Syntax5:1, April 2002, 55-88

THE LEXICAL SEMANTICS OF
PARENTHETICAL-ASAND APPOSITIVE-
WHICH

Christopher Potts

Abstract Despite their superficial similarities, nonrestrictive relatives aasl
parentheticals show contrasting behavior in a range of apparently disparate
domains, including (i) equative constructions (section 4); (ii) selective island
contexts (section 5); and (iii) clause-internal “niching” (section 7). Additionally,
asparentheticals allow a wider range of interpretations relative to their antecedents
than do appositive relatives (section 6). This paper offers a unified account of these
differences and others based largely on the respective semantic types of the gaps these
clauses defineasclause traces are propositional; nonrestrictive relative traces are
individual denoting (i.e., nominalized propositions). The type distinction follows from
the lexical denotations of these morphemes (section 2) and combines with
independently motivated principles to predict the clauses’ divergent behavior. The
analysis also unifies the various kinds of appositive-relatives and similarly informs our
understanding of predicate-tyes-clauses (e.g.Sue hates parties, as does)Akee
section 8.

1. Remarks

In his classic 1984 paper “Inner islands,” Ross proposes that certain puzzling
contrasts between the appositives italicized in (1) are due to the
“adverbiality” of as!

(1) a. Americans should get cheap @ik the whole world knows t
b. Americans should get cheap oithich the whole world knows t

| call appositives of the (1a) sodsparentheticals oasclauses; (1b)
involves a (clausal) nonrestrictive relative (NRR). Ross’s characterization of
asas “adverbial” allows him to link extraction failures like those in (2), since
they can be attributed to the general markedness of extracting an adverb
across a syntactic island boundary; compare (3) in which the extractees lack
“adverbiality.”?

* My thanks to Daniel Buing, John Frampton, Chris Kennedy, Vera Lee-Schoenfeld, Jim
McCloskey, Bill Ladusaw, Jason Merchant, Line Mikkelsen, Paul Postal, and Geoff Pullum for
their invaluable advice and assistance. | thank alsoSjetaxreviewers for their numerous
challenging questions and helpful comments; this paper was substantially improved by their
insights. Any remaining mistakes are my responsibility.

1 See also Ross 1967/1984 (sect. 6.1.1.4) and Ross 1973 (p. 151, n. 21), the latter a squib-
length footnote oras-clauses.

2 Ross motivates his proposals using data involving extraction across negation. As | show in
section 5.2, the situation regarding such extraction is more complicated empirically than it is for
selective islands like the adjunct in (2) and (3).
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(2) a. *Aldrich stolethefiles, asOp, the investigatorhesitatecbefore
announing t;.
b. *[How confidertly]; did the investigabr hesitae before
announng t; that Aldrich stolethe files?
(3) a. ?Aldrich stolethefiles, which Op; theinvestigatorhestatedbefore
announing t;.
b. ?Wha; did the investigate hesitatebefore announing t;?

Although the ungranmatiality of (2a,h receivesa uniform treament
here, 1 do not follow Ross in attributing them to ‘“adverbiality.”
“Nonindividualhood” thoudh lacking in Rossiarzip, is moreaccurateThis
paper’'sbasic claim is that all NRRs involve extracton of an individuak
denotingphrase(type (€)), eventhosethat appea to pronomnalize some-
thing propositinal, asin (1b) or somethingpredicative, asin (4a).

(4) a. Al couldseethejackalope,which Joanalso(saidthatshe)couldt.
b. Ali couldseethe jackalope,asJoanalso (saidthat she)couldt.

In contras, (1a) contairs a propositin-typetrace,whereas(4b) containsa
propery-type trace (type (s,(et))). The statusof thesevarious variables
follows from the respective morphenes’ lexica denotations which are
identical up to variable type (see sectilm 2). The minimal difference
combines with independatly motivated principles to predict not only
extractbn contrass but a host of othe semanticand syntactic points of
divergerte. At the sametime, the similarity of the lexica entriesjibes with
the many distributional pardlels of theseconstuctions.

A themeof this paper,andthe largerresearb program of which it is a
part, is that wide rangng and apparery unconneted restrictions (and
freedons) on structurescanbe madeto follow from thelexica denottionsof
particula momphemes.Importanty, these denottions are not specific to
English. Ross’'sobsevationsaboutthe appositvesin (1) extendnot only to
the clausetypesin (4) (seesection8) but alsoto Gemanpairslike (5), which
divergeasthe Englishcase do.

(5) a. Amerikanersollten mindemwertigesBenzin kriegen,was die
Americans shout low-quality oil get which the
ganzeWelt t weiss.
whole world knows
‘Americansshouldget cheapoil, which the whole world knows.’

b. Amerikaner sollten mindemvertigesBenzin kriegen,wie die
Americans shout low-quality oil get as the
ganzeWelt t weiss.
whole world knows
‘Americansshouldget cheapoil, asthe whole world knows.’
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Danish NRRs and asclausesalso patternas expectel. Thus though the
derotations | offer feature English words they define crosslinguisticaly
commonoperdors and, as a conseuence,crosdinguistically comnon clause
types.

2. Lexical Entries for As and Which and Semantic Combinatori cs

This sectionreviews the type-diven semanitcs framework that forms the
basisfor my analysis.In the interestof space| presentthe technicaldetails
first and then illustrate how they work and provide initial motivation for
them.

The combindoric axioms are those in (6); the statemeh of Funcfon
Application (FA) in (6a) links this operationto structural sisterhoodin the
syntax. The verdon of Predica¢ Abstraction (B-conwersion)in (6b) allows
abstractionover a variableof any type>*

(6) a. Function Application (FA)

For all semantic types (t,u) and (1), 0 or u

O PN
Lw (o © Aow
b. PredicateAbstraction(PA)
If o is a formula of type (t) and X is a variabk of type p, then
AX[o] is a formula of type (u,t). (o neednot containa free
occurrerce of X.)

Much of the analysisto follow depend on the nominalizationfunction in
(7), which mapsany proposgtion to its entity correlte. (1" is a definite
operator.)

(7) 1f p€ Dy, then™(p) =[P : vw e p:w < xP] and™P(p) € Dyq.

% In unary-branctmg structuresthe mother node inherits the denotationof its daughter.|
assumaelsofunctionalintersection(see(41)) andthe type-shiftirg operatonoent (seenote 15),
butonly for analyseperipher&to themainargumentFinally, | extensionalizevherevempossible
and allow free shifting betweenextensimal and intensionaldenotatios (Montague’s™ and ¥
operatos). This is importantonly in the discussiorof predicate-NRRsin section8.

4 Someconventions:

(i) xy,z arevariablesoverindividuals, type (e).

(i) p.q arevariablesover propositias, type (s, t).

(i) P,Q arevariablesover setsof propositionstype ((s,t), t).

(iv) f,g arevariablesover propertiestype (s, (e,t)).

(v) F,G arevariablesover setsof propertiestype ((s, <e79)7 t).

(vi) A superscpt on a variableindicatesits sort,sothat X" is a variableof type X of sort
Y.

To emphasie the correspondencea syntactictrace with subscripti is translatedas a free
variableX;. | indicateexplicit world variablesassubscriptsaw]Ax[sob(w)(X)]] = Aw[Ax[soh,(X)]].
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This kind of shift, from the functional domainto the entity doman, is
centralto the semanits of Chiercha 1984 and Chierchia and Turner 1983
(seealso Partee1987 and Chiercha 1998)° The notaion x° indicates an
individual variabk of the propogtion sort;thenatationx < y meansthatxis a
subpartof y. One canconcéve of the outpu of (8) asthe plural individual
composedf all andonly the worlds in the input propostion; (8) illustrates
with a propogtion whosevalueis the trio of worlds wy, w,, ws; | usesmall
capitalsasa shorthawl for expressig nominalzed propositins.

(8) a Awftoughy(ali)] = {wq, Wy, Wg}
b. "POwtoughy(ali)]) = [wi @ W, @Pws] = [ALHS-TOUGH]

| stress, however, that nothing hinges on the decision to model
nominalzed propostions in this way. The ontology assignedthes objects
doesnot affectthe soundnesof the underlyng mathemaits, andthe present
analysisdepend only on the claim that natural languagesmake use of
propositons both as setsof worlds and asindividuals, not on the natue of
this division. Extensive independent evidence for the use of "P on
propositons, and in particular on those expressd by matrix clauses is
provided in sectim 4.1. In section 6, | motivate a restricion on the
applicatbnof (7) thatlinks it to a specificsyn@actic configuration, modifying
the restrictian that Chierchia (1984sect.1) proposes.

Also appr@riatelyincluded with the axiomsarethe denottionsfor lexica
items, becasetheseare cental in determining whatwe canderive (i.e., the
rangeof possiblemeaningsfor syniactic structuresthatarepredictedto exist).
The two thatform the core of my proposils arethos for asmorphenesand
NRR pronouwns, staed in (9) and (10), respectively. The denotationfor as
morphenesis motivated at length in Potts,forthcaming.

(9) as=2Q € Dysp,y [Ap € Disyy 1 Q(p) is true [p]]
(10) which = Af € Dy [AXP € Dyg) 1 Q(X) is true [x]]

These denottions are strucurally identical but differ with respectto
argumen types:Astakes a setof propositims asits first argumen, returning
a partial idertity function on propositons. In contrast, the first argumem to
whichis a setof nominalizedpropodgtions; theresultof appicationis a partial
identity function on nomiralized propostions.

Given the conmplexity of thesemeanimgs, it is worth paushg to analyze
their role in the compositional semantis. Since the focus of this paperis
NRRs,| illustratewith which, indicating whereasdiffers. (11) is the structure
andsenanticsfor a typical NRR clause.

5 In section8, | adopta variation of P, here symbolizedas ™, that takes propertiesto
individud conceptdfrom (s, (et)) to (s€)).
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(11) a. whichy Ali noted t;

b. CP:

Ax?: [note(x?)(ali) is true [x”]]

/\

DP: (O
A f[Ax": fix) is true [x7]] WP [note(y”)(ali)]
PN PN
which Ali noted t,

The meanirg of the root node is a partial idertity function from
nominalzedpropogtions to nominalzed propogtions—thatis, anexpression
in (e,e). The heartof the senantics, and the distingushing feature of the
denotationin (10) (and also (9)), is that the clauseis a partial function. |
expresgartid functionsusing the notaion “AX LAY : X(Y) ... is true”, which
is notthe saturaton of anargumenslotin X butratherameandor placingan
additional restriction on the range of possibé argumerts to X, aboveand
beyondtheir types.The notationis borrowedfrom Heim andKratzer(1998),
who useit to express,for exanple, thatbothrequires its restriction to denote
a two-menberedset; (12) is basedon the denotationof Heim and Kratzer
(1998:154)

(22) both =Af: {x: f)} =2 [Ag [f(X) — g(})]]

In paralld with (12), appication of an NRR clauseto a nomimalized
propositon x° succedsjustin ca it is truein the actualworld that(in the
caseof (11)) Ali noted xP. That is, the function’s outputis x° if xP satisfies
this condition, elsethe computaion cannd procesd. Thus, the conient of
the NRR (or the as-clauses)is contibuted solely as a condition on
felicitous contexts—it exists only as a convertionad implicature or
presuppsition. This means that whenan NRR N is adjaned to a clause
C, the semanticvalue of C is exactly whatit would havebeen if N hadnot
beenadjoined see (13).
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(13) a. Edvanishedwhich Ali noted.

b. CP:
[ED-VANISHED]
CP,: CPp:
[ED-VANISHED] Ax?: [note(x?)(ali) is true [x”]]
c:r IP: which Ali noted
Aw|[vanish, (ed)]
Ed vanished

The matrix clauseEd vanishedshiftsto denotea nominalzed propostion,
to provide a suitableargurrent for the NRR. The resut of FA betweenCPx
andCR; is simply this nominalized propodtion agai. Crucialy, thoudh, the
root CPdenotsif andonly if it is truein the actualworld that Ali noted that
Ed vanishedIn thisway, we obtainthe “widestscopé effectassociéedwith
NRRs (Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet 1990:sect. 6.2.1; McCawley
1998:48).° Placingan NRR in the scopeof, for exanple, a negatio, does
not affect the truth of the NRR, becawse it is in fact not even part of the
function that the negationappies to:

(14) It is not the casethat Ed vanishedwhich Ali claimed.

Onepossibe readingof the NRR in (14) is Ali claimedthat Ed vanished
This placesthe NRR in the syntacticscopeof the matrix-clausenegation.Yet
thesentencéasno readng in whichthe NRRis negatedit is infelicitousin a
situatin in which Ali did not claim anything about Ed's vanishing. This
follows directly from the semants above;theresut of appling Ed vanished
to which Ali claimedis justthe propostion that Ed vanished ,whichis in turn
negatedBut calculaton procesdsto this point just in caseAli claimedthat
Ed vanished.

Embeddiny theseclausesunderbeliewe-type predicdes yields additional
evidencein favor of “filtering off’’ their content. For exanple, neither(15a)
nor (15b) entailsthat Jamedelieves anythingat all aboutSid’s asselibn that
Ali is tough

(15) a. Jameshelieves that, as Sid assertedAli is tough
b. ThatAli is tough,which Sid assertd, surprsesJamesa gred
deal.

8 This is true also of asclausesand is also a consequencef their being (partial) identity
functions.
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surprise(james)([ALI-IS-TOUGH])

/\

CP: I
[ALI-IS-TOUGH] Ax[surprise(james)(x)]
/\
CP: CP: suprises James a great deal

[ALI-IS-TOUGH] Ax?: [assert(x” )(sid) is true [x”]]

T~

P IP: which Sid asserted
Aw[tough , (ali)]

PN

That Ali is tough

As the annotitedstrucurein (15c)indicates the lack of this entailmentis
a consguenceof (10). The argumen of the function correspondingto
surprisesJamesdoesnot contain the contentof the NRR.

One could seekto obtain this effect by following McCawley (1998:set.
13b) in adjoining NRRs to the matrix clause obligatorily. Howeve, this
would greatly conplicate represatations,denmandingthat one severall ties
betweenlinear precedene anddominarce (contra the usualaxiomsfor trees;
seePartee ter Meulen & Wall 1993sect.16.3 and Rogers1998:sect 3.2).
What's more,it would requirenew semanticcompositionprinciples,becaise
the phrasethat suppliesthe meaning of the NRR gapwould often not be its
structuré sister. Thesetheoreti@l pointsarein themséves persiasive.There
is empirical evidence against McCawley’s proposal as well. Potts
(forthconing) offers evidencethat as-clause adjoinin the mamer of regular
adverbialphrases. Similar argumetts justify roughly the sameanajsis of
NRRs.Spacepreclude afull discussion,butthefollowing caseis suggetive:

(16) a. ThatAli is tough which Jamegepoted in the paperssurprised
everyone.
i. NRR = JamesgepotedthatAli is toughin the papes.
i. NRR # Jamegepoted thatit surprisedeveryonethat Ali is
tough

7 A pieceof evidencefor this treatmeniof as-clauseadjunctionthat is not providedin Potts,
forthcaming, is that if such a clause intervenesbetweenverb and object, the object must
scramlte, somethingthe indefinite in (i) and (i) cannotdo.

(i) Esistklar, dassHelmut,wie du ja gesagthast,Kartoffeln essermichte.
it is clearthat Helmut as yourrTsaid havepotatoes eat would-like
‘It is clearthat Helmutlikes, asyou said,to eatpotatoes.’

(i) *Es ist klar, dassHelmut Kartoffeln, wie du ja gesagthast,essemmochte.
it is clearthat Helmutpotatoes as yourrT said haveeat would-like
‘It is clearthat Helmutlikes to eat,asyou said, potatoes.’
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b. ThatAli is toughsurprisedeveryonewhich Jameseportal in the
papers.
i. NRR # JamegepotedthatAli is toughin the papers.
ii. NRR = Jamegepoted thatit surprised everyonethat Ali is
tough.

Theseexamplesareunambigious.(16a)doesnot havea readingin which
Jamegepotedthatit surprisedeveryore thatAli is tough.In contast,(16b)
hasonly this reading.But on a treatment in which NRRs adjoin at the root
node,theseexampleshave exactly the sameconstituen strucures,differing
only in the placenent of the NRR in the string Thereseemdo be no natural
way to obtain interpretive contasts like theseif NRRs are syntctically
invariantin their adjunction point. But they follow directy from anaccount
basedon (10), which demandsdirect adjunction of the NRR to its argumen

With this undestandig of the proposedmeanirgs for NRR- and as
morphenesasbackgound,| turn, in sections3—7,to argumeis for the point
of divergencebetwea (9) and (10). gap/variabé type.

3. The Syntactic Status of the Gaps

It is usefulto begin probing theseclausesby gainng an undestandirg of
their internal syntax. This secti: investigatesthe nature of the tracesin
exampeéslike (17).

(A7) a. ..as Ali knows b. ...which Ali knows
PP CP
/\ /\
P CP DP, 1P
as CP, 1P whichDP I/
YANDZAN YANDZAN
oppP T Ali 1 VP
YANDZN |
Ali 1 VP [PRES]V t
| |
[PRES] V 1 knows
|
knows

As indicated, the gross synfactic structure of theseclausesis slightly
different, but mogly in ways that do not significantly affect semantic
composiion. Stowel (1987:set. 1.1) and Potts(forthcoming) arguethat as
clausesarePPs The complementCPto the headP’, as containsanextraced
null operatorin its specifier. Movemer is forced by thelexicd propeties of
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as which requires a set of propogtions as its argumets in defining the
syntacticselectioral propertes of as, one mustsayonly that as selectsfor a
(tensed)CP complement.

In contras, which is an actualextractee Evidencethatit is the moverin
NRRs comes from pied-piping (Ali is tough of which we were easily
persuadegdseeStowell 1987:sect2.1). Again, movemat is forcedto avoid a
type mismath: which requires a set of propogtions as its argumen (type
{{s,t),1)) butit is undetyingly the sisterof know an intension& two-place
relation betwee propostions andindividuals (type (s, {(s,t), (& t)))).

The work of Stowell (1987:set. 2.2) and Postal(1994) providesa sound
basisfor the conclusionthat as-clausegapsare non-DPgaps,wherea NRR
gaps are in fact nominal Clear evidence comes from casesin which
extractiondetermiresa prepgition, onethatis illicit whenthe complementis
clausal.The sentencein (18) and(19) are basedon examplesrom Stowel
(1987:set. 2). (Seealso Postal1994:72ff)

(18) a We areaware(*of) that the earthis round.
b. Theearthis round,aswe arewell awae (*of).
c. *Theearthis round, of aswe arewell aware.

(19) a. We areaware*(of) the fact that the earthis round.
b. The earthis round, which we arewell aware*(of).
c. Theearthis round,of which we arewell aware.

With regad to these‘‘eperthetic” prepositins, as-clausegaps pattern
with CPs and NRR gapswith DPs. Following Stowel (1987) | claim the
parallelin (18) indicatesthat the gapin as-clausess, syntacically, a CP.

The sameargumemn can be mace basedon Geman verbs that either
optionally or obligatorily takeprepositonal complemers. Verbssuchassich
beklageniber (‘to compldn about’), which obligatorily selecttheir PPs,do
not have well-formed asclauses nor do they take nonextaposeddass
complemats. But they form NRRsin which the prepositon is incorporated
into the relaive pronoun realizedin suchcase aswo-; (20) illustrates®

(20) a. Erbeklage sichimmer *(dartber), dasser kein Geld
he comgainedself always thereaboutthat heno money
hatte.
had

b. *Er beklage sich Uber, dasser kein Geld hatte.
he comgained self aboutthat he no moneyhad

8 The verb klagen (‘to complain’), which can be usedwithout a preposition yields nice
minimal pairs,asit haswell-formedwie-clausesbut no NRRs:
(i) Er hatkein Geld, {wie/*was} er immer klagt.

hehasno moneyas/which he alwayscomplains
‘He hasno money,as/whichhe alwayscomplains.’
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c. *Er hattekein Geld, wie er sichimmer beklagte (Uber).
hehad no mone as he self alwaysconplainedabout

d. Er hattekein Geld, wortiber  er sichimmer beklagte.
hehad no moneg where-abouthe sef alwayscomplaned

Verbssuchassicherinnern(an) (‘to remembel), which optionally select
PPs, have well-formed asclauss only when the F° is not realized. The
correspading NRRs mustconiin an incorporatedprepgsition:

(21) a. 1989fiel die Mauer,{woranf*was} ich mich erinnen kann.

1989fell the wall whee-on/whch| sef remenbercan
b. 1989fiel die Mauer,wie ich mich (*daran) erinnern kann.
1989fell thewall as | self there-onremembercan

c. lIcherinnee mich *(an) denFall der Maue.
| remenberself on the fall of-thewall

Again, the Germanverbs show one behaviorwith DP and NRR gapsand
anotherwith CP and as-clausegaps.

Postal(199472) observeghat as-clauseextracton is possibé with verbs
like boastandcomment which do not allow DP objects and,in fact, require
CP complanents.Here againthe oppositeobtans for NRRs:

(22) a. Albert {boastedtcommeted/comphined} that the resuts were
fantastt.
b. Theresultswere fantastc, as Albert {boasted/cormented
complaned}.
(23) a. *Al bert{boasted/commentedcomplaned} {that/it/a belief that the
resultswere fantasic}.
b. *The resuts were fantastc, which Albert {boasted¢ommente/
complaned}.

Stowell (1987 sect.2.2) suppots this contrastusing raising verbs which
takeclausal,but not DP, conplemerts, asin (24). His observatios extend to
German,asin (25).

(24) a. It appearg*a fact) thatthe earthreally is round.
b. The earthis round,{as/*which} it appears.

(25) Helmut, {wi e/*was} esunsschien,hat zu viel Curry Wurg
Helmut as/which it us seens hastoo much Curry Wurg
gegessen.
eaten
‘Helmut, {as/*which} it seemdo us, haseatentoo much curry-aked
sausage.
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A subtler argument basd on selectional specifics starts from the
observatiorthat as-clausegapsare insensitive to antipronomnal contexts—
positionsblocking weakdefinite pronowns. This is seenin (26), in which the
verb tell is usedin its ‘determine’ sense Postal (19984) cites (26a) as
evidencethatthis siteis antippnomind andobserveghatsuchsitescorrelate
strongly with failed NRR formaion (among othe extractiors), suggetng
that this extractbn type—a B-extaction in his terminolbgy—demandsa
silent wesk pronoun in its gap site? In contast, asclause like (26c) are
unproblemait.

(26) a. We couldtell {*it /that/thatAmeswasa spy} just by looking in his

martini glass.

b. *Ames wasa spy, which; we could tell t; just by looking in his
martini glass.

c. Ameswasaspy,as we couldtell t; just by lookingin his martini
glass.

| canaddto the abovesetof argunentsfor a syrtactic contastin gap
type that as-clause gaps canna host resumpive prorouns®® Although
islandsavingresumpion is not robustin English, evenfor DP extrection
(but seePrince1990),asclausesseemnot to allow this stratgy at all; see

® The validity of this implication is perhapsin doubt.Onefinds examplessuchas (i).

(i) “How far awaythis goeson | can'ttell.”
—RichardFord. 1989. Accommalations.In The BestAmericanEssaysl989 ed. G.
Wolff, 114.New York: Ticknor & Fields.

However Postal's(1998)generalizations animplication. In its strongesform, it saysthatif a
speakeljudgessite X antiprononinal, thenhe disallows,for example topicalizaton from X. So
(i) is acounterexarple only if Fordrejectstheit in (23a).This cannotbetakenfor granted;some
speakerslo notdeemthis site antipronomirl; seethe booktitle in (ii) andalsoLevine 2001 (ex.
(48a,b)).

(i)  Boutell,H. S.1949.First editionsof todayand howto tell them:American British, and
Irish. 3d ed.,rev. andenl. by RogerBoutell. University of California PressBerkeley,
California.

10 The argumenfrom resumptivepronounss not availablefor German Merchant(2001:sect
4.3.2.2)concludedrom an extensie factualsurveythat German'seemsnot to possesshe kind
of resumptivestrategyfamiliar from English’ (p. 162). Webelhuth(1992:sect3.3.6) offers the
samedescriptivegeneralizéion, citing (i) asaninstanceof failed resumption Exampleg(ii) and
(iif) showthatthe samefactsobtainin island contexts.

0] [DassMaria wegfénrt] bereueich (*es).
That Maria leaves regret | it
‘That Maria is leaving,| regret.’

(i) Maria ist weggeféren,was ich (*es) bereue.
Mariais left which | (it) regret
‘Maria left, which | regret.’

(iii) ??Mariaist weggefairen,was ich fragte Juan,wanner (*es) lernte.
Mariais left which| askedJuan when he (it) learned
‘Maria left, which | askedJuanif he knew.’
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(27). (Tharks to JamesDarrow for assistane in constricting plausible
tests.)

(27) a. [Proposition 209]; wasthe measurethat they eleced a candidag¢
who had madeit clearthat shewasagainstit;. (Merchaat 2001
(69Db))
b. *Durians are delicious, as Chris askedNina whether shereadthe
magazne article that said{it/that}.

Once agan, whichrelatives contras with asclauss in this regad,
suggestig a DP gap:

(28) Duriansare delicious, which, Chris askedNina whether shereadthe
magazinearticle that said {it ,/that;}.

The proposl that these clauses gaps differ in syntacic type is well
supporte.** This is strongindirect evidencefor a semanticcontast of the
sort proposedin (9) and (10). The Montagovian premise that syntactic
categoy determires semantic type is deniedin sone framewoks (Bittner
1999,amang others) but eventhesesystens maintan acloselink atthelevel
of basictypes,the divergercesshowng up only in the resuts of complex
type-shifing. Soit seemsclearthatthe abovesyntacic contrastsshout not
be obscued in the senantics. What's more, there is extensive, purely
semanticevidencefor the contrast.| turn to that now.

4. The Status of the Semanic Variables

This sectionmotivates both the presenceof " in the semantis andthe type
distinctions in the denotaions of secton 2. The main argurrent is from the
contrag in (29) and (30), which involves wha | call the CP-equatve
construgion.*?

(29) a. Joanhatesparties,which (they told us) wasthe problem.

b. JoanhasstPartyswasdasProblemwar. (German)

c. Joanhaderfester,hvilket er problerret. (Danish)
(30) a. *Joanhatesparties,as(they told us) wasthe problem.

b. *JoanhasstPartys,wie dasProbemwar. (German)

c. *Joanhaderfester somer problemet (Danish)

! However thesetestsfail to showa contrastn Danish.Both som(‘as’) andhvilket (‘which’)
occurwith the samerangeof verbsanddo not showthe expectedvariablebehaviorwith respect
to their syntactic gaps. This might be relatedto the fact that som also functiors as a DP-
modifying relative pronoun.

12 Equativesarealsocommonlycalled specification& sentencessothesecould alsobe called
specificatonal-CP constructios. But the label “CP-equaive” emphasies the challengethe
constructionposes.
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Accountingfor the possilility of (29), asagainst(30), requiresa closelook
at this brandof equatiwe in geneal, sol turn to thatfirst. Section4.1 yields
strongsuppot for “P asa function from propostions to entities, operding on
matrix and embeddedCPs.

4.1 Interpreting CP Equdives

Paradigm(31) introducesthe CP-equéve constuction morefully.

(31) a. The{problem/facisuggesbn} is that Joanhatesparties.
b. ThatJoanhatespartiesis the {problem/fact/siwggestiam}.
c. {A/One} leading ideais that spacehasfifty dimensions
d. Givenall the hooplaover string theay, it mustbe the casethat
SOME proposl madeat the conferenceis that spacehasfifty
dimensions
e. Thatspacehasfifty dimensonswasChuck’sbiggest discovey.

These sentences display nearly all the defining traits of equative
constructios, according to the diagnosics provided by Heycockand Kroch
(1999:set. 3.2.2; hereafterH&K).*3

First, DP equativeslack small-dausecounterrts:

(32) a. *I consideryour attitude toward Jonesmy attitude toward Davies.
b. *I considermy attitudetoward Davies your attitudetoward Jones.
(H&K:(29))

These failures are unsuprising. Small clauses are predicdive con
structiors (Patee 1987:sect2.2). Becaug equaties assertidentity, neither
constituemis predicatef the other.Thus,theassumgion that CP-equatives
assertan equality relation predics the starsin (33). (I cite (33c) to deflect
objectionsfrom “internality” effectsassociatedvith finite CPs[R0ss1967;
Postal1998sect.4.21.3.2].)

13 Therearejust two differencesbetweertheseandregular(DP) equativesFirst, CPequatives
allow extractionof their preverbalargument (i) is H&K'’s (41a).

(i) *[Which of the themes] do you think t; is that phraseof music?

SecondH&K (p. 378,n.9) observethatDP-equativesllow across-the-tardextraction.(iiia)
is theirs; (iiib) extendsthe observatia to other symmetricpredicate (Paul Postal,p.c.).

(i) ?[Whichidea}, did you saythe only argumentfor t, is that Joanapproesof t;?
(iii) a.[Which city]; is your opinion of t; my opinion of t;?
b. [Which proposal] doesEd’s disparagem of t; just reflect his ignoranceof t;?

Unlike (iii), (i) seemgo havelife, if atall, only asa parasitic-gp case.
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(33) a. *I considerthe problemthat sheis bonkers.
b. *I considerthat sheis borkersthe problem.
c. *l considerit the problem that sheis bonkes.

Second,unlike nonequtive copularsentencs, both argumets admit of
NRR modification.Example(34) involvesa smallclauseto block anequative
reading.

(34) | considerRita the duty nurse(*, who is very efficient). (H&K: (32a))

(35) Theduty nurse,who is very efficient, is Rita, who | am very fond of.
(H&K:(31a))

(36) Theproblem which Ed hasalreadypointedout, is thatJoanis bonkes,
which we didn’t know whenwe hired her.

NRRs modify only individual-denoing nominals (Karttunen 1969:sect
1.1; seesectin 8 for a genealization of this statemet). Thus, they cannot
adjoin to the predicdive the duty nursein (34), which, despiteits definite
morphobgy, denotesa propery, herepredicded of theindividual denoed by
Rita. The pair of grammaical NRRs in (36) meansthat it involves two
individual-denothg expressions.

In sum thelabel “CP-equative’ for (31) seemgustified. But H&K (sect.
4) arguepersuasivel that equaives demandype-identity of their argumers
(cf. Parteel986; Patee 2000 endosesthe H&K analysisfor English). CP-
equativesseenmnotto med this requiranentandsoshouldbe uninteipretable;
see(37)115

(37) a. The problemis that the types don’t match.

b. 1P

/\

DP,: I":
[wP:problem(x”)]  Ag[g = Aw[~match,,(the-types))]]

AN

The problem I: CP:
Ap[Aglp =41 Aw[~(match,, (the-types))]
| PN
is that the types don’t match

141 assumehat equativebe takesany pair of like arguments—thizis, be = AX € D, [LY € D,
[X=Y].

Tree(37) doesnot depictbe with a small-clauseeomplement! follow H&K in assuminghat
bein fact selectsfor a small clause but this is not directly relevant.The type mismatchwould
simply occurlower in the structure(inside the small clause).

15 The challengeCP-equaties poseis not specific to the equativeanalysis.Partee(1986,
1987),for instance assumeshat be takesargumens of type (t) andtype (t,t), wherert is any
type; applicationis predication.Shouldtwo individuals meet,one shifts by ibent, definedas
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However, the set of principlesoutlined in section2 allows a successfl
derivation. If the meanimg of the typesdon’t matchshifts by P thenthe two
argumets of be aretype-identicd; see(38).

(38) a. The problemis thatthe typesdon’t match.

b. 1P:
[THE-TYPES-DON’T MATCH] = [1x?: problem(x”)]
DP: |
[x?: problem(x”)] AY[[THE-TYPES-DON'T MATCH] = y]
PN —
The problem I: CP:
AxP[AyP[xP=y”]] [THE-TYPES-DON'T MATCH]
is w CP:
Aw [not(match(the-types))]

PN

that the types don’t match

The semanics of (38) equateshe nominalzed proposition corresponthg to
that the typesdon’t matchwith the uniquesalientproblem, asdesired

Support for this interpretation comesfrom the distribuion of quantfied
expressionskor instane, suppog we allow the propostion in (39a)to shift
to the generalize quantfier type (39b).

(39) a.P(ww[hate,(partieg(joan) = [JOAN-HATES-PARTIE] = T
b. Af[f([s0AN-HATES-PARTIE])]

This yields a semantially well-formed structure for (40ab), but they
violate condtions on the use of thee quantified DPs, which presuppse
nonnull,nonsingetondomains(#Everyautha of Lolita collecded butterfiies
seePartee1987127).

(40) a. *{Ev ery/Each problemwasthat Joanhatesparties.
b. *{Bot h/Many} problens were that Joanhatesparties.
c. {Every/Each} recen proposal{claims/says}that spacehasfifty
dimensions

The nominalzation operation also affords a method for interpreting
nominalslike the proposal that we destroy Alaska’s pricelesswilderness

be = AX € D, [AY € D, [X = Y]]. For (37), this yields argumentsf type (et) and(st) if the-
problem shifts by ibent. If ~[Aw[match,,(the-type§] shifts, then the argumens are of type
({st),t) and(et). Sothe type mismatchremains.
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which canreceivethe sametreatment asin (38), sanshe but with the addition
of a shift of the nominalzed proposition by ibeEnT (seenote 15) so that it
denotesa (singleton) setand canintersect with proposal

(41) Georgefavorsthe proposl that we destroyAlaska.
a. proposal ~» AxP[proposal(x’)]
b. that we destoy Alaskas
iDenT (“P(Aw[destroy,,(alaskd(we)])) = AyP[y® = [we-DESTROY-
ALASKA]]
c. proposl that we destoy Alaska~
LZ°[proposalz’) A Z° = [we-DESTROY-ALASKA]]

We alsoneed " for clausalapposiive expressionssuchas (42).

(42) a. Eddielost his housein a gameof jacks—apretty silly move.
b. Walt is getting married—asurprisng developnent.

Here we have, in effect, predicative construdions; (42b) saysthat the
initial propodtion is in the setof surprisng developmerg. Theseexampks
aresignificant becasetheyindicatethatP canapply evento matrix clauses
which we requirefor derivatians suchas (13), repeatd here

(43) a. Edvanishedwhich Ali noted.
b. CP:

[ED-VANISHED]

/\

CP,: CP3:
[ED-VANISHED] Ax?: [note(x?)(ali) is true [x”]]
c IP: which Ali noted

Aw[vanish,, (ed)]

PN

Ed vanished

At this point, one might object that we have not in fact obtained such
evidence Thesefacts showthat we mug, in sone case, allow clausesand
NPs to enteg into equative or predicdive relatons with each othe. But
couldn’t this be doneequallywell by allowing certan NPsto denot setsof
propositions? | think the armswer is no, but the hypotheds is worth
exploring.*®

16 My thanksto an anonymais Syntaxreviewerfor challengingcomments.
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Supposethat NPsof the classrepresatedby problem idea, proposl, and
claim (but nat, e.g.,book compute) denotesetsof propositons ratherthan
setsof entities of the propodtional sort This hasundesiableimplications. At
the theoreti@al level, it entails widespred polymorphism, as suggeted by
(44) and (45).

(44) a. aninterestingidea~~ interesting = Ap[interesting(p)] (type
((s,1),1)
b. aninteresting painting ~~+ interesting Ax[interesting(x)] (type
(et))
(45) a. theidea~~» the = AP[1p: P(p)] (type ({(s,t),1), (S t)))
b. the painting ~~+ the = AM[1p : f(p)] (type ((e1),€))

This polymoiphism would spread throughoutthe lexicon, adverbs,for
example,would have to take both kinds of adjectives as their argumets;
determirer modifierslike almostwould be similarly amhiguous.Thereseems
not to be motivation for this complication, which we avoid entirdy if nouns
of the idea classdenot ses of entities and CPsdenot in two domains

Moreover, as Chierchia (1984:set. 1) forcefuly argues, allowing CPsto
denotein (e) actually reducesthe extentof type-ambiguity in the lexicon,
sinceit meansthatthe mary verbsthattakebothclausalandnominal subjects
can have the sametype in either case. Furthermoe, the argumens for
determinng gap type (see sectim 3) indicate that topicalized CPs leave
nominal gaps, so that one has exampes like the (46a) and (46b), which
parallel (18b) and (22b).

(46) a. [ThatSoniaattendtheinterview]s, | couldn’tinsist*(on) t;. (Postal
1994:(23d)
b. *[That the resuts were fantastc],, Albert boastedt;.

Greek exampeslike (47), in which noncompémentCPstake a definite
determirer (hereto (‘the’)), suggesthestrongehypahesisthatsomeCPsare
themselve nominal bothwhentheyarein situ, asin (47a) anddispaced,as
in (47b,c).(My tharks to Anastasa Giann&idou [p.c.] for theseexanples.)

(47) a. Nomizooti [*(to) oti to ekane]ine apistdto.

I.think that thethatit he.dd is unbelievable
‘| think thatit's unbelievable that he did it.’

b. Nomizooti ine apistdto [to oti to ekang.
I.think thatit.is unbelievablethe thatit he.did
‘| think it is unbelievablethat he did it.’

c. [To oti to ekane]lnomizooti ine apigefto.
the thatit he.did I.think thatit.is unbelievable
‘That he did it | think is unbelievable.’
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In sum the assumpbn that CPscan shift from the propostional to the
entity doman is widely supportel by the currentproposas for NRRsand by
otherphenomenaMoreover, it is theoreti@ally parsinonious.Allowing NPs
to shift from sets of entities to sets of propositions leads only to
complicatons!’

4.2 CP-Equdives’ Interactionwith As and NRRs

Anotheradvantageo assumng that P mustbe usedto derivea nominalzed
propositon in CPequaivesis thatit yieldsanimmediateexplanationfor (29)
and (30). The English casesarerepeatedn (48).

(48) a. Joanhates parties,which; (they told us)t; wasthe problem
b. *Joan hatesparties,as Op; (theytold us) t; wasthe problem.

Forthelower clausesn thes exampes|t; wasthe probleni to recave an
interprettion, the semant type of t; mug be of the entity (nomiralized
propositon) sort. Thus,the lexicd denotatiorfor asofferedin (9) entailsthe
failure of (48b) By (9), asclausesarepartid functionsfrom propogtions to
propositons.Butt, in (48b)mug correspadto anindividualvariable.Thus,
we havea function applicdion freeze-upat the PP levd:

(49) a. *Joanhatesparties,asOp; t; wasthe problem

b. PP:
/\
P CP:
20 [Ap : Q(p) is true [p]] Ay”[the-problem = y”] +—type (e,t) after binding
A /\
as CP IP
f A Az?: [the-problem = z”]
type ((s2,0),{(s,0)(s,1))) Op /\

type (e)—1, I':
Ay*[the-problem = y 7]
I: DP:
AxP[Ay?[xP=yP]] [P :problem(x?)]

I PN

was the problem

17 More directly empirical objectionsmight derive from coordination

(i) We admirethe ideaandthe book that followed.
(i) They offeredus a plan andthe necessaryunds.
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Functionapplicaion cannotyield avaluefor the PPnode:asrequires a set
of propostions—type ((s, t), t)—asits argumen, butit is sisterto atype (e )
expressionwhich is required by the equaive natue of the complanent CP
andthefactthatthe problemdenotesn (e). TheNRR case(48a)reslits in no
suchhalt to thetype-diven semants, giventhe denotaion of (10). Exanple
(48a)is interpretedasin (50).

(50) a. Joanhatesparties,which; t; wasthe problem
b. CP:

/\

DP: (oF
M [Ax? : fixP) is true [x”]] Az ?[the-problem = z 7| <—type (e, after binding

which 1P:
t Az”[the-problem = z”]
type ((e,0),(e.e)) T
type (e)—»1, I

Ay *[the-problem = y 7]

/\

I: DP:
MP[Ay?[xP=yP]] M [Ax?: fix?) is true [x7]]

was the problem

Adjoining this clauseto the CP Joan hatesparties correcty equaesits
denotationwhich mustbe the nominalzed propositon [J0AN-HATES-PARTIES],
with the denotaion of the idea

5. Extraction Contrasts

Ross(1984)opensby citing theexampesin (51) andsaying, “Very puzzing,
on thefaceof it, for it is appaentthat the main clausein [(51)] is in some
sensethe deepobject of realize ... Why shoull the negatiwes be fine in
which-clauses, but excludedin as-clauses?’(p. 258).

(51) a. This mistcan’t lag, asMorpho and Hoppy (*don’t) realize.
b. This mist can't lagt, which Morpho and Hoppy (don't) realize.

If theideadenotes propositin, butthe bookthat followeddenotesanindividual, thenno natural
typeassignmento andwill allow (i). Presumaly, it would be necessaryo includetheinverseof
P amongthe axioms, to allow the idea to denotein the entity domain. This explanationis
curious;the shiftedmeaningderivedby this inversewould be intuitively the mostnaturalfor it,
given that the idea patternssyntactically with other individud-denoting expressionsOn the
assumpbn thatthe ideais alwaysan individual, this exampleis routine.But, again,this means
that CP-equatiesand NPslike proposalthat we destroyAlaskadenotesetsof individuals.
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Onceagain,Rosslocaesthe tip of a very largeiceberg This asymmety
holdsalsofor all selecive islands(islands thatallow some,usuallynominal
elementsto cross their boundaies). In short NRR formation is sometines
possibk from selectiveislands As-clauseextractionis strictly island bound.

In sectin 5.1, | show how the statusof the NRR and asclausegaps
combines with the central proposl of Crest (1995)to predict the different
islandextracton behavor. Section5.2 turnsto the difficult issueof negative
contexs like (51). My intentthereis to clarify the factual situation, thereby
providing a soundemgrical bass for a future account.

5.1 Selecive Islands

The commentfrom Ross(1984)cited abovecould easilybe framedin terms
of initially puzzling pairslike (52) and (53), which involve adjunct andwh-
islands,respectively.

(52) a. ?Aldrich wasa spy,which; the investigabr balkedbefore
admitting (that he knew) t;.
b. *Aldrich wasa spy, asOp, the investigabr balkedbefore
admitting (that he knew) t;.
(53) a. ?Aldrich wasa spy,which; the investigabr askedwhether the
pressknew t;.
b. *Aldrich wasaspy,asOp; theinvestigatoraskedvhetherthepress
knewt,.

Througtout, the extracteeis the argumen of know and seemsto be a
sententié proform. But if NRR extracton targes (e)-type phrasesand as
clausescannot,thenthe contrass can be attributedto Crest's (1995)island
extracton filt er (54), which findsit rootsin the work of Cinque(1990)and
Frampbn (1991:set. 5.2) and is given a synfctic interpretaion in Postal
1998.

(54) a. Only phrasef type (€) canescae islands
b. *[cp[X[cp-.. 1l , whereX is not of type (e).

Specificaly, only individual-level phrasesescae islands becauseonly
they canresgectthefilter in (53b), in which X is adjanedto CP. Assuning,
as Cresti does,that CP-adjnctionis the only way to escge an island, we
derive the contastsin (51) and (52).

It is worth noting that Cresti’'sargumeis for (54) are basedon factsthat
are quite different from the onesat issue here. In particular, she aims to
accountfor a range of interpretive contrass involving how many-type
questims in island contexts, contrass usually explained by appeé to
syntactic recanstruction. The above thus constitues suppot for her filter
from a partially distinct doman.
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5.2 The NegativeIsland Issue

As noted, Ross’s(1984) paperis largely devoed to the puzzing fact that
NRR extractons easily spannegaive operators,wheres as-clauses seem
unableto do so. His paperopenswith the exanplesin (51), which involve
anti-addtive negatias; as Szabosci and Zwarts (1997) observe the merely
downwad-entailing also tend to yield ill- formed as-clause; see(55) (and
alsoRoss 1984(20)).

(55) a. *Johnis our hero,asyou deny.(Szabolsi & Zwarts1997(40a))
b. Johnis our hero,which you deny.

Although | believe the account develoged here can inform as-clause’
sensitivity to negation,| cannotaddressthe issuein detail. Empiricaly, the
mostsuccessfuproposl is that of Szabolsciand Zwarts 1990 (reviewed in
Szabolsci& Zwarts1997sect.1-3),which saysthatthe context sepaatingas
and its clause’sgap cannotbe downwad entailing. It rightly predics, for
examplethata doubke negaion correcs things,since theresultis anupwad-
entailing context(e.g., Ameswasa spy,as no one {* believegdenieg).

But in light of the mary attestedexanples suchas (56)—(57)it seems
wrong to conclude that a narrowy grammaticd (or semantally rigid)
restriction is at work here, so the rea®ning of sectim 5.1 is not propely
extendedo thes case.

(56) “Now then:two plustwo is four, asyou well know. And, of
coursejt canbe proved thattwo plustwo is four. ... And, asmay
not be quite soclear, it canbe provel thatit canbe provedthat
two plustwo is four, aswell.”

—GeorgeBoadlos. 1998.Giddel's Secondncomplketeness heoran
explainedin words of onesyllable. In Logic, Logic, and Logic, ed.
R. Jeffrey,411. Cambridye, Mass: HarvardUniversity Press

(57) “We don't haveenoughof it. Space.Not in the cities. Not on the
land, and,aswe dorit needto tell you, not in the libraries.’
—Ad for Universty Microforms,quated by Nicholson Bakerin
“Deadline,” TheNew Yorker, July 24, 2000 (p. 49).

Similarly, Ross (1973:1%, (v)) cites(58) aswell formed
(58) Even Mongolia is overcrowdedasfew studens will admit.
Thesecase possbly admit of a pragmatcally basedexplanatims. One
might arguethat (57) is fine becasethe as-clauseamountso asyoualready

know anupwardentailing context Whenthis implication is not presentthe
caseshecone deviant:

© Blackwell Publisherd_td, 2002



76 ChristopherPotts

(59) a. *I atecerealfor breakfag asl didn’'t needto tell you—the
informaton is useless
b. *Sue and| are meetingon Monday, aswe don’t needto inform
Ed—he’s not coming.
c. | atecerealfor breakfas, which | didn’t needto tell you—the
information is useless

But (56) might demanda rather different apprach. Like mary such
exampes, it first sek up a positive context—usinga postive as-clause—and
then offers a counerpoint. See also (60) and (61), the latter my own
concocton.

(60) “He was concened at first that | might be (as he said) a spy for the
competition (or possiby, as he didn't say, a govenmentinspector)
but I explaired that | wasjust a journaist curiousaboutfamihi and,
trusting soul he relaxed”

—David Quanmen.2000.0ne man’smed. TheBailerplate Rhing, p.
135.New York: Scribrer.

(61) Georgeis tough,asis well known. But he is also lovable, asis not so
well known.

The negativeas-clausesin (56), (59), and (60) might be pragmatically
licensedby theonesthatprece@ them.Considerfor example{(61). Borrowing
someof thetermsin SzabolscandZwarts1997(pp. 236ff), onemight saythat
theinitial as-clause—asis well known—denoteghesetof propositionghatare
well known. This setis thus madesdient. Whenthe secondas-clause—asis
notwell known—arrives this salientsetcanbeinspectedexhaustivelyto make
surethe proposition correspondindo Georgeis lovableisn't in it. Absentthe
invocationof theutteredpropdsitionsoneis left to searcithemuchlargerse of
setsof worldsincompatiblewith what's well known.

Thisdoesnotexplain why negative NRRsdo not requirecontextialization.
But thes datagreadly clarify theempiricalsituation. For instan@, we seethat
structurdly isomoiphic exanples such as (59) can contras. This shout
inform future theorizirg, suggestingn particularthat a synfactic account is
unlikely to be correct The currentproposal in which NRR variablesare
individuals and as-clause variables are propostions, seemstherefore to
providea promising stating point (seealsoKuno & Takami1994)8

18 A reviewerobserveshatas-clausesandNRRscanbe coordinaedwith eachother,asin (i).
(i) Ameswasa spy, asthe papersnotedandwhich the FBI denied.
Whatis thetype of the sentencéAmeswasa spy? Onthe presentanalysistheas-clauserequirest
to be propositional,whereaghe NRR requiresit to be anindividud. Thus, (i) seemso posea
gravedifficulty. Butit is morefruitful to view (i) asanindicationthatthereexistsa limited class

of structuresin which as-clausescan assumethe type of NRRs. This could in turn inform an
accountof the puzzlingcaseof well-formedas-clauseextractionovernegation it could be that
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6. “Ignored’’ Negations

Chierchia (198448) suggets that the nominalzation of propositims is
explicitly linked to a filled complenentizernode—that or for in English.For
him, this providesa naturalexplanaion for the obligatory presencef thatin
finite subject CPs (*Ali is tough stumed Geage). | propo® to follow
Chierchiapart of the way, with the restricion on CP nominalizationin (62).

(62) The nominalizationoperator ® canapply to a propostion p only in this
strucure (in which a is any syntacticcategoy label):

CP:"(p)

T

c:mr a:p

Thus, like Chierchia, | propo® that " cannotapply to anything but full
clauses But the evidencepresntedhere suggets that P appliesto matrix
clausespothin NRR adjunctionsandin clausalapposiiveslike (42),sol am
forcedto denythatthe distribution of overtcomplanentizesis linked to the
distribution of nominalzed propostions (though complenentizes can, of
course,denoe ).

A strongargumen thatthis conditionis operdive begnswith (63) which
is amhiguows betweea the informal paraphraesof the as-clausein (63a,b).

(63) “I hadfound,in writing aboutthe Starr Reportandits accompaying
volumes proof that Linda Tripp had not requied, as the Timeskept
repoting, a setof “elves,” underthe direcion of the literary agent
LucienneGoldberg,to make her way, surrepitiously, and at the last
minute, to the special proseutor’s office. She had, in fact, been
working for that office for almostfour yeass.”

—RenataAdler, “A courtof no apped’ Harper's Magaine, August

2000(p. 75).

a. Asclause= the Timeskeptreportingthat Linda Tripp had not
requireda setof “elves’ ...

b. Asclause=the TimeskeptreportingthatLinda Tripp hadrequired
asetof “elves” ...

In this case the author makesfairly clearthat (63b),in which the negaton
in the initial dechrativeis “ignored,” is the intendeal interpretaion. Potts
(forthconing) arguesat length that this ambiguity, which exigs alsoin (at
least) Geman, Danish, and Thai, follows essentially from the lexicd
propertiesof asmorphenes:their only requiremat is thatan (s, t) function

theyinvolve as-clausesvith NRR semanticsAs notedelsewheren this paper,Danishdoesnot
always draw a firm distinction betweenas-clausesand NRRs. This might occur in other
languagesswell. The negative-islad contrastgthoughnot their source)might thenreduceto
the questionof what conditionslicenseas-clauseghat denotein the domainof NRRs.
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supply the meaniry of their traces/vaables. Given the VP-intemal subject
hypothess, the VP is of the requiredsemant type. Thus, adjunction to it,

which excludes not, yields the “nonnegated’ (63b) Adjunction to the
negatim-containng IP yields (63a). The details of thesetwo strucuresare
givenin (64) (with somesimplifications).

(64) Linda Tripp hadnot requied a setof “elves,’ asthe Timesrepoted.
a. Asclause=the Timesreportal thatLinda Tripp hadnot required a
setof “elves’ ...
1P:
~[Aw[require , (e/ves)(linda)]|
IP: PP:
~[Aw[require , (elves)(linda)]] Ap[report(p)(times) is true [p]]

/\A

DP, I as the Times reported

A/\

Linda Tripp 1 VP:
| ~[Mw[require , (elves)(x,)]]

had /\

not VP:
rpl~p] Aw[require ., (e/ves)(x;)]

PN

trequired elves

b. Asclause= the Timesreportedthat Linda Tripp hadrequired a set

of “elves” ...
1P:
~[Aw[require , (e/ves)(linda)]|
DP, I
Linda Tripp 1 VP:
| ~[Awlrequire,, (elves)(x,)]]
had /\
not VP:
Ap[~p] Aw[require,, (elves)(x;)]
VP: PP:

Aw[require,, (elves)(x;)] Ap[report(p)(times) is true [p]]

N AN

trequired elves  as the Times reported
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The crucialobsevationis thatNRRsareincapabé of this flexibility. They
permit only strict—"‘negated—r eadings:

(65) Linda Tripp had not requred a set of “elves,” which the Times

repoted.

a. NRR = theTimesrepotedthatLinda Tripp hadnot required a set
of “elves” ...

b. NRR # the Timesreportedthat Linda Tripp had required a setof
“elves” ...

The impossbility of (64b) follows from the restrictian on “® in (62) and
the claim that nonnegatéd readingsrequire adjuncton to VP, the only
propositim-denoting phrasethat excludesthe negatim. By (62), P cannot
apply to this propostion (apper adjoina at this point):*°

(66) VP:

[T;-REQUIRE-ELVES]

/\

VP: CP:

[T-REQUIRE-ELVES] A
/‘\ which the Times reported

P VP:
T Aw[require , (elves)(x;)]
blocked by (62) PN

t required elves

This ambiguity doesnot hinge on negatia per se, only on the synfactic
position of the negativeoperdor. As reviewedin Potts, forthcoming, this
rightly predicts that any VP extern&a operator—amodd operdor, tense
information, and various adverbials—can be excluded from as-clause
interpretaiton. NRRs, howe\er, cannotignore (adjoin under) any of them,
simply becauseloing so leavesthem no composition scheme.

Principle (62) canalso be fruitfully appliedto the contrastbetween(67)
and (68), in which negationis the crucial factor in fosteing the as-clause
ambiguity. (SeePotts,forthcaming, for attestednstanesof this interpretive
freedom,from English aswell as German.)

19 At present| do not havean explanationfor this restriction.However,its sourcemight be
foundin the fact thatthe restrictionhasthe effect of limiting nominalizdion to constituentghat
containall the tense,eventoperatorsand so forth associatedvith the clause,whereasthe VP
probally excludesmany of theseelements.
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(67) No staff memberrequirad assistanceasthe Times(wrongly) reportel.
a. Asclause= the Timesreportal that no staff membe required

assistance
b. Asclause = the Timesreportal that a staff membe requirel
assistance

(68) No stdf membe requirad assisance, which the Times (wrongly)
reported.

a. NRR=theTimesrepotedthatno staff membe requredassstance
b. NRR # the Timesreportal thata staff membe requiredassstance

To extendthe aboveanalyss to this ambiguity, no staff membe required
assistage must house a function that contairs the informaton in the
subject’'srestriction but excludesthe negatie force of its deterniner. To
achievethis, Potts (forthcoming) adaptsLadusav’'s (1992, 1996) proposal
that negaive determirers (no andits anti-addtive brethren,and only them)
areoptionally indefinites, ‘roofed” by anabstrat negatio in a clauselevel
NegP.So the ambiguiy of (67) is alsoone of adjunction.

To derive the lack of suchnonnegéed readingsfrom principle (62) we
needonly adopta structire suchas(69). (Following Ladusaw,| assumehat
the indefinite realizatin of no is licensedby the negatim in Ned in the
mannerof a negatiwe polarity item.)

(69) No staff memberrequired assistanceasthe Times(wrongly) reportel.

a. Asclause= the Timesrepoted that a staff membe requiral

assistance(‘‘nonnegated’ readng)

b. CP:
/\
cr NegP:
~[Aw[3x : staffer,(x)A
require, (assistance)(x)]|

Neg": IP:
Apl~p] Aw[3x : staffer,,(x)A
require, (assistance)(x)]
IP: PP:
dw[3x : staffer,(x)A PN
require, (assistance)(x)] as the Times
/\ wrongly reported
DP;: I’

W Dol3x s staffer (A .0 LN\
A t, required assistance

no staff member
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The unique locusof nominalzationis the C° node which dominatesNed.
Thus, thereis no function that both excludesthe negation and providesa
suitable argumen for an NRR. Principle (62) is not flexible enoughto
accommodat sucha structure. Thus, finally, we’ve found an areain which
asclause arethe privileged apposiives (wherenon-individud-hoodedness
is a virtue).

7. Niching Restrictions

Although restriction (62) on the nominalzation of propositims is well
supportel by the semantics, it would be goodto find syntacticmotivation,
becaus€61) references specificstructure Suchevidenceis forthcoming as
reviewedin this sectim.

Mog of the (mainly) syntadic phenamera disaussed above reved
limitations on as-clause that NRRs are free from. But the revease obtans
in the realm of “niching,” Ross’s (1973, 1984) term for the sprinkling of
parentheticals between major constituents. Ross (1984) points out in
particularthat only as-clause niche, citing exanpleslike (70) and (71).

(70) a. This mist blinded,asMorpho said,*(many hard-peding)
unicyclists.
b. *T his mist blinded, which Morpho said, (many hard-pedbng)
unicyclists.
(71) a. Thatthis mist cant last, {as/which} Morpho realizes,is self-
evident.
b. Thatthis mist, {as/*which} Morpho realizes,can’t lag, is self-
evident.

The German niching restrictions are entirdy parallet

(72) DieseKartoffeln, {wie/*was} Helmut gesagj hat, sind leckerund
thee potatoes  asivhich Helmutsaid hasare tasty and
gesund
heathy
‘These potaoes,{as/*which} Helmut said,aretasty and healthy:.

The contras shows up in Danish as well, thoughit is appaently less
robust,asindicatedin (73). Again, this might be relatedto the useof somasa
relative pronown (seenote 11).

(73) a. Dether regnwejr  kunne,somMorpho har indset, varehele
this hererainweathercould as Morpho hasrealizedlast all
weekenda.
weekendEer
‘This rain could, asMorpho realizes,lag the weekend.
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b. ??Det her regnwejr  kunne,hvilket Morpho har indset,vare
this hererainweathercould which Morpho hasrealizedlagt
hele weekenda.
all weekendber
‘This rain could, which Morpho realizes,last all weekend.

An available strucure for (70a)is thatin (74), in which the as-clauseis
left adjaned to the lower VP, the direct object of blind having undegone
heavy shift (hene@ the “heaviness’ requirament evidentin the obligatory
modification in (70a)).

(74) IP
/\
DP, I
2 /\
This mist 1 VP
/\
[pAST] VP DP,
/\ 2
/VP\ PP many hard-pedaling unicyclists
1 V' as Morpho said
&
blind

A comparablestrucure for which is impossble becawsethe VP is not a
licit adjunction site.In sum the proposas so far allow NRRsto appea only
clausefinally or clauseinitially, sinceall propogtion-dending phragsin the
clause savethe highestone,areoff limitsto nominalizaton. This imparts to
NRRs a bit too much freedom, however. clauseinitia adunction is
impossble, thoudh it satisfies the semant requiranentsof the NRR:

(75) {As/*Which} they claimed, Alger wasa spy.

But thefailure with whichin (75)is argudly not specificto clausalNRRs.
It refleds a restricion on left-adjuncton of an NRR of any sort. This
explanaibn presipposes a unified treamentof NRRs,whethe syntactially
of the CP-, VP-, or DP-modfying sort. Secton 8 motivatesthis unification.

8. A Unified Treatment of NRRs
I've so far ignoredpredicateNRRs and as-clausessuchasthosein (4) and

(76),thoughsectionl promisesthatRoss’sobsewvationshold of themaswell.
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(76) a. Ali wasenergizedashis traine (suggestedthat he) might be.
b. Ali wasenergizd, which his trainer (suggestd that he) might be.

This sectian attemps to fulfill the promissory noteandin fact extend it to
DP modifying NRRs. The cental claim is (77).

(77) NRR gapsare of type (e) (whether the NRR is CP, VP-, or DP-
modifying).

For DPs, (77) is motivated by their failure to combine with quantfied
expressionsyhich denoe set of propeties (extensondly, type ((et)t)).
The following are basedon examplesrom McCawley 1998 (p. 451):

(78) a. *Susaninterviewedevery senatoy who is crooked.
b. *Most peopk, who know everything,are perfect.

It is possibleto enforce (77) for predicate-lgel NRRs by assunmg that
they havethe lexicd meanirg in (79), which parallek the denottion (10).

(79)  whichpregicate= MF[AX 1 F(X) is true [XT]]

The variablex' is anindividual variableof the propety sort. This function
takesa set of propeties as its first argumen, returning a partid idertity
function on nominalzed propertes (the kinds of Chierchia 1998). In this
case,we can borrow the nominalzing function directly from Chierchia
(1998:set. 2.3), asin (80). I illustratein (81).

(80) If f € Dis (eryy » then™(f) =[x ew:Vyef:y<x]
(81) a. Aw[Ax[tough,(X)]] =
{{wjy, {ali, george hubert), (wy, {chuck frank}), (ws, {ali,
hubert )}
b. “(wAx{toughy()]]) =
{{wy, alipgeorgePhuber, (w,, chuckPfrank), (ws, aliGhuber}}

Empirical suppot for this denotationderivesfrom the samephenomena
employed earlier to motivate the denotaibns for clausal NRRs and as
parenthetica. For instane, predicateas-clause extracton is maximaly
island sensitive, whereas predicate-NRRs can escape with only mild
unaccepsbility:

(82) a. *He saidhefixed the car, (just) asOp, they hadaskedwhether he
would t;.
b. Hesad hefixed the car,which; they hadaskedwhethe hewould
ty.
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If Cresti's principle (54) is valid, then (82b) involves extracton of an
entity-level expressionwhereas(82a) doesnot. An (e)-type gapis in fact
requiredby (79). The ™ function, combinel with a shift from the intensiona
to extensionaldomans (here (s,€) to (e)) providesan argumen of the
requiredtype:*°

(83) a. Ali is late,which Fred(commonly) is too.

b. A4S
[LATE]
/\
V' CP:

MW[LATE], =[LATE]  Ax/: be(x/)(fied) is true [x/]

_— N

of V': which Fred is too
Aw[Ax[late, (x)]]

PN

is late

In contras, the denotaibn for predicdae-as-clausesin (84), from Pdts,
forthcoming, doesnot allow suchgapsto have(e)-type denotaipns. The gap
mustdenotea propety; if it shifts by ", the resultcannotcompasewith the
meanirg of as

(84) a. aspredicate= MF[Af 1 F(f) is true [f]
b. asRingomightt ~» Af : might(f)(ringo) is true [f]

For now, | place no restricion on the adjunction of this nominalization
function But one might wart to restrictit to the V'-level, the lowestverbal
propert-denoting expressionin a clause.This would be in harmony with
Chierchi’s (1984) claims that inflected VPs denot properies, wherea
uninflected ones denot individuals, and also seemssupportel by VP
preposiig. Consicer the data in (85) and (86), the latter provided by
Christoher Kenredy (p.c.).

(85) a. [Fix thecar],, | wonderwhetherhe will t;. (Chonsky 198620)
b. Theysaidit would be easy,but[easy], | wonder whethe it really
will bet;.
(86) a. Max saidhewould drink ten pints of beer and{drink/*drunk} ten
pints of beerhe has.
b. Max has{*drink/d runk} ten pints of beer

20 French le-pronomnalization of predicatesmight further supportthese proposals.Such
pronominas can extract from some selective islands. This, combinedwith their apparently
nominalcharactersuggestshat they too involve predicateslenotingin (€), via a shift using o,
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In (85), VP-preposing shows some islandescaping abilities; this is
consistent with Cresti’s principle only if VP-preposing involves
nominalzation. If this is correct,thenthe impossbility of a participle form
in the preposedvP in (86) would follow from the claim that nominalization
occurstoo low in the strucure to include thesemorphologial features.

So, a treatmentof VP-level NRRs and as-clauses as kin to the clausal
types seemscorrect. The unifying statemenin (77) is actually a theorem,
giventhe denottionsofferedabovefor NRR-extracteelus the assumgbn
that NRRsassociged with DPsadjan to the DP itself (which view accounts
for why thedog,whichl love, ... presupposga uniquedog [loved or unloved
by me]; cf. the dog that | love...).

An additional principle is required, however, to block the niching of
predicate-NRRs. This is uniformly impossible.As usual,as-clause are, in
contrast highly nichable?*

(87) a. Joanmight, {as/*which} Bill sad he could, learnto hangglide.
b. Joan,{as/*which} they said, understandghat the sportis
dangerous.

But this kind of niching requires left-adjunction to V’. Although
semantially impecable, this evidently violates a generl condition on
NRRs, one alreadysuggestd by (75), above,repetedin (88) along with
supportat the DP level.

(88) a. {As/*Which} they claimed, Alger wasa spy.
b. *Who theyrejected,Ali gaveme a bit of advice.

It seemghat, in light of thesecasespne mustsimply state(89).
(89) NRRs cannotleft-adjoin.

In closing | notethat predicde-NRRsand predicde-as-clausesdo not, as
their clausalcountermrtswereseento in secton 6, part companywith regad
to interpretive possibiities in the presenceof a negation andotheroperators.
Since both are VP modifiers, ignoring VP externalnegatias is trivial for

2! Onesurprisingthing undermy accounts thatit is rareto find NRRsadjoinedto VPsout of
which sometling hasmovedby heavyshift. Theseare attestedbut unusual:

(i) *“‘I'd havea betterchanceof winning the MegaBuckdottery,” Miles said,sliding the
platteronto the counterand noticing, which he hadn't for a long time, the purple
fibroid cystthat grew out of Horace's forehead”
—RichardRuss0.2001.Empire Falls, p. 21. New York: A. A. Knopf.

In (i), the NRR is right adjoinedto the V'. Interpretationrequireseither that the assignment

functionmapthe variablecreatedoy movemenof the... cyst. .. to theentity thatthe... cyst...
denotespr elsethat the heavy-shifed nominalis reconstretedto complementposition.
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both. Lesstrivial is the fact that bath canignore the negatia in an object
position negative DP:

(90) a. “There wasnothingof the show-of in thesesoliloquies,asthere
oftenwasin his public performances!”
—Danid Aaron.Northampton.The Ameiican Scholar Spring
200177.
b. Therewasnothingof the show-of in thes soliloquieswhichthere
often wasin his public performances.

But the lack of an asymnetry hereis expected given that the negatim
associted with nothingcanberealizedat the CPleve. TheV’, nominalized
or not, canthusexcludethis negatian.

9. Condusion

In its particulars,this paperis an extendedargunent for a singe, specific
contras in the semantis of NRRsand as-clauss—onethat hasfar-reaching
conseqgencesfor the distributional and interpretive propeties of the two
classe®f expressionln short,NRRstarget (€)-type expressionswhereasas
clausesaim only for propertes and propositiors (depading on the internal
syntaxof the clause)

In generl, a major theaetical point of this paperis that the lexicd
semantis of particula (types of) morphenes can interact with general
principles, both syntacticandsemanit, to accoumn for phenomenghatappea
initially to be quite disparae. Additionally, the behaviorof NRRs and the
interpretve demandsof equaive construtions togethe make a strongcase
for aview of propostions (setsof worlds) as,in certaincasesindividualsof a
worldly sort.
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