting as it already implies that the German people are
living under a totalitarian regime in regard to certain topics, such as opinions and language, but
also that the rest of their freedom that they cling onto is being endangered through by the
prospect of cultural terror. It is interesting to note that in comparison to the metaphors in Table
3, language is not only to be protected and a victim of violence but also the weaponised into a
tool and the means of violence.
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Translation Frequency Frequency in
the reference
corpus
Diktatur Dictatorship (of language, 30 7
(Sprachdiktatur, Genderdiktatur, gender, attitude, green,
Gesinnungsdiktatur, GriineDiktatur, opinion, minority)
Meinungsdiktatur, Minderheitendiktatur)
Sprachfaschismus Language fascism 1 0
Nazis Nazis (language, climate) 40 12
(Sprachnazis, Klimanazis
Terror Terror (langauge, 46 15
(Sprachterrorismus, Fahrradterroristen, bicycles, Gluing, female
Klebeterroristen, Terroristinnen, terrorists, climate, terror
Klimaterrorisen, Terrorgruppe, group, terrorising,
Terrorisiert, Terroristen, terrorists, climate
Umweltterroristen) terrorists)
Kulturkampf War on culture 10 2

Total frequency of oppressive metaphors in the corpus = 127
Total frequency of oppressive metaphors in the reference corpus = 36
Log-likelihood = 300,396
BIC = 287,0783

Table 4. Metaphors depicting oppressive forces within the Twitter Corpus, their English
translation, frequency as well as total frequency, log-likelihood, and Bayes Factor.

Lastly, Table 5 represents the metaphors that describe the state of the language. Unlike in
Tables 2 and 3, the metaphors in Table 5 do not have a uniform direction in terms of whether
something is done to or with language, as some of the states described in Table 5 are static,
whereas others are processes that had to be induced by someone or something. While these
metaphors have an overall lower frequency and G2 value, they are still highly statistically
significant. The metaphors in Table 5 range from derogatory judgements of language towards
broader implications of the artificial deterioration of language. In the context of the discourse,
these metaphors can be seen as the devaluation of the language, which would be the
consequence of allowing gender sensitive language to continue existing. Thereby, these
metaphors also support the attempts at ridiculing and lowering the credibility of gender
sensitive language.
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Translation Frequency  Frequency in
the reference
corpus
Sprachdiarrhoe Language diarrhea 5 0
(Genderdiarrhoe)
Entgleisungen Derailment (of language) 4 1
(Sprachentgleisung)
Sprachmiill Language garbage (tranny garbage) 3 0
(Transenmiill)
Unsinn* Nonsense (language nonsense) 59 11
(Sprachunsinn)
Verdummung Dumbing down (of language) 7 0
Sprachverdummung
Sprachpfuscherei Bungling (of language) 2 0

Total frequency of negative state metaphors in the corpus = 77
Total frequency of negative state metaphors in the reference corpus = 12
Log-likelihood = 212,554
BIC = 199,236

Table 5. Metaphors depicting the state of the German language from the Twitter Corpus,
their English translation, frequency as well as total frequency, log-likelihood, and Bayes
Factor.

6. Discussion

The first research question this paper aimed to answer was how the discourse on gender
sensitive language in German is on Twitter. The results of this study indicate that the discourse
is largely twofold. Politically, gender sensitive language is negatively seen as one ideological
aspect of a larger movement that only supports a minority of people. Therefore, it is often put
in relation to topics such as climate change and migration. Another aspect of the discourse is
more directly concerned with gender sensitive language as a phenomenon. Specifically, this
part of the discourse features debates on the function, grammaticality, and opinions on gender
sensitive language. Most of this part of the discourse indicates a negative attitude towards
gender sensitive language in these regards. As such, it would primarily indicate that Twitter
users do not think that gender sensitive language increases representation, that it is
ungrammatical, and they share a general negative sentiment towards it. A second focus in the
analysis of the discourse was set on metaphors. The results from the metaphor analysis reflect
this general negative sentiment towards gender sensitive language as they depict violence
enforced through and with language as in Tables 3 and 4. Especially Table 2 reinforces the
aspect of gender sensitive language merely being seen as an aspect of a larger concern due to
the inclusion of metaphors that relate to other issues, such as climate change.

These results can be put in relation to the general discourse on gender sensitive language
outside of Twitter in several regards. Based on Johnson’s (2012) assessment of language
reforms, this would position the use of gender sensitive language variants as illegitimate.
However, some of the notions discussed in the Twitter discourse have been discussed within
the academic discourse as well. Firstly, one of the major arguments against gender sensitive
language presented in the previous section is the claim that masculine generics are already
sufficient by including everyone regardless of their gender identity. Here, it is interesting to
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note that this is not a new argument, as Pusch (1984) already questioned the degree of inclusion
of minority groups within the languages due to the culturally male-dominated discourse. As
studies such as that by Linner & Irmen (2005) have shown, the intention to include everyone
through masculine generics is simply not enough. This could potentially mean that there is very
little awareness as to how grammatical gender influences people’s perception and thinking,
which Boroditsky (2009) has found evidence for. Besides awareness, the normativity of a
usage-based phenomenon, such as the masculine generics, might also play a role in their
persistence in favour of newer variants regardless of the potential shortcomings. Further,
another argument explaining the persistence of the claim that masculine generics already
include everyone could relate to the lack of representative association that variants of gender
sensitive language cause, which would mean that people do not feel represented by gender
sensitive language despite that being its purpose. This representation and recognition problem
was already pointed out by Pusch (1984) as a potential issue with the implementation of other
variants of gender sensitive language.

This potentially perceived lack of representation through gender sensitive language could
also be one of the indicators for the negative attitudes towards gender sensitive language.
Specifically, as a variant, gender sensitive language does present a larger change that seemingly
only caters to a small group of people, namely trans and intersex people. The evident
transphobia in the corpus suggests a certain dismissal of these identities and therefore also a
dismissal of the need to linguistically include them. Furthermore, this perceived catering
towards only a small group of people could stand at odds with a general frustration regarding
several other political topics and policies, such as climate change and immigration. This could
potentially explain the strong focus on the minority-majority dichotomy that appears repeatedly
within the corpus. In this regard, it is also important to take note of the portrayal of a small,
elitist group that is pushing these changes. Although it is not clear whether or not it is the same
minority group, the emphasis on their supposed elitist does support the claim that the people
opposing gender sensitive language have the feeling that decisions are made over their heads
and not for them. Here, it is possible to point towards Weisskircher’s (2020) analysis of the
reasons for the rise of the AfD, as the lack of political representation is one of the main
indicators that motivates political frustration.

The second research question relates to the use of metaphors within the data set and how it
relates to the history of German language purism. Interestingly, the aspect of danger that
minority groups supposedly pose was expressed in the corpus through the metaphor usage and
reflects Lobin’s (2021) findings. Specifically, the usage of biological pathologizing metaphors
and those that relate to militarism. While there are certain overlaps, such as the portrayal of
language as a living entity that is subject to violence such as rape and disfigurement and the
use of terrorism to portray a cultural attack on the language within the metaphors, there are still
interesting differences between their usage on Twitter and those found by Lobin. In the Twitter
corpus, the usage of metaphors that are directed towards the aestheticism of language is leaning
more towards the depiction of a language as an inanimate object. Despite this difference, they
still fulfil the same function in that they conjure up an image of the language as something that
is vulnerable and must be protected. An additional difference is that the metaphors in Table 1
also indicate that language must be preserved the way it is. Thereby, a part of these metaphors
is more closely related to one of the metaphor groups that Spitzmuller (2007) identified within
their dataset on purist metaphoric in media documents. There, language is also deemed to be
like an inanimate object, such as an artefact. This, however, does not change the relation to the
second set of metaphors in Table 4. Just as Lobin (2021) pointed out in his analysis of metaphor
usage, as language is portrayed as something to be protected, there is something it needs to be
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protected from. In Lobin’s analysis, this mostly refers to metaphors of terrorism that lean
towards portraying the language as an instrument of warfare. This is similarly present within
this corpus. Here, however, there is again a bigger focus on other political aspects than solely
on the language itself with reference towards climate change being the second focus of the
terrorism depiction. In addition to this, the data in the corpus also suggests a stronger focus on
victimhood. By portraying several political issues as an aspect of a social and political
dictatorship, the users portray themselves to be not only attacked but also oppressed. This is
even further solidified by the references to national socialism and fascism. The variety in the
political and social topics referenced through these metaphors relates to the frustration that was
explained in the previous paragraph. The last set of metaphors differs from the previous two
by virtue of not being along the historical traditions that Lobin (2021) found in his analysis of
the rhetoric employed by the AfD and VDS. Instead, they fulfil a devaluating role in the
discourse meant to demean people using the gender sensitive variant and the variant itself.
About the political actors involved within the discourse on gender sensitive language, it is of
note that in addition to the similarities in metaphors, there is a certain degree of reflection of
the propagated attitudes. For example, the depiction of the Islam as a dangerous cultural and
social force is also prevalent within the corpus. Interestingly, other points of focus, such as the
cultural role of German in Germany and Europe are not more frequent within the Twitter
corpus.

7. Conclusion

This paper aimed to answer research questions dealing with how the discourse on gender
sensitive language in German is presented on the social media platform Twitter as well as the
purpose of the metaphors used within the discourse. As previous studies, such as Klein (2004)
and Braun et al. (2005) have shown, masculine generics are, despite being a widely accepted
usage-based phenomenon, only semi-generic in their function as they often lead towards
masculine associations. To counter this, gender sensitive alternatives meant to include women,
and later trans and intersex people, were proposed (Push 1984; Diewald 2018). In the past few
years, these variants have gained political and social traction due to the partial institutionalised
implementation. This has stirred up discussions and incited various reactions. Prevalent
political actors, such as the AfD and the VDS have strongly voiced their opinion against the
usage of gender sensitive language. Their views include traditional language purism in the form
of metaphors. That is, the use of biological pathologizing language portraying language as a
feminine body that must be protected, and metaphors related to warfare and terrorism, that
depict gender sensitive language and its users as the instigators and attackers in a war on
culture. The results from the keyness and metaphor analysis of the Twitter corpus showed that
the discourse on gender sensitive language is partially informed by other political topics, such
as migration and climate change. Within these lines, gender sensitive language is merely one
of the various problems that some of the users on Twitter see within the current political actions
that supposedly only focus on the interests of a small minority within the German population.
Further, within the parts of the discourse on language, there is a consensus on the
ungrammaticality of the gender sensitive alternatives and that the users within this discourse
do not feel themselves to be represented through the use of gender sensitive language. Another
aspect from the analysis revealed that the metaphors used within the discourse are thematically
very similar to the ones that have been historically used in German language purism, as well
as recently by the AfD and VDS. While these similarities cannot account for a direct correlation



Twitter discourse regarding gender sensitive language 195

between the political frustration of the opponents of gender sensitive language, it is an indicator
that could be interesting in further research into the phenomenon. Along this line, it may also
be useful to investigate a bigger corpus that accounts for a larger time frame, as one of the
limitations of this study is that it cannot account for the representativeness of the results. Other
aspects that might be of relevance within further research could be psycholinguistic studies
researching the associations caused by gender sensitive alternatives, or studies looking into the
perception and attitudes about gender sensitive language. Since German is a pluricentric
language, it may also be useful to investigate the differences in attitudes and perceptions
between the various European countries that count German as one of their official languages.
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Universiteit van Amsterdam
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to form diminutives, like Kdtzchen ‘kitten’ for Katze ‘cat’, and Hiindchen ‘puppy’ for Hund
‘dog’. In French, -on is a frequently used suffix to form diminutives, like le chaton ‘kitten’ for
le chat ‘cat’. All of the examples show that the diminutive can be created by the addition of a
suffix to the root. Examples of diminutive in Gaoping Jin can also be observed. For instance,
ge- can be taken as a diminutive prefix and be frequently used. In this case, ge- has different
syntactic distributions.

3.1.1. Ge- in nouns

When ge- is a diminutive prefix, it can be combined with the root of nouns and the combination
is ge-+N, which means small things.

(23) dengr you ge ge-dao, xiaoxindianr
there have a DIM-pit careful

‘Be careful, there is a small pit.’ (Gaoping Jin)

In (23), ge-dao means a small pit, which contrasts with a crater. This usage of ge- shows a
certain level of productivity, which can be illustrated with more examples.

(24) dengr diao ge-tengr bu gao
there this DIM-step not high
‘The steps here are not high.’ (Gaoping Jin)

In (24), ge-tengr means a small step, which rises in easy flights.

(25) wo jide dengr you ge ge-bar
I remember there have one DIM-handle

‘I remember that there is a small handle. (Gaoping Jin)
In (25), ge-bar means small handle, which contrasts with long handles.

(26) niang ge-lar ve de  shaoshao
that DIM-corner also need sweep

‘Remember to clean the corners.’ (Gaoping Jin)

In (26), ge-lar means corner, which is a small area. As shown in these examples, the nouns are
prefixed by ge-, and their combinations form ge-+N, which express diminutive meanings.

3.1.2. Ge- in classifiers
Moreover, the diminutive ge- is used to form classifiers, as shown below.

(27) die ge-xingr dongxi gou gan shen
this DIM-CLS thing enough do what

‘What can we do with such small amount of things.’ (Gaoping Jin)
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aP aP
PN PN
a’ a’
N N
a LexP a LexP
N N
Lex’ Lex’

Lex v Lex +/liao
|
ge

In (41), ge-liao ‘crooked’ is an adjective. These two examples show that the diminutive marker
ge in Gaoping Jin can yield more than one category. For this reason, ge should occupy a position
to the root. In other words, ge+n./v./a. can be a LexP. More examples are shown below.

(42) ge-zha reng le  meiyou?
DIM-rubbish throw ASP no
‘Did you throw away the rubbish?’ (Gaoping Jin)
nP nP
P P
n’ n’
RN N
n LexP n LexP
N T
Lex’ Lex’
N N
Lex v Lex zha
|
ge

(43) diao shou tai ge-zha le, gankuai xi yvi o Xi.
this hand too DIM-dirty ASP, quick  wash one wash

“Your hands are so dirty. You should wash them as soon as possible.’ (Gaoping Jin)
aP aP
P P
a’ a’
N N
a LexP a LexP
RS N
Lex’ Lex’

Lex v Lex +/zha
|
ge

Similarly, the diminutive ge can yield more than one category: noun and adjective in this pair
of examples. Moreover, examples of higher diminutives can also be found in Gaoping Jin, as
shown below.
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a topic, as in (2b) (K. Kim 1998; Ahn & Cho 2007, 2009; Lee 2016; among others).

(2) a. Nwukwu-lul/gi Yenghi-ka ti  manna-ss-ni?
who-ACC/@ Yenghi-NoMm meet-PST-Q
‘Who did Yenghi meet?/Who is such that Yenghi meet (him/her)?’
(Ahn & Cho 2009:115)
b. Chelswu-lul/gi Mary-ka ~ ti manna-ss-e.
Chelswu-acc/@  Mary-NOM meet-PST-DECL
‘Chelswu, Mary met.” (Chelswu is interpreted as a topic) (Ahn & Cho 2007:54)

Furthermore, Haewon Jeon (p.c.) points out that if a Caseless object is focused, it becomes a
possible candidate for the application of displacement, as demonstrated in (3), where the
displaced object obtains a focus interpretation, with the overt focus particle -man ‘only’ being
attached to it.t2

(3) Cha-man-ul/gi  Sue-ka ecey ti po-ass-ta.
car-only-Acc/@  Sue-NOM  yesterday See-PST-DECL
‘It is only a car that Sue saw yesterday.’

Based on the observations above, Caseless objects in Korean can be realized if they occur under
adjacency to the verb on the surface, or if they undergo movement to yield a discourse-related
reading. The first issue that I will discuss is why the Caseless objects in Korean can only be
dislocated by wh-movement, topicalization, and focalization, as shown in (1), (2), and (3). The
second issue is why the Caseless objects in (1a), (2), and (3) are licensed in the first place, given
the traditional Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981). Note that | capitalize the first letter
when referring to abstract Case, as in ‘Case’, but not with morphological case, as in ‘case’.

2. Caseless objects in Korean
2.1. Case theory

In the course of the development of the syntactic theory, Case theory has been assumed to

1 According to Haewon Jeon (p.c.), if a Caseless object obtains a contrastive focus interpretation at the
sentence-initial position, the sentence in (3) can also be grammatical even if the overt focus particle man ‘only’ is
not attached to the fronted Caseless object. This point is illustrated in (i).

(i) Cha-gi  Sue-ka ecey ti  po-ass-ta.
car-g Sue-NOM  yesterday see-PST-DECL
‘A car Sue saw yesterday (, not a train).’
Although the sentence in (i) is acceptable, Haewon Jeon (p.c.) points out that its grammaticality greatly improves
if the determiner ku ‘the’ is attached to the moved Caseless object, as shown in (ii).
(i) Ku cha-gi Sue-ka ecey ti  po-ass-ta.
the car-g Sue-NOM yesterday SSe-PST-DECL
‘The car Sue saw yesterday (, not the train).’

2 Ko (2000) points out that the accusative Case-marker in Korean cannot be omitted when objects to which it
is attached are contrastively focused. Ko’s (2000) analysis might offer a counterexample to (3). Consistently with
the current analysis, however, Lee & Choi (2010) and Lee (2011) provide experimental evidence that focused
objects in Korean can naturally drop the accusative Case-marker. Thus, the data presented in (3) lends further
support to the analyses in Lee & Choi (2010) and Lee (2011) (see also footnote 1 regarding case ellipsis on
contrastively focused objects). For more details of the analyses, see Ko (2000), Lee & Choi (2010), and Lee (2011).
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consist of two fundamental components: (i) DP licensing through syntactic dependencies, and
(i) DP morphology (Vergnaud 1977/2008; Chomsky 1980, 1981, 1986, 2000, 2001, 2004,
2008; among others). It is widely assumed in the minimalist approach that DP licensing is
achieved through Case assignment: when an unvalued Case feature (JuCase]) on a DP receives
a value by entering into a syntactic dependency with an appropriate head potentially capable of
Case assignment, the DP is licensed through the valuation of [uCase] (Chomsky 2000, 2001,
2004, 2008).2 In all other contexts, it is acknowledged that the appearance of the overt DP is
not permitted because of constraints attributable to the Case Filter in (4).

(4) Case Filter
*NP if NP has phonetic content and has no Case. * (Chomsky 1981:49)

Moreover, DP licensing is assumed to have a great impact on DP morphology in that the
valuation of [uCase] is directly correlated with the morphological realization of the DP, as
argued by Chomsky (2000, 2001); for instance, if [uCase] is valued as nominative, the DP is
pronounced with nominative case, whereas if [uCase] obtains the value of accusative, it appears
with accusative case.

2.2. Case-marking on objects in Korean

Recall from section 1 that Korean allows for the appearance of objects with or without an
accusative Case-marker. I argue that these two types of objects have different values of [uCase],
leading to the two different morphological realizations of Case. Given that the value of [uCase]
determines nominal morphology, as discussed in the preceding section, it is plausible to
consider that when the object obtains a value of accusative, it is pronounced with accusative
case, while when the object does not receive the value of [uCase], it is eventually realized
without Case. If this assumption is on the right track, the acceptability of the Caseless objects
in (1a), (2), and (3) cannot be expected under the Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981)
because the absence of Case would lead to an ungrammatical sentence; however, these Caseless
objects should arguably be licensed because the occurrence of these objects does not contribute
to the ungrammaticality. Thus, the Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981) is no longer
tenable, and its validity must be reexamined.® To resolve this problem and capture the

31t is generally assumed that the value of [uCase] is assigned as a reflex of phi-feature agreement in terms of
the recent minimalist framework (Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2004, 2008). This assumption straightforwardly holds of
English, a language known to employ phi-feature agreement. However, it is pointed out that Korean does not
exhibit phi-feature agreement altoghether (e.g. Kuroda 1988; Saito 2016; Park & Park 2018; among others). This
line of argument forces the valuation of [uCase] in Korean to take place without appeal to phi-feature agreement.
To solve this fundamental problem, I assume with Moritake (2022) that the valuation of [uCase] in Korean is
controlled by Upward Agree in the sence of Zeijlstra (2012); Upward Agree applies between [uCase] on a DP and
the phase heads (C and v*) assumed to be able to assign Case under Moritake’s (2022) analysis. Notice that this
mode of the valuation of [uCase] is independent of phi-feature agreement. For a detailed discussion, see Moritake
(2022).

4 Chomsky (1981) uses an ‘NP’ when referring to a noun phrase, but this paper categorizes it as a ‘DP’, since
the distinction between these two terms is irrelevant to the present discussion. Thus, | assume that Case assignment
is applicable to the DP.

5> Some previous studies exhibit a skeptical attitude to the Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981) (e.g.
Marantz 1991; McFadden 2004; Sigurdsson 2012; to name a few). Furthermore, it is sometimes pointed out that
the Case Filter is potentially parameterized across languages (e.g. Carstens 2011; Diercks 2012; van der Wal 2015;
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distribution of Caseless objects in Korean, | will propose two types of nominal licensing
conditions that accommodate the distribution of DPs with or without Case.

Before moving onto the next section, | should deal with one remaining issue of why the
object in Korean is allowed to appear in two forms, i.e. why it can be realized with or without
Case in the first place. It is traditionally assumed that a head that is potentially capable of
assigning Case must discharge its Case onto a DP, and this constraint is sometimes called the
Inverse Case Filter (Martin 1999; Boskovi¢ 2002; Epstein & Seely 2006; among others). In
contrast, the presence of Caseless objects in Korean implies that the valuation of [uCase] should
optionally apply to a DP since [uCase] on Caseless objects must remain unvalued under the
current analysis. Thus, what needs to be addressed is the (potential) elimination of the Inverse
Case Filter. In fact, Boskovi¢ (2007) provides empirical evidence from some constructions to
argue against the Inverse Case Filter, concluding that such a constraint is no longer tenable.
First, Boskovi¢ (2007) observes that accusative Case assignment is not forced in some cases in
English, as shown in (5). In combination with the fact that internal arguments of verbs can be
elided in (5), this means that transitive verbs may or may not assign accusative Case.

(5) a. Mary isdressing (herself).
b. Peter is eating (apples). (Boskovi¢ 2007:622, fn. 58)

Second, following Franks (2002), Boskovi¢ (2007) points out that Case assignment fails in
Slavic languages when the genitive of negation and the genitive of quantification apply.
Consider the Polish example in (6). As demonstrated in (6a), accusative Case is successfully
given to an object in normal cases, whereas when the sentence involves negation, the same
object appears with genitive Case instead of accusative Case, as shown in (6b). In other words,
accusative Case of the transitive verb in (6b) is suppressed, and thus the object in question
cannot be assigned accusative Case.

(6) a. Janek czytat ksigzke.
Janek read books.Acc
‘Janek read books.’
b. Janek nei czytal ksigzki.
Janek NEG read books.GEN
‘Janek did not read books.’ (Boskovi¢ 2007:622, tn. 58)

As represented in the examples in (5) and (6b), accusative Case assignment to the objects may
be suspended even if the transitive verbs are used in the sentences, which obviously goes against
the tenet of the Inverse Case Filter. In light of this discussion, | assume with Boskovi¢ (2007)
that the Inverse Case Filter cannot be maintained in the theory, thereby arguing that the optional
valuation of [uCase] is indeed possible under the current analysis. This optionality leads to the
possibility of the realization of objects without an overt accusative Case-marker in Korean.

Sheehan & van der Wal 2018; among others). To identify whether or not the Case Filter is subject to parametric
variation goes well beyond the scope of this paper, so that this issue is left for future research.
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3. Proposals
3.1. Nominal licensing conditions

As argued in section 2.2, the Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981) faces empirical problems
with respect to the licensing of Caseless objects in Korean. In light of the Case Filter introduced
in (4), the DP is unable to be licensed when its [uCase] is underspecified in the derivation.
Nevertheless, it is trivial truth that the licensing of Caseless objects in Korean, such as the ones
in (1a), (2), and (3), should obviously succeed despite the absence of the value of [uCase], since
the sentences with Caseless objects are completely fine. Thus, | must treat these objects and
offer a principled mechanism of the licensing of DPs, including both objects marked with Case
and Caseless objects. | propose alternative licensing strategies of DPs sketched in (7a) and (7b).
(8a) and (8b) correspond to a rough illustration of (7a) and (7b), respectively.

(7)  Nominal Licensing Conditions
a. At least one [uF] on multiple occurrences of the same DP must be valued as [VF] in
order for them to be identified as a proper copy at the interface. Such a DP is
interpreted and licensed correctly, insofar as this condition is met.
b. A single occurrence of a DP is licensed regardless of whether or not [uF] is valued,
since it can be interpreted without identifying the copy relation.

8 a I... %P[VF/*uF] U DlP[uF] .|

movement
b. ... DPprur ...

The intuition behind the nominal licensing conditions proposed in (7) lies in an implicit
assumption pertaining to the interpretation of a DP at the Conceptual-Intentional (C-I) and
Sensorimotor (SM) interfaces, regarding the question of whether or not the proper copy relation
needs to be established for the correct interpretation of the DP at both interfaces. It has been
assumed that the proper copy relation must be formed for the DP bearing its multiple
occurrences to be interpreted correctly at the interfaces. For the SM interface, the proper copy
relation serves as a prerequisite for the correct pronunciation (notice that this is not intended to
decide which copy should be pronounced; that is a matter of linearization). The proper copy
relation is also relevant at the C—I interface; for instance, an argument structure of a verb
demands that a copy left behind movement of a subject from within a verb phrase to Spec-T be
interpreted. For the proper copy relation, Chomsky (1981, 1986), Nunes (2004), and others
offer a working hypothesis that multiple occurrences of the same DP are required to involve
one Case position in its (nontrivial) chain. According to this working hypothesis, Case serves
as a precondition on the proper copy relation (chain). From the viewpoint of the current
theoretical perspective, this working hypothesis is rephrased as follows: at least one [uCase] on
the DP with its multiple occurrences is required to be valued as [vCase] for the proper copy
relation. Note that Case is a type of feature such that an unvalued feature ([uF]) can be valued
as a valued feature ([vF]) in the course of the derivation. Therefore, extending that working
hypothesis, | present an alternative working hypothesis in (9).

(9) At least one [uF] is required to be valued as [VF] to assign the proper copy relation to
multiple occurrences of the same DP.
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As long as the proper copy relation holds, the DP with its multiple occurrences is interpreted
felicitously at the interfaces, with the immediate consequence that the licensing of such a DP is
concomitantly achieved since an interpretable DP should be licensed (for a different point of
view of the relation between the interpretation of DP and its feature specification, see Sportiche
2016; see also Mufioz Pérez 2018 for an alternative analysis). By contrast, the copy evaluation
procedure is not necessary for a single occurrence of a DP since it can be interpreted without
establishing the proper copy relation; it is interpreted as it is. It follows that the single
occurrence of the DP is licensed irrespective of whether or not its [uF] obtains the value. As we
can see, the proposed nominal licensing conditions are theoretically motivated in view of the
correct interpretation of the DP at the C—I and SM interfaces; multiple occurrences of the same
DP require the proper copy relation to be interpreted, while the single occurrence of the DP can
successfully be interpreted and licensed without recourse to the valuation of [uF].

As proposed here, | assume that any type of [uF] can be a candidate for the licenser of a DP
undergoing movement, insofar as at least one [uF] on them is specified during the course of the
derivation. Before concluding this subsection, | will briefly explore potential features other than
[uCase] that are able to license the DP. As an instance of [uF], Chomsky (2015) assumes that
wh-expressions, such as what and who, have an unvalued Q feature ([uQ]), which turns into a
valued Q feature ([vQ]) at Spec-C via agreement with the C head bearing [vQ]. Given that [uQ]
on wh-phrases is one of the [uF]s, | hypothesize that [uQ] can participate in the licensing of the
DP, as long as it is valued within narrow syntax. Let us further assume for now that the DP
potentially bears an unvalued Topic feature (JuTop]) or an unvalued Focus feature ([uFoc]),
which can get valued as a valued Topic feature ([vTop]) or a valued Focus feature ([vFoc]) at
the designated area in the CP periphery, respectively, resulting in the specific topic/focus
interpretation (Rizzi 1997), just like [uQ] argued by Chomsky (2015). Following this
assumption, | propose that [uTop] and [uFoc] are both qualified to serve as licensing features
of the DP. In summary, | assume in this paper that if at least one of the [uF]s, including [uCase],
[uQ], [uTop], and [uFoc], is valued in the course of the derivation, then the DP can be licensed
under the nominal licensing conditions developed in (7a).

3.2. Default case
3.2.1. Formalization of default case

Leaving the details aside, it is commonly assumed in the literature that a DP is pronounced with
default case when it does not obtain abstract Case (e.g. McCloskey 1985; Schitze 1997, 2001,
McFadden 2004, 2007; among others). Schitze (1997, 2001) and McFadden (2007) offer
arguments in favor of the view that default case is not abstract Case but morphological case,
and that it is never ‘assigned’ to the DP within the syntactic component. Based on this argument,
default case, one of the instances of morphological case, is realized at the phonological
component, in contrast to the analysis in McCloskey (1985), in which it is assumed that default
case is abstract Case syntactically assigned to the DP in a way that heads capable of assigning
abstract Case do. In this paper, | follow Schitze (1997, 2001) and McFadden (2007) in
assuming that default case serves as morphological case, as this approach has no need to posit
ad hoc default case assignment within narrow syntax.

As already discussed in section 2.1, the value of [uCase], such as nominative or accusative,
is directly correlated with the morphological realization of a DP; namely, the DP is eventually
pronounced with morphological case in accordance with the value that [uCase] receives during
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the course of the derivation. Building on this assumption, | hypothesize that [uCase] itself is in
fact one of the Case values that has corresponding morphological case, just as with nominative
and accusative. A plausible morphological realization of [uCase] itself would be default case
because [uCase] has no specific value, compared to nominative or accusative. Given the
discussions so far, | offer the theoretical implementation of default case in (10).

(10) A DP is pronounced with default case when [uCase] remains unspecified at the SM
interface.

Of central importance to this proposal is that [uCase] functions as an instruction to pronounce
the DP with default case. The proposed analysis is conceptually more desirable than previous
approaches to the extent that it does not need to assume an ad hoc default case ‘assignment’ to
the DP within narrow syntax; rather, the current proposal puts forth a regulation of how the SM
interface reads the DP with [uCase] in the same way as other DPs with the values of nominative
or accusative are interpreted at the SM interface. The theoretical implementation of default case
developed in this section is thus taken to be part of the more general procedure for the
determination of case morphology of the DP, which is relevant at the SM interface. As
discussed here, the present analysis has no need to require any additional syntactic mechanism
to achieve the realization of the DP with default case, yielding a theoretically and conceptually
desirable outcome.

3.2.2. The presence of [uF] at the interfaces

Note that [uCase] is one of the [uF]s in the current theoretical framework, as pointed out in
section 3.1. However, the standard system adopted in the minimalist approach is not designed
to allow for the presence of [uF] at the interfaces; if [uF] remains unspecified in narrow syntax
and is finally shipped to the interfaces, the derivation would fatally be unacceptable due to a
violation of Full Interpretation (Chomsky 1986, 1995, 2000, 2001). One may consider that the
current analysis runs against this standard assumption, as it is argued in this paper that the
presence of [uCase] is tolerated at the interfaces. Indeed, Freiden & Vergnaud (2001) point out
that the Full Interpretation and the Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981) show points of
overlaps so that the former can serve as a condition filtering the unfavorable cases for the
interfaces, while maintaining the empirical coverage of the latter. Some previous studies,
however, cast doubt on such an assumption, claiming that a sentence would be grammatical
even if [uF] remains unvalued at the interfaces (Epstein et al. 2010; Preminger 2011, 2014,
2021; Kornfilt & Preminger 2015; Levin 2015). It should be noted here that Chomsky & Lasnik
(1993:514) provide the important suggestion that if a symbol has some contribution to the
motor-perceptual interpretation, the representation at the phonetic component is considered to
be legitimate. In relation to this remark, Hayashi (2022:44), following Hazout (2004), argues
that the representation becomes legitimate if every symbol has some contribution to the C-I
interface or the SM interface. Given these important remarks, it is implied that in some cases,
the presence of [uF] is allowable if and only if it contributes to the interpretation at least at
either interface. Following these suggestions, | assume that [uCase] is tolerable at both the C—I
and SM interfaces, because at the SM interface, [uCase] has a designated instruction to realize
the DP with default case; namely, [uCase] plays a decisive role in contributing to the
interpretation at the SM interface. Although the current analysis permits [uCase] to be
unspecified at the interfaces, its presence is not problematic but vital for the realization of a DP
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with default case. Thus, the derivation converges even if [uCase] on the DP is unvalued.
3.2.3. Default case in Korean

Given the assumption that [uCase] on Caseless objects in Korean is not valued in narrow syntax,
it is expected that such objects end up being pronounced with default case under the theoretical
implementation of default case formalized in section 3.2.1. At this point, however, it is unclear
what case serves as default case in Korean. Before offering a concice analysis of the distribution
of DPs in the examples discussed in section 1, I will reveal with what case Caseless objects in
Korean, such as ku chayk-g ‘the car’ in (1a), repeated here as (11), are pronounced.®

(11) Enni-ka ku chayk-ul/g ilknun-ta.
sister-NomM  the book-Acc/@  read-DECL
‘My sister reads the book.’ (Y. Kim 1998:186, slightly revised)

It is worthwhile to note here that Schutze (1997, 2001) extensively discusses under what
circumstances default case is realized on a DP, claiming that a left-dislocation can be used as a
diagnostic for identifying what default case is in language. According to Schutze (1997, 2001),
a left-dislocated (LD-ed) DP must appear in accusative form in English, regardless of Case-
marking on the corresponding resumptive. In (12), the pronoun located at the sentence-initial
position, me, is regarded as the LD-ed NP, and the referent of me corresponds to I in the main
clause.

(12) Mef/*1, 1 like beans. (Schiitze 2001:210)

Based on this observation, Schiitze (1997, 2001) concludes that the LD-ed DP in English, such
as me in (12), is pronounced with default accusative case because there seems to be no potential
accusative Case assigner available to me in (12), with the suggestion that observing the left-
dislocation is fruitful for identifying default case in some languages. Furthermore, McFadden
& Sundaresan (2011) offer the explicit argument that default case is allowed to show up when
case concord fails between the LD-ed DP and the corresponding DP within the clause, as
demonstrated in (12) (see also Schiitze 1997, 2001).” With these arguments in mind, let us turn
to the discussion of the left-dislocation in Korean. Consider the sentence in (13), in which Mary-
g ‘Mary’ is the LD-ed DP, semantically corresponding to kyay-lul ‘her’ in the main clause.

(13) Mary-g, ne-nun ecey kyay-lul  po-ass-ni.
Mary-@  you-TOP  yesterday her-AcC  see-PST-Q
(Lit.) ‘Mary, did you see her?’ (Ahn & Cho 2009:127)

As shown in (13), the LD-ed DP lacks an overt Case-marker, whereas the corresponding

& An anonymous reviewer wonders whether or not there is a difference between the derivation with default
case on the one hand and the one with accusative Case on the other in (11). Under the current analysis, no
significant difference is expected between the two derivations that the sentence in (11) undergoes, except whether
or not [uCase] obtains an accusative value.

7 | remain agnostic to the detailed mechanisms of case concord because it is irrelevant to the present discussion.
Although the technical details concerning case concord are left for future research, McFadden & Sundaresan
(2011) point out that conditions on the case concord may differ across languages. For a related discussion, see
Richards (2013).
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resumptive DP is pronounced with accusative Case; thus, case concord fails. It is expected that
the LD-ed DP lacking the overt Case-marker does not receive any specific value of [uCase], in
light of the discussion in section 2.2. Based on the arguments put forth by Schitze (1997, 2001)
and McFadden & Sundaresan (2011), | propose that [uCase] on the LD-ed DP in (13) is
unvalued, and as a consequence, it is forced to be pronounced with default null (zero) case.

I am now aware of evidence to reveal the case realization on the Caseless objects in (1), (2),
and (3). Given the proposal that the LD-ed DP in Korean has no value of [uCase], with such a
DP being eventually pronounced with default null case, it is plausible to assume that the
Caseless objects in (1), (2), and (3) are also realized with default case in a way analogous to the
LD-ed DP, because [uCase] on them are unspecified as well, as argued in section 2.2. Following
this proposal, | contend that Caseless objects in Korean in fact appear with default null case. It
will be shown in the following section that the distribution of such objects is constrained by the
proposed nominal licensing conditions.

4. Analysis
4.1. In-situ caseless objects

This section is devoted to exploring the way that Caseless objects in Korean are licensed, with
two types of nominal licensing conditions proposed in section 3.1. First, consider the Caseless
object in (1a), repeated here as (14a). Assuming that the Caseless object in (14a) stays in the
base-generated position (Y. Kim 1998; Kwon & Zribi-Hertz 2008; Yoo 2019; among others),
the rough representation of (14a) will be illustrated in (14b).

(14) a. Enni-ka ku chayk-ul/g ilknun-ta.
sister-Nom  the book-Acc/@  read-DECL
‘My sister reads the book.’ (Y. Kim 1998:186, slightly revised)
b. ... ku chayk-@[ucas] ...

Although [uCase] on the Caseless object in (14a) is unspecified, as shown in (14b), it meets the
proposed nominal licensing condition in (7b) because it consists of a single occurrence of a DP
and remains in its original position within the verb phrase. Consequently, the Caseless object
in (14a) is licensed felicitously even if its [uCase] is unspecified, with the result that it is
eventually pronounced with default null case.®

8 An anonymous reviewer correctly points out that direct objects often appear without an accusative Case-
marker -0 in colloquial Japanese, as shown in (iii) (see Saito 1985 for relevant discussion; see also Moritake 2023a,
b for a possible line of analysis of this issue).

(iii)  Taro-wa  ringo(-0) tabe-ta.

Taro-ToP  apple-ACC  eat-PST

‘Taro ate an apple.’
However, the anonymous reviewer argues that the possibility of the elimination of -ni, which is often taken to be
a dative Case-marker, depends on a position in which it appears, as shown in (iv) and (v).
(iv) Taro-wa  Hanako*(-ni)  hon-o age-ta.

Taro-ToP  Hanako-*DAT  book-AcC  give-PST

‘Taro gave Hanako a book.’
(v) Taro-wa  kouen(-ni) i-ta.

Taro-ToP  park-DAT  be-PST

‘Taro was in the park.’
The anonymous reviewer also claims that a locative phrase in (vi) must occur with de.
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As suggested in section 2.2, the distribution of Caseless objects, regardless of whether they are
moved or not, cannot be explained by the Case Filter proposed by Chomsky (1981), since it
never ensures the realization of DPs without Case. However, the current analysis, attributing
the distribution of DPs to two types of nominal licensing conditions, guarantees the occurrence
of DPs lacking Case, as demonstrated in (14). In the remainder of this section, | will analyze
the remaining examples that include moved Caseless objects, arguing that in which cases these
objects can appear in a sentence is explained by the proposed nominal licensing conditions.

4.2. Moved caseless objects

This section first considers the ungrammatical pattern of (1b), repeated here as (15a), where the
Caseless object undergoes scrambling to the sentence-initial position without any discourse
interpretation. The rough representation of (15a) is shown in (15b), where [uCase] on ku chayk-
@ ‘the book’ does not obtain the value, and this object is pronounced with default null case.

(15) a. Ku chayk-ul/*gi  enni-ka ti  ilknun-ta.
the book-Acc/*@  sister-NOM read-DECL
‘My sister reads the book.’ (Y. Kim 1998:186, slightly revised)
b. [kU Chayk'ﬂ[uCase] - [ .. ku Cha}’k'ﬂ[uCase] .. ]]

movement

The only difference between the grammatical case and the ungrammatical one in (15a) is
whether or not the objects are marked with accusative Case. Thus, | will try to elucidate this
difference in terms of nominal licensing. | first discuss the ungrammatical pattern observed in
(15a). Movement of the Caseless object, ku chayk-g ‘the book’, in (15a) yields its two
occurrences, as shown in (15b); however, no [uCase] on these two occurrences is valued
because they are not Case-marked. Therefore, they cannot be identified as a series of proper
copies, nor are they licensed under two types of nominal licensing conditions proposed in this
paper. The reason for the ungrammaticality of (15a) is thus reducible to the failure of nominal
licensing. In contrast, the sentence in (15a) becomes completely grammatical if the moved
object is marked with accusative Case. This fact is also accounted for by the proposed nominal
licensing conditions: [uCase] on the scrambled object obtains a value, as shown in (16), and as
a consequence, the object undergoing scrambling is licensed under the nominal licensing
condtion in (7a).

(vi) Taro-wa  kouen*(-de) ason-da.

Taro-Top  park-LOC play-pST

‘Taro played in the park.’
The anonymous reviewer wonders why the DP in (v) can optionally appear with default case, whereas the DPs in
(iv) and (vi) must be realized with -ni and -de. The category of -ni has been controversial, and it has been assumed
that -ni is divided into a true dative Case-marker and a preposition (Shibatani 1978; Saito 1985; Takezawa 1987;
Ura 1999; among others). It is expected that a prepositional -ni cannot be deleted due to the selectional properties
of verbs. Thus, it is necessary to identify the property of -ni before | discuss the (im)possibility of the realization
of objects with default case in (iv) and (v). The unavailability of the deletion of -de in (vi) may be attributed to the
category of -de; it is a preposition, so that it cannot be deleted. Additionally, in the case of (iv), | must clarify the
derivation of double object construction to discuss the impaossibility of default case realization of the object in
question (see Larson 1988; Miyagawa & Tsujioka 2004 for relevant discussion). However, further investigation
of these issues would be beyond the central scope of this paper, and thus it is left for future research.
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(16) [kU Cr]?ayk'UI[Acc] .. [ .. ku Clllay'k-UI[Acc] .. ]]

movement

Notice here that the sentences are completely acceptable in some cases in spite of the Caseless
objects being moved, as shown in (2) and (3), repeated here as (17). The Caseless object
undergoes wh-movement in (17a), topicalization in (17b), and focalization in (17c), which
sharply contrasts with the Caseless object in (15a) with respect to the availability of movement.

(17) a. Nwukwu-lul/gi Yenghi-ka ti manna-ss-ni?
who-ACC/@ Yenghi-NOoMm meet-PST-Q
‘Who did Yenghi meet?/Who is such that Yenghi meet (him/her)?’
(Ahn & Cho 2009:115)

b. Chelswu-lul/gi Mary-ka ti  manna-ss-e.

Chelswu-Acc/z  Mary-NOM meet-PST-DECL

‘Chelswu, Mary met.” (Chelswu is interpreted as a topic) (Ahn & Cho 2007:54)
c. Cha-man-ul/gi Sue-ka ecey ti po-ass-ta.

car-only-Acc/@ Sue-NOM  yesterday see-PST-DECL

‘It is only a car that Sue saw yesterday.’

On the basis of the assumption that movement of Caseless objects in Korean is uniformly
prohibited, it would not be possible to accommodate the grammaticality of the examples in
(17). Thus, it is necessary to offer a principled account of why the Caseless objects in (17) can
undergo displacement, in contrast to the one in (15a).

As explored in section 3.1, a moved DP is licensed if and only if one of its [uF]s is valued
within the syntactic component, and it is argued that [uQ], [uTop], and [uFoc], as well as
[uCase], are in fact able to play a decisive role in the licensing of the DP. In light of this
assumption, the Caseless object in (17a) is eventually licensed even if it is raised to the
sentence-initial position without obtaining a value of [uCase], because the moved Caseless wh-
expression has its [uQ] valued as [vQ] at Spec-C in (17a), a rough representation of which is
illustrated in (18).

(18) [nwuk*vu-ﬂ[vQ], [uCase] --- [... nwulkwu-ﬂ[uQ], [uCase] ---1]

movement

As demonstrated in (18), [uCase] on the fronted wh-expression has no value since it is not
assigned Case. On the other hand, [uQ] becomes [vQ] at Spec-C, and as a result, the two
occurrences of the Caseless wh-expression are regarded as proper copies, with nwukwu-g
‘who’, the Caseless object, being simultaneously licensed under the current analysis. Therefore,
(17a) becomes grammatical, in contrast to (15a).°

9 In German, default case is considered to be nominative case since the LD-ed DP is realized with nominative
case when case concord fails, as shown in (vii) (e.g. van Riemsdijk and Zwarts 1997; Schiitze 2001; Frey 2004).

(vii) Die/*Der Anna;, ich habe lange nicht mit  ihr gesprochen.
the.NOM/*DAT  Anna | have a.long.time not with  her.DAT  spoken
‘Anna, I haven’t spoken with her in a long time.’ (van Riemsdijk & Zwarts 1997:28, fn. 4)

It would be expected that nominal interrogatives in German can always appear with nominative case in addition
to proper case in line with the analysis of (17a), where wh-phrases in Korean can undergo two different
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Let us turn to the discussion of the grammaticality of (17b) and (17c), in which the Caseless
objects undergo movement with their [uCase] unspecified; however, both of the sentences are
acceptable. What is important to notice is that the sentence in (17b) is grammatical if and only
if the fronted Caseless object is interpreted as a topic, as suggested by Ahn & Cho (2007, 2009).
Given that the Caseless object raised to the sentence-initial position in (17b) receives the topic
interpretation (Ahn & Cho 2007, 2009), its [uTop] will finally be valued as [vTop] after
topicalization, as shown in (19).

(19) [Chelswu-@[vTop], [ucase] --- [ ... Chelswu-BuTop], [ucase] - - -]

movement

The Caseless object displaced to Spec-C lacks the value of [uCase]; however, [uTop] obtains a
value as a result of topicalization. Therefore, it is licensed under the proposed nominal licensing
condition in (7a) even in the absence of the value of [uCase].

Finally, let us consider the sentence in (17c), in which the Caseless object lacks Case, but it
undergoes movement with the focus interpretation. Suppose that [uFoc] on the fronted Caseless
object becomes [vFoc] after it is moved to Spec-C, and hence the representation of (17c) is
roughly shown in (20).

(20) [cha-?an-g[vpoc], [uCase] --- [... cha-man-@uroc], [ucase] - -.]]

movement

Although [uCase] never receives a value since accusative Case is not assigned to the fronted
Caseless object, [uFoc] gets a value. Based on two types of nominal licensing conditions
proposed in section 3.1, the licensing of the object in question succeeds due to the valuation of
[uFoc].

The current analysis has further consequence in support of the analysis suggested by Belletti
(2001, 2004). As argued by Belletti (2001, 2004), there is a possibility that a vP projection, as
well as a CP projection, licenses a focus in its peripheral position. The current analysis expects
that if the Caseless object with the focus interpretation is moved to the vP periphery, and if the
sentence is taken to be acceptable, then it is suggested that the Caseless object that undergoes
displacement to the vP periphery is licensed because of the valuation of its [uFoc]. As pointed
out by Haewon Jeon (p.c.), this expectation is in fact borne out by the examples in (21). It can
be concluded that the focused Caseless objects, cha-man-g ‘only a car’ in (21a) and ku cha-
man-g ‘only the car’ in (21b), undergo movement to the position preceding the vP adverb, ppalli
‘quickly’, and finally occupy the vP periphery. The sentences in (21) become grammatical, with
the Caseless objects in question being licensed correctly via the valuation of [uFoc] at the vP

morphological realizations. However, as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, this expectation does not hold of
wh-phrases in German, as shown in (viii), in which the realization of wh-phrase with default case is impossible.
(viii) Wen/*Wer hast  du eingeladen?

who.Acc/*who.NOM  have  you.NOM invited

‘Who did you invite?’
One possibility is that a valuation of [uQ] is sufficient to license the wh-expression in (viii), but a specific
morphological restriction might affect their case realization in German, independently of nominal licensing. At
this point, however, | have no answer to the impossibility of the realization of wh-phrases with default case in
German, and | have to leave this issue for future research.
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peripheral focus projection.

(21) a. Sue-ka [rocr cha-man-ul/gi [wppalli  ti po-ass-ta]].
Sue-NOM car-only-Acc/g  quickly see-PST-DECL
‘Sue quickly saw only a car.’
b. Sue-ka [roce ku  cha-man-ul/gi [vr ppalli ti po-ass-ta]].
Sue-NOM the car-only-Acc/g  quickly See-PST-DECL

‘Sue quickly saw only the car.’

These examples in (21) not only show that even if Caseless objects in Korean move to the vP
peripheral position, they can be licensed at this position by virtue of the valuation of [uFoc] in
a way analogous to the sentence in (17c), but also present further evidence in favor of Belletti’s
(2001, 2004) analysis that (some) languages can utilize the focus projection even in the vP
periphery.

Summarizing, a clear contrast between illicit movement in (15) and licit movement in (17)
is attributed to whether or not Caseless objects undergoing movement fulfill two types of
proposed nominal licensing conditions developed in this paper. Of importance here is that
nominal licensing is achieved by the valuation of [uF], including Case and discourse-related
features, in the current analysis, which differs significantly from the classical Case-based
nominal licensing requiring all the DPs to be assigned Case to be licensed (Chomsky 1981).

5. Extension to Turkish
5.1. Data

In the rest of this paper, | will extend the analysis proposed in this paper to Turkish to account
for the distribution of DPs with or without Case. It is well-known that in Turkish, as shown in
(22), an object can be realized with an overt accusative Case-marker, or it may occur Caseless
(Knecht 1986; En¢ 1991; Kelepir 2001; Kornfilt 1990, 2003a,b; Kiligaslan 2004; among
others).

(22) Ahmet diin aksam pasta-yi/e ye-di.°
Ahmet yesterday evening cake-ACC/@ eat-PST
‘Yesterday evening, Ahmet ate cake.’ (Kornfilt 2003a:127, slightly revised)

As with Korean, | assume that Caseless objects in Turkish do not obtain a value of [uCase]
because no overt Case-marker is realized on them, in contrast to those marked with accusative
Case. It is argued in the prior literature that direct objects marked with accusative Case can
freely move, as shown in (23a), while Caseless objects in Turkish are unable to move away
from the position immediately adjacent to the verb, as evidenced by (23b) (e.g. Eng 1991,
Kelepir 2001; Kornfilt 2003a; Aygen 2007; among others).

101t should be noted that subjects in Turkish lack an overt nominative Case-marker; however, it is commonly
held that they are in fact assigned abstract nominative Case, which undergoes morphologically zero realization
(e.g. Kornfilt 2003b, 2006).
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(23) a. Ahmet sahane  (bir) pasta-yi  dun aksam  ti ye-di.
Ahmet fantastic (a) cake-AcC yesterday evening eat-PST
‘Ahmet ate the/a fantastic cake[+specific] yesterday evening.’
b. *Ahmet (bir) pasta-gi din aksam i ye-di.
Ahmet (a) cake-g yesterday evening eat-pST

Intended meaning: ‘Ahmet ate (a) cake[—specific] yesterday evening.’
(Kornfilt 2003a:128)

However, it is sometimes pointed out that Caseless objects in Turkish are in fact able to be
raised to the sentence-initial position when they obtain a topic or focus interpretation, as shown
in (24), in which cay-g ‘tea’ is assumed to be topicalized, while it is not marked with accusative
Case (Oztiirk 2009; Gracanin-Yiiksek & Issever 2011; Kamali 2015; Jo & Palaz 2018; Driemel
2020a,b).

(24) Cay-gi, ben ti i¢-me-di-m.
tea-g, | dring-NEG-PST-1SG )
‘Tea, I did not have any.’ (Oztiirk 2009:339)

This fact suggests that when some factors, such as discourse-oriented ones, come into play,
Caseless objects in Turkish can be moved. As discussed above, this observation also holds of
Korean to the extent that Caseless objects in Korean can be raised to a higher position where
they are assigned discourse-related interpretations. It thus seems promising to explain the
(un)availability of movement of the Caseless objects in (23) and (24) in terms of the proposed
nominal licensing conditions.

5.2. Default case in Turkish

Recall from section 3.2.3 that a left-dislocated (LD-ed) DP tends to be pronounced with default
case when a corresponding resumptive differs in Case-marking from the LD-ed DP (Schiitze
1997, 2001; McFadden & Sundaresan 2011). To take (25) as an example of the left-dislocation
in Turkish, the LD-ed DP, which is Ali, must show up with null case when the corresponding
DP, which is kendisin-den ‘himself’, appears with ablative case.

(25) Ali(*-y1) mi? Ben kendisin-den ¢ok  kork-ar-im.
Ali(*-Acc) Q I himself-aBL ~ very fear-AOR-1SG
‘(About) Ali, I am very much afraid of him.’ (Kornfilt 2003b:173)

As demonstrated in (25), case concord does not take place; thus, based on McFadden and
Sundaresan’s (2011) argument, it can be concluded that morphologically null case serves as
default case in Turkish, as evidenced by the morphological realization of the LD-ed DP in (25).
This conclusion further implies that the Caseless objects in (22-24) end up being pronounced
with default null case.
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5.3. Discussion

First of all, consider the presence of the Caseless object in the sentence in (22). Following En¢
(1991), Kelepir (2001), Kornfilt (2003a), Aygen (2007), and others, | assume that the Caseless
object in (22) occupies the complement position of the verb, i.e. the base-generated position. A
rough representation of (22) is illustrated in (26).

(26) ... pasta-@lucase] - .-

As shown in (26), [uCase] on the Caseless object does not obtain a value; however, it stays in
its original position without any occurrence that must be identified as its copy, thus fulfilling
the proposed nominal licensing condition in (7b).%

Let us turn to the discussion of the ungrammatical pattern shown in (23b), in which the
Caseless object moves away from its base-generated position with no discourse-related
interpretation. In the case of the ungrammatical sentence in (23b), the Caseless object creates
the two occurrences of its copy. These two occurrences of the Caseless object are not assigned
accusative Case, thereby lacking the value of [uCase]. Furthermore, the Caseless object
undergoing movement has neither a topic nor a focus interpretation, whereby it also lacks the
value of discourse-oriented features, such as [uTop] or [uFoc]. Consequently, the Caseless
object in question results in the violation of the proposed nominal licensing conditions
developed in section 3.1, because there is no [uF] that gets valued within the syntactic
component. A representation of (23b) is roughly shown in (27).

(27) [... pasta-@ucase] --- [... pasta-Blucase] - -]

movement

Therefore, the Caseless object cannot be licensed, which renders the sentence in (23b)
ungrammatical. The grammatical pattern of (23a) is also readily captured by the current analysis

1 According to Boskovi¢ (2006), in Serbo-Croatian, the verb ovladati ‘conquer’ takes a DP with instrumental
Case, as in (ixa), whereas the same verb requires the preposision s(a) ‘with’ to check its instrumental Case against
a PP headed by s(a) ‘with’ when a sentence contains a higher numeral like pet zemalja ‘five countries’, as in (ixb).
(ix) a On je ovladao zemljom.

he is conquered country.INSTR.SG
‘He conquered that country.’
b. On je ovladao *(s(a)) pet zemalja.
he is conquered  with  five countries.GEN.PL
‘He conquered five countries.’ (Boskovi¢ 2006:525)
An anonymous reviewers argues that the current analysis would predict that ovladati ‘conquer’ can directly select
pet zemalja ‘five countries’, since it remains in its base-generated position; in fact, it can be expected to appear
with default case. However, it is not the case, and ovladati ‘conquer’ must select a PP headed by s(a) ‘with’ in
(ixb). The anonymous reviewer then wonders why ovladati ‘conquer’ must select the PP in (ixb). A plausible
answer to this question is that the obligatory insertion of s(a) is associated not with nominal licensing but with
what Boskovi¢ (2006) calls genitive of negation (See section 2.2 for relevant discussion). Since a lower numeral
like zemljom ‘country’ is incompatible with s(a) ‘with’, as in (x), the obligatory insertion of s(a) ‘with’ in (ixa)
would be deduced from a morphological restriction concerning genitive of negation.
(x) *On je ovladao s(a)  zemljom.
he is conquered with  country.INSTR.SG
‘He conquered that country.’ (Boskovi¢ 2006:525)
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because the moved object obtains accusative Case, in contrast to (23b). Consequently, [uCase]
on the moved Caseless object turns into [Acc], as shown in (28), satisfying the nominal
licensing condition in (7a).

(28) [... pasta-Yifacc] ... [... pasta-Yijacc] -..]]

movement

In contrast, the sentence in (24) is acceptable in spite of the Caseless object being displaced
from the immediately preverbal position to the sentence-initial position. According to Oztiirk
(2009) and Kamali (2015), the relevant Caseless object is raised by virtue of topicalization. On
the basis of the analyses in Oztiirk (2009) and Kamali (2015), | argue that the moved Caseless
object in (24) is in fact licensed via the mediation of the valuation of [uTop], which takes place
at Spec-C. A rough representation of (24) is illustrated in (29).

(29) [Q%Y'ﬂ[vTop], [uCase] --. [... Cla}"ﬂ[uTop], [uCase] --.]]

movement

As shown in (29), [uCase] remains unspecified, whereas [uTop] gets valued as [vTop] due to
topicalization. Therefore, the valuation of [uTop] is key to licensing the moved Caseless object
in (24); as a consequence, the sentence becomes grammatical.

As discussed in this subsection, the grammaticality of the sentences with Caseless objects in
Turkish is also reducible to whether or not they are licensed by the proposed nominal licensing
conditions.*?

6. Conclusion

As noted at the outset of this paper, | have pointed out that Korean allows Caseless objects to
appear in a sentence, a realization of which goes against the tenet of the classical Case Filter

12 An anonymous reviewer points out that German bare DP-adverbs (e.g. Larson 1985), which are italicized in
(xi)—(xiii), fall into three types: accusative and genitive DPs and DPs without Case, and that Weihnachten
‘Christmas’ in (xiii) is expected to be licensed in its base-generated position under the current analysis. The
anonymous reviewer then wonders what assigns genitive and accusative Case to bare DP-adverbs in (xi) and (xii).

(xi)  Morgen bin ich den ganzen Tag zu Hause.
tomorrow  be I.NOM the.acC  whole.AcC  day.AcC  to  house.DAT
‘Tomorrow, I’'m home all day.’

(xii) Deine Gemeinheiten ~ werden  eines  Tages auf  dich selbst

zurickfallen.

YOUur.NOM  meanness.NOM become a.GEN day.GEN on  you.AcC oneself back.fall

“Your meanness will recoil on you one day.’
(xiii) Komm  doch Weihnachten-g zu uns!

come MP Christmas-g to  US.DAT

‘Come to us on Christmas!’
McFadden (2004) proposes that bare DP-adverbs in fact consist of PPs headed by null P, arguing that they involve
different null Ps, each with a different semantic contribution, and that each null P assigns its own inherent Case to
its DP complements in accordance with its meaning. Following McFadden’s (2004) analysis, it is likely that null
Ps are responsible for the difference in morphological shape of the case-marker inserted in (xi)—(xiii).
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proposed by Chomsky (1981), since Chomsky’s Case Filter never allows for the presence of
DPs lacking a specific Case value. To resolve this issue, | have proposed two types of nominal
licensing conditions from the viewpoint of whether or not a proper copy relation should be
established for DPs to be interpreted at the interfaces, suggesting that DPs can in fact be licensed
in two ways: (i) an in-situ DP is licensed, regardless of identifying the copy relation, but (ii) a
moved DP can be licensed only when it forms the proper copy relation. Furthermore, | have
clarified the theoretical status of default case in terms of the minimalist framework, arguing
that a realization of default case is derived from the presence of [uCase] on the DP at the SM
interface. It has been shown that these two proposals are inseparably intertwined; it is not
possible to account for the distribution of DPs until the theoretical implementation of default
case is formalized. | have emphasized that the distribution of Caseless objects in Korean is
successfully captured by appeal to the proposed analysis regarding nominal licensing. Finally,
I have introduced the facts observed in Turkish, in which the appearance of Caseless objects is
also admitted in some cases. What | have revealed is that the proposed nominal licensing
conditions can also succinctly accommodate the intriguing facts concerning the distribution of
DPs observed in Turkish in a principled way.
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\ Subopt <  Opt
a<b | spid < sipuid
c<b | sopi:d < stpid
d<b | is.pi:d < si.pid

Table 11. Comparison table of subopt<opt

Step 1: Linear stratum (for candidates in Table 11): All the constraints are unranked. It is
called the mother stratum or the linear stratum.

Hy: {AlignL, AlignR, Contiguity, Dep-10, Dep (MF), Sonority }

Step 2: Comparing subopt<opt: In the OT analysis shown in Table 10, the output candidate
[si.pi:d] is optimal, while the other ungrammatical candidates are called suboptimal with respect
to [st.pi:d]. A table comparing the suboptimal and optimal candidates is given in Table 11.

Step 3: Mark-data pairs table: Each suboptimal candidate is compared (based on harmony
< opt) against the optimal candidate to deduce the loser and winner marks. For each pair in Table
11, the learning algorithm first builds an overview of the constraints that have been violated. The
outcome is summarized in Table 12.

The marks for one pair in (11), are represented by each row. Each candidate pair has two
cells, one in the column winner-marks that lists all violations for the ideal candidate, and one in
the column loser-marks that shows all violations for the suboptimal candidate. Before the name
of the violated constraint, an asterisk is used to denote violations. Candidates who cause several
violations of one restriction are given a second mark for that constraint.

Mark-data pairs(subopt<opt) ‘ Loser-marks Winner-marks
a<b:spi:d<si.pi:d *Sonority *Ident-10,*Dep-10,*Align-R
c<b:sa.pi:d<si.pi:d *Dep(MF),*Ident-10,*Dep-10,*Align-R  *Ident-10,*Dep-10,* Align-R
d<b:is.pi:d<si.pi:d *Sonority,*Align-L,*Ident-10,*Dep-I0  *Ident-10,*Dep-10,*Align-R

Table 12. Mark-data pairs

Step 4: Mark-data cancellation:Prior to "purifying" the information, the algorithm must first
eliminate marks from the table that have no information value. The first thing to do is remove
any scores that the winner and loser have in common from this table. Shared violations can never
produce harmony discrepancies between two candidates; hence, they cannot reveal information
regarding constraint ranking according to OT logic. The elimination of violation marks that have
no informational value, as we already indicated, "purifies" the raw data in Table 12. Before we
dive into how the algorithm accomplishes this task, let’s have a look at the updated mark-data
pairs in Table 13, where canceled marks have been removed.

Mark-data pairs(subopt<opt) ‘ Loser-marks Winner-marks
a<b:spi:d<si.pi:d *Sonority *Ident-10,*Align-R,*Dep-10
c<b:so.pi:d<si.pi:d *Dep(MF), *Ident-10 *Align-R,*Dep-I0  *Ident-10,*Align-R,*Dep-10
d<b:is.pi:d<si.pi:d *Sonority, *Align-L,*Ident-10,*Dep-I0  *Ident-10,*Align-R,*Dep-10

Table 13. Mark-data pair cancellation
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Mark-data pairs (subopt < opt) ‘ Loser-marks Winner-marks
a<b : spi:d <st.pi:d *Sonority *Ident-10, *Align-R, *Dep-I10
c<b: sa.pi:d<si.pi:d *Dep (MF) -
d < b: is.pi:d<si.pi:d *Sonority, *Align-L *Align-R

Table 14. Mark data-pair after cancellation

Step 5: Constraint Demotion: Hy is the initial strata where the constraints remain unranked.

{Align-L, Align-R, Contiguity, Dep-10, Dep (MF), Sonority }

In the following steps, the constraints in the winner-marks are demoted immediately below
the loser marks denoting domination of higher-ranked constraints over others.

* At Hj, the suboptimal candidate (a) [spi:d] is less harmonious than the optimal candidate
(b) [st.pi:d]. The suboptimal candidate violates the constraint *Sonority, while the optimal can-
didate violates *Ident-IO, Align-R, *Dep-10, *Contiguity. Following the rules of constraint
demotion, the winner-marks constraints are demoted immediately below the H stratum.

Align-L, Dep (MF), Sonority
»

Align-R, Ident-10, Dep-1O

In the first step itself, the algorithm has already specified two distinct strata of dominated and
undominated constraints. Since the target grammar is yet to be reached, the learner keeps going
back to the first pair of Table 15 and rewinds the process and it continues till the target grammar
is achieved. This is why this algorithm is called Recursive Constraint Demotion.

* At H,, candidate (c) [so.pi:d] is compared against the optimal candidate (c) [sipi:d]. The
highest loser-mark is *Dep (MF) but there is no loser-mark. Hence, it remains the highest dom-
inating constraint. This pair is not taken into account in this phase.

* At Hj, candidate (d) [is.pi:d] is compared against the optimal candidate. At this stage,
*Sonority and *Align-L are the highest-ranking constraint dominating *Align-R. Since *Align-
R was already demoted in H;, no further demotion is required.

* At H,, the learner again compares the first pair of mark-data pairs a<c. *Sonority is the
highest-ranked loser-marks constraint in the hierarchy, while *Ident-10, *Dep-10, and *Align-
R are winner-marks. They are all dominated by *Sonority, therefore, no changes are made. So,
H4 = H1 .

Align-L, Align-R, Dep (MF), Sonority
»

Ident-10, Dep-10, Align-R

* At Hs, b<c is assessed. Dep (MF) is still the undominated loser-mark. The algorithm de-
motes the other two undominated constraints immediately below Dep (MF) so that the target
grammar can be achieved. Therefore, a new stratum is created with this demotion.

Dep (MF)
»
Align-L, Sonority

»
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Input | Output Count *T[-vce,-sg]syll IDENT-IO *[+spread glottis]
cA cB cC
pap | paph 8 0 1 1
pap 2 1 0 0
phap 0 1 1 1
phaph 0 0 3 1
calak | calak 2 1 0 0
calakh 0 1 1 1

Table 15. Input data for aspiration

5.2. Implementing the Hayes and Wilson MaxEnt learner tool(2008)

The MaxEnt tool developed by Hayes and Wilson (2008) has mainly two functions as detailed
below. The model is fed text data with the elaborated constraints. 1 stands for violation of
certain constraints while 0 stands for satisfaction. Since the model cannot read the standard
IPA transcription, they are written in English alphabetical form with vowels being specified
differently.

The algorithm mainly —

1. Finds n possible phonotactic constraints for some corpus
2. Assigns weights for the constraints
Case 1: Aspiration
* Input data: Table 15
* Weights after optimization:
1. *T[-vce,-sg]syll - 10.74109
2. IDENT-IO - 6.23888
3. *[+spread glottis]- 3.323561
* Ranking based on probability: *T[-vce,-sg]syll » IDENT-IO » *[+spread glottis]
Case 2: Epenthesis
* Input data: Table 16
* Weights after optimization:

1. SONORITY- 4.436297962383264
2. ALIGN-L- 4.436297962383264
3. DEP-MF- 9.940723045863058






















































Subject sharing in Samoan 267
41) FP
/\
F vP
/\
%] v
/\
Vv

VP
P

/\
\Y Adv
/\
\Y% DP
OBJ

Thus, if the observed word order in the second conjunct corresponds to the structure in (41), the
adjunct must follow the object. In that case the size of the second conjunct could be considered
smaller than FP.

If, however, predicate fronting takes place in the second conjunct, there are two possibilities.
First, if the object does not move out of the VP, the base-generated VOADV order remains
(42-a). Since there is no (overt) subject present in the second conjunct, the surface structure
is identical to the base-generated word order. Thus, there would be no difference between the
in-situ-configuration and predicate fronting. Second, if the object does move out of the VP, a
new word order of VADVO should arise (42-b). Since the entire remnant-VP is fronted without
the object, the adverb should precede the object in this case. This would be a clear indication
that the predicate is fronted in the second conjunct as well. Further, the second conjunct would
be expected to have at least the size of FP, since the specifier of FP provides the landing site for
the fronted VP.

(42)
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