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Preface

This book has had a rather long gestation period. The papers in this collective vol-
ume originate in a selection of the papers that were presented at a workshop at
Freie Universitit Berlin in May 2017, which was jointly organised by Ulrike Frey-
wald, then University of Potsdam, and Horst Simon, FU Berlin. In an elaborate
and anonymous peer review process, the papers were selected and revised un-
der the guidance of UF and HS, and finally refined and brought into their present
shape by Stefan Miiller, who had also presented at the workshop, and his team
at HU Berlin.

We thank various institutions and individuals, above all the Deutsche For-
schungsgemeinschaft and the Ernst-Reuter-Gesellschaft der Freunde, Forderer
und Fhemaligen der Freien Universitat Berlin e.V. for their financial support of
the workshop, then a host of colleagues, who need to remain anonymous, who
have offered their expertise when peer reviewing, and finally a group of stu-
dent assistants in the final process of polishing the papers into publishable form,
namely Elisabeth Eberle, Luisa Kalvelage, and Julie T4ge.

It is to be hoped that the present volume will testify more to the potential
headlessness of the structures discussed than to the headlessness of the ponder-
ing linguist.

Berlin & Dortmund, 23rd October 2022 Ulrike Freywald
Horst J. Simon
Stefan Miller
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Chapter 1

Anarchy in Grammar? On headedness
and some of its problems, illustrated by
examples from German

Ulrike Freywald ®
TU Dortmund

Horst J. Simon ®

Freie Universitat Berlin

One of the fundamental characteristics of grammars of human languages seems
to be the fact that (most of) their structures are inherently asymmetric, with ex-
actly one element, the head, being more important than its co-elements. By way of
introduction to this volume, we discuss some phenomena that pose potential prob-
lems for such a view and that have not yet been fully described empirically and
understood theoretically. Here we focus on three structures from German, namely
“left-headed” (?) verbs, then morphological reduplications and copulative/coordi-
native compounds, and finally (auxiliary) verb ellipses, all of which are not easily
captured by a straightforward analysis in terms of head structures.

1 Grammar is all about hierarchies, or maybe not? —
Structure-building in grammar
Once you start thinking about it, it appears that Grammar is a rather unlikable

thing: it is full of asymmetries, full of dependencies, full of hierarchies.! Why is
that s0?? - Now, if you imagine a completely blank slate with regard to gram-

!Fortunately we also have agreement and harmony and the like.
*The following reasoning is of course a gross simplification, but the general idea should hope-
fully become clear.

Ulrike Freywald & Horst J. Simon. 2022. Anarchy in Grammar? On head-

edness and some of its problems, illustrated by examples from German. In

Ulrike Freywald, Horst J. Simon & Stefan Miller (eds.), Headedness and/or
I grammatical anarchy?, 3-26. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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matical modelling (on the part of the linguist; or with regard to grammatical
knowledge if you consider a new-born baby) the situation might be described
like this: In the beginning there is just noise; the speech signal you receive con-
sists of seemingly unstructured sounds.> However, you will soon realise that
certain elements stick out: syllables with their vocalic nuclei, certain syllables
that are more accentuated than others (in most languages) etc. In other words, a
major factor to be taken into account when describing a language is ‘prominence’,
the fact that some elements are more conspicuous and thus also somehow more
important than others.

You will also realise that certain sound combinations co-occur together time
and again, that’s what linguists call words, or sometimes larger units, colloca-
tions. In many languages, these words sometimes occur with minor differences,
i.e. modifications or further elements added to them: inflection. After a while you
will realise that not only sounds regularly co-occur in order to form words, but
also that some of those words tend to come together with specific other words,
or at least with one or another word of a small group of other words. In other
words, words can be grouped into classes. The members of these classes share
certain commonalities; for instance, members of one class tend to be preceded
- immediately or with something in-between — by elements from another word
class. Thus we get a distinction between, say, nouns and articles in English or
German or French. If you carry out such classificatory operations long enough,
by determining (types of) elements that somehow hang together, you will grad-
ually build up a system of the building blocks of a language: sounds, words, and
what in many grammatical models is called phrases. In their entirety, all these
elements constitute a complex network of interrelations.

Interestingly now, not all of these elements are of equal standing with regard
to their interaction with other elements, that is with regard to their behaviour
in larger linguistic structures, the way they fit into those units. Some elements
seem to be more important for structure-building at a particular location in the
system than others. Factors that are relevant for the relative importance of ele-
ments include: the degree of obligatoriness of their occurrence within a partic-
ular structure, their ability to determine the occurrence and even the particular
shape of other elements nearby, their ability to determine certain properties of
the whole group of elements in which they occur.

So, for example, and like before we simplify slightly, in certain structures a
verb is (more or less) certainly there — otherwise the whole thing would be a dif-
ferent structure altogether; such a verb, by virtue of its valency, requires through

3This is similar to the situation one experiences when one hears an entirely unknown language.
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a dependency relation the presence of certain other elements (called arguments,
i.e. a subject, potentially also objects) and can assign them a particular case;
all structures combining such an element verb with its companion(s) are verb
phrases and share certain properties. For example, in most grammatical struc-
tures in languages such as English or German verbs have endings that indicate
different tenses, and this entails that at some higher level the whole group con-
taining the verb will have tense.* To put it in a nutshell: a verb phrase is a verb
phrase only by virtue of its containing an obligatory element called verb, which
is thus its most important element and which exhibits certain (combinatorial)
properties, which in turn influence some of the properties of the structure at
large, for instance how many verbal arguments this structure contains.

Such reasonings can be generalised: similar structure-building processes seem
to occur at all levels of grammar, from phonology through morphology to syn-
tax. We will always find structures where some element is more central, more
dominant, more important than the other. This very observation is, of course,
the rationale behind the wide-spread application of a notion head in grammati-
cal theorising, in theorising across widely different grammatical models. Thus,
the classical literature on the subject (since Bloomfield 1933) has collected a vari-
ety of characteristics of grammatical heads (in contrast to non-heads) that they
exhibit typically in their respective structures:> Usually, heads are obligatory,
determine the category and other properties of the structure they are part of, se-
lect for elements they co-occur with, and determine features of their respective
non-heads via agreement, case and theta-role assignment, etc. - However, not all
grammatical structures can be easily captured with such a notion of head: Time
and again we find exceptional structures where there either seems to be no head
at all because there is no structural asymmetry involved or where there seems
to be a head that exerts some influence, but stays invisible otherwise, or where
there is a head that just behaves in an unexpected way, for example by occurring
in the “wrong” position with regard to the language-specific serialisation rules.®

“Needless to say for linguists, depending on the particular grammatical framework you happen
to work in, you might believe that things are much more complicated, such that, strictly speak-
ing, it is not the verb phrase in the narrow sense that is tensed, but a somewhat more subtle
grammatical element called the Inflectional Phrase or Tense Phrase or some other superordi-
nated structural element or feature, respectively.

"We need to list only the most important publications here: Lieber (1980), Williams (1981),
Selkirk (1982), Zwicky (1985), Hudson (1987), Corbett et al. (1993), Croft (1996), among many
others.

®For a general discussion of how grammatical exceptions can be dealt with theoretically cf., e.g.,
Simon & Wiese (2011).
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Now, by focussing on problematic cases, mostly but not exclusively from Ger-
man, this volume aims to contribute some fresh ideas to the extensive discussion
of headedness, the discussion around the central properties of grammatical heads,
whether they are an essential ingredient of grammatical theory or whether they
might actually be a hindrance to understanding the characteristics of some (or
all?) grammatical structures, and whether the idea of head can even be done away
with altogether and be replaced by more abstract notions. In the rest of this intro-
ductory chapter we will present some hard nuts from the grammar of German,
without attempting to provide definitive answers regarding their analysis; they
involve directionality, strict symmetry, thus non-headedness and invisibility, i.e.
headlessness.

2 Potential problems for the notion head

2.1 Contrarianism: Against the usual directionality

First, problems for the notion head may arise if structures appear to be asymmet-
ric and endocentric but if it is nevertheless hard to determine which constituent
fulfils the function of the head. To illustrate this, we discuss two examples from
word-formation of verbs in German(ic).

In German - as in Germanic languages in general —, morphologically complex
words usually adhere to the “Righthand Head Rule” (RHR), as first formulated in
Williams (1981: 248) with regard to English: “In morphology, we define the head
of a morphologically complex word to be the righthand member of that word”.

Surprisingly then, the Low German verbs nickkdoppen, schiiddkoppen/schiirr-
képpen, luukoren, reckhalsen, and knipégen in (1) have the structure “verb + noun”;
here it is not the righthand nominal constituent that determines the properties
of the complex word, such as word class, inflection class and semantic category,
but the element on the left, the verb:

(1) a. nick-koépp-en (Low German, Asdahl Holmberg 1973: 50-52)
nod-head-INF

‘to nod (one’s head)’
b. schiidd(e)-kopp-en

shake-head-INF

‘to shake one’s head’

c. luuk-or-en
listen-ear-INF

‘to listen’
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d. reck-hals-en
crane-neck-INF

‘to crane one’s neck’
e. knip-6g-en
cut-eye-INF

‘to blink’

It is important to note that the respective simplex verbs *kdppen, *halsen, *oren
etc. do not exist in Low German, at least not with the meanings involved in the
examples above.

The pattern is not exclusive for Low German, it is also vividly present — and
productive up to this day — in Dutch (cf,, e.g., Asdahl Holmberg 1973 for a vast col-
lection of examples). There are not many analyses of these verbs on the market,
and these few vary considerably. In brief, they offer the following morphological
interpretations:

« Inverted compound (Henzen 1965):

This analysis is discussed by Asdahl Holmberg (1973: 55-56) referring to
a remark in Henzen (1965: Section 145c). It comes closest to the idea of
left-headed compounds. The analysis is supported by the fact that some
verbs have right-headed equivalents, such as slagbuk(en) / bukslag(en) ‘to
breathe heavily, lit. hit+belly’ (Asdahl Holmberg 1973: 53, 56).

+ Noun incorporation (van Ginneken 1939: Section 2; Weggelaar 1986 for
Dutch):’

Drawing parallels to noun incorporation in indigenous languages of the
Americas, particularly to Nahuatl and the Algonquian and Iroquoian lan-
guages, van Ginneken and Weggelaar both assume that a noun with the
function of instrumental adverbial, direct object or — less frequently — sub-
ject has been incorporated into the verb.

. Conversion (e.g. Weise 1920: 32-37; Asdahl Holmberg 1973):

According to this view, verbs of the type illustrated in (1) originate from
exocentric compounds, more precisely from possessive compounds, with
the structure ‘V+N’, for example nouns such as Knippoog ‘a wink’, Schiid-
dekopp ‘someone who has a shaky head’, or Nickkopp ‘someone who keeps
nodding approvingly, i.e. a hypocrite’. If these nouns, which remarkably
involve without exception inalienable possessivity, are converted into verb

"We are very grateful to Anne Breitbarth for bringing the paper by Weggelaar to our attention.
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stems we get the verbs in (1). Here, any flavour of left-headedness is dis-
pensable. Plausible as this account is, it faces the problem that often no cor-
responding possessive compounds are attested (cf. Weggelaar 1986: 304).
The only way to maintain the conversion analysis is to assume that verbs
without a corresponding noun have been formed by analogy (which can
well be argued for considering the fact that many of these verb patterns
are analogically productive; cf. Asdahl Holmberg 1973).

However, this picture gets even more complicated when we look at nouns.
N+N compounds such as Stuutenbotter (lit. bread-butter) ‘slice of bread and but-
ter’ and Katteik (lit. cat-oak) ‘squirrel’ cannot be the result of incorporation or
conversion but look indeed very much like inverted compounds (“Inversionskom-
posita”, Ortner & Ortner 1984: 61-62; Olsen 2015b). The respective right-headed
equivalents exist alongside the “inverted” compounds, cf. examples (2) and (3):

(2) Stuuten-botter vs. Botter-stuuten (Low German)
white.bread-butter ~ butter-white.bread

‘slice of bread and butter (sandwich)’

(3) Katt-eik vs. Eik-katt (Low German)
cat-oak oak-cat

< . 3
squirrel

Clearly, analyses that rely on morphological processes other than compounding,
such as noun incorporation, or conversion from other word classes, are not fea-
sible here.

What we illustrate by these few examples is that such patterns of (alleged or
true) inversion still pose a number of empirical and theoretical problems. In this
introduction we cannot discuss these questions further but must leave them open
for now.

A more clear-cut case of potential left-headedness are verbs which are derived
from nouns and adjectives through prefixation. Examples for this type of verb
formation are abundant in German (and in other Germanic languages, e.g. in
Swedish and English):%-?

8 An example from Swedish is the prefixed verb bekransa ‘to garland’ (Schmidt 1996: 90).

°For present purposes we do not need to commit ourselves to any of the numerous accounts for
the difference in morphosyntactic status of the first morpheme of the verbs in (4a-d) vs (4e,f),
respectively; hence the unconventional gloss MORPH.
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(4) a. ver-gitter-n (German, Elsen 2014: 215, 216)
PREFIX-lattice-INF

‘to lattice sth’

b. ver-blass-en
PREFIX-pale-INF

‘to fade’

c. be-frei-en
PREFIX-free-INF

‘to free sth’

d. ent-thron-en
PREFIX-throne-INF

‘to dethrone sb!

e. auf-heiter-n
MORPH-bright-INF

‘to cheer up sb’

f. ein-nebel-n
MORPH-fog-INF

‘to fog sb./sth’

In the examples in (4), the syntactic category of the complex word is inherited
from the verbal prefixes and verbal particles ver-, be-, ent-, auf- and ein-. This
phenomenon cannot be waved aside as exceptional, for such types of denominal
prefixed verbs are very frequent, and what is more, they comprise almost the
whole inventory of German verbal prefixes and verbal particles (see Fleischer &
Barz 2012: Sections 5.2-5.3 and Elsen 2014: 215-222 for comprehensive lists).

Williams (1981: 250) considers these derivations as “systematic exceptions to
the RHR”, referring to English denominal verbs with the prefix en-, for example
to enrage, to encase, to ennoble, etc.

This view is not generally taken in subsequent studies on German. Verbal
prefixes are often considered as not being able to change the word-class of nouns
and adjectives. Instead, it is assumed that verbal prefixes are strictly selective
with respect to their base, i.e. they only combine with verbs. From this it follows
that one needs to assume that the base nouns and adjectives are first turned into
verbs by conversion (Olsen 1990a; Lohde 2006: 49-50, 275-277; Fortmann 2007:
27-28; Michel 2014: 145-149) or by derivation (Miiller 2003: 284 for particle verbs)
and then, in a second step, combined with the verbal prefix or verbal particle.
While such analyses preserve the consistent right-headedness of complex verbs
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it comes with a considerable disadvantage: again, we have to assume something
special, namely virtual intermediate forms because simplex verbs corresponding
to the base nouns and adjectives most often do not exist:

(5) a. Gittery > "gitter-y > ver-gitter-(en)y (German)
‘lattice’ ‘to.lattice’

b. blassy > *blass-y > ver-blass-(en)y
‘pale’ ‘to.fade’

Assuming such virtual intermediate verbs is particularly unsatisfactory because
conversion from noun to verb or adjective to verb is otherwise very productive
in German, cf. Salz > salzen ‘salt - to salt’, kiihl > kiihlen ‘cool — to cool’. Products
of N>V and A>V conversion can easily be prefixed, cf. versalzen ‘to oversalt’ and
verkiihlen ‘to get a chill’, abkiihlen ‘to cool down’. Accordingly, exactly this ob-
servation is brought forward not against but in favour of the conversion analysis.
The argument here is that verbs like *gittern and *blassen are potential, grammat-
ically well-formed verb forms which are merely — and more or less accidentally
— not in regular use in contemporary German.

The nature of conceivable ways of coming to grips with these prefix-verb pat-
terns depends strongly on the very notion of morphological head. Here, relevant
questions concern the categorial features of heads, their semantic contribution,
their fixed (or non-fixed) position, among others. — Another way to approach
this problem is to ask oneself, e.g., whether heads are really indispensable or
whether structure-building processes may appropriately be modelled without
relying on the basic premise that each type of structural complexity implies a
head-complement configuration (a proposal for an analysis of verbs like those in
(4) within the framework of Construction Morphology is spelled out in Michel
2014; cf. also the Construction Grammar account of applicative verbs like be-
dachen ‘to roof something’ in particular in Michaelis & Ruppenhofer 2001).

2.2 Egalitarianism: No or more than one head

A second difficulty for the notion of “head” and for the concept of headedness
manifests itself in symmetric structures. Here we deal with structural complexity
that lacks dependency. To illustrate this notorious problem very briefly and only
exemplarily, we turn again to word formation in German, specifically to mor-
phological full reduplication — with a side glance to coordinative compounds.

In general, full reduplication refers to a structure-building operation that com-
prises the exact doubling of a linguistic unit. In German, this process is consid-
ered as a marginal and not fully productive process by reference grammars and

10
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text books (cf., e.g., Ortner & Ortner 1984: 104; Lohde 2006: 43; Fleischer & Barz
2012: 94-96). Recent studies have shown, however, that full reduplication is in
fact quite productive in contemporary German (Finkbeiner 2014; Freywald 2015),
namely with regard to a type of reduplication that has first been described in
greater detail for English, where it was labelled as “Contrastive Focus Reduplica-
tion” (Ghomeshi et al. 2004), “Identical Constituent Compounding” (Hohenhaus
1996, 2004), and “lexical clone construction” (Horn 2018). These terms cover redu-
plications of the type salad-salad (‘green salad, as opposed to, say, pasta salad’)
or late-late (‘very much too late and not just late’). Examples for the German
equivalent are given in (6)—(8). They are attested widely in colloquial spoken
and written German (cf. Finkbeiner 2014; Freywald 2015):!°

(6) Dann bin ich doch mal hier die langweilige Wurst, die ein Buch nach dem
anderen liest. :-) Es ist hochstens drin gleichzeitig eins auf meinem Reader
und ein Buchbuch zu lesen und selbst das mach ich nicht so gerne.!!

‘So, I'm the bore who reads one book after the other. At the utmost, I read
one on my reading pad and a book-book at the same time. And even that I
don’t like very much.

For English, the function of this kind of reduplication has been described as
“singl[ing] out a member or subset of the extension of the noun that represents a
true, real, default, or prototype instance” (Horn 1993: 48). The same can be said
for the German cases. The noun Buchbuch ‘book-book’ refers to a real, physical
book, one that is made of paper between covers, which in the example above is
contrasted with an e-book that consists only of an electronic file and can hence
only be read with the help of an e-book reader or a similar device.

The internal structure of nouns like Buchbuch could be seen as that of a com-
pound where the word Buch is combined with the word Buch. Then, the right-
hand constituent could be regarded as the head of the resulting noun. Even if
head effects, such as word-class change, determination of gender and inflection
class, are not discernable at all — given that both nouns have the same grammat-
ical properties —, the interpretation of the complex noun as a compound implies
a semantic relationship of modification between the constituent on the left and
the one on the right: A Buchbuch, or: book-book, is a book-like book. Thus, on
semantic grounds, it can be argued that reduplicative nouns like the one in (6)
are right-headed.

Consequently, the remark made in Stolz et al. (2011: 202) seems somewhat outdated by now
and calls for correction: “Not surprisingly, the pattern has not caught on in colloquial German”.

I Contribution in an internet forum, 2013-07-24; https://wasliestdu.de/frage/lesegewohnheiten/
buecher-parallel-lesen.
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This line of argumentation starts crumbling, however, as soon as other word
classes are taken into account. Adverbs and verbs are as happily reduplicated as
nouns and adjectives in German:

(7) Und die Millisekunde nach dem Schuss reicht fiir den Geiselnehmer auch,
selbst noch den Abzug zu driicken. Man stirbt ja nicht sofortsofort.!?
‘The millisecond after the gunshot is enough for the kidnapper to pull the
trigger himself. One does not die instantly-instantly [= that instantly]’

(8) Auch an so einem Vergleich merke ich, was ich an Gladbach mag: Hier
sind alle so realistisch. Leverkusen muss europaisch spielen, Schalke
muss, Wolfsburg muss-muss, vielleicht muss bald sogar Leipzig.!®
‘By such a comparison I realise, too, what I like about Gladbach: They are
so realistic. Leverkusen must play European [i.e. in a European league],
Schalke must do it, Wolfsburg must-must do it, perhaps even Leipzig
must do it soon.

It is much harder to establish a modifying relation between the two instances of
sofort ‘instantly’ in (7) and of muss ‘s/he must’ in (8) than with Buch ‘book’ in (6).
How can muss be a modifier of muss? — Moreover, and more importantly, com-
pounding is generally not productive with adverbs and verbs in contemporary
German (Fleischer & Barz 2012: 361-366, 374).

Another argument against a compound-like determinative modifier-head struc-
ture comes from the fact that, as in example (8), both reduplicated elements can
be inflected word-forms — something unheard of in regular compounds. The
reduplicated verb muss is a finite form of the modal verb miissen ‘must’, which
is marked for 3sG.PRS.IND.

Similarly, in reduplicated nouns both elements are marked for number. In (9)
and (10) the plural markers -er in Biich-er ‘books’ and -e in Freund-e ‘friends’ are
attached twice:

(9) So betrachtet miisste der Unterricht sehr viel individueller und offener
gestaltet werden: bringt eure Lieblingsbiicher mit und diskutiert sie, und
wenn ihr Biicherbiicher sterbenslangweilig findet, hey, es gibt auch zu
zahlreichen Filmen und Spielen bereits komplette Biicherserien und
Graphic Novels.1

2Tpternet-forum entry, 2009-07-28.

BSiiddeutsche Zeitung [German newspaper], 2016-07-23/24, p. 39. We are very grateful to Ursula
Gotz for spotting this example and sharing it with us.

“Ipternet-forum entry, 2010-08-12.

12
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‘Seen from this perspective, lessons should be organised much more
individually and openly: bring your favourite books along and discuss
them, and if you find that books-books are deadly boring, hey, there are
also whole book series on films and games as well as graphic novels

(10) néchstes thema. ich brauche einen freund. also, freundefreunde habe ich
allemal genug, aber ich brauche einen festen freund.”
‘Next topic. I need a friend. Well, friends-friends [= pals] I've got enough, I
need a boy-friend’

In conclusion, it is not only not self-evident, which of the two constituents might
serve as a head, but also whether we deal with a headed structure at all.

A second kind of currently productive full reduplication in German, the redu-
plication of bare verb stems, illustrated in (11) and (12), poses even more severe
questions with regard to headedness:

(11) ...drei vier diinne scheiben frischen ingwer ungeschélt mit heiflem wasser
ibergief3en, paar minuten ziehen lassen 16ffel zucker umrithen k666stlich
und *fiihl-fithl* fiisse sind warm'®
‘Pour hot water on three or four thin slices of unpeeled ginger, let it draw
for several minutes, add a teaspoon of sugar, stir — delicious, and
*feel-feel” feet are warm.

(12) “freu-freu* Der erste Award hat meinen Blog erreicht :)))"

rejoice-rejoice the first award has my blog reached

“being glad* The first award for my blog!’

The use of bare verb stems is widespread in computer-mediated communica-
tion, especially in chat rooms, guestbooks, forums, and newsgroups. Typically,
they are enclosed by two asterisks. These bare verb stems are uninflected verbs
which lack any inflection marker, even the otherwise obligatory infinitive suf-
fix -en (the German term for these free-standing verb stems, coined by Teuber
(1999), is “Inflektiv”, a somewhat confusing terminology when viewed from an
English perspective; they are termed “Non-Inflectional Constructions” in Bi-
cking & Rau (2013)). Here, roughly speaking, the function of bare verb stems
is to depict sounds or to comment on an utterance or event by referring to a con-
comitant non-linguistic activity, such as grumbling, blinking, laughing or being

Blog entry, 2009-07-19.
Internet-forum entry, 2003-01-08.
"Newsgroup and forum corpus, Richling (2008).
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glad (cf. Teuber 1999: 22-25; Schlobinski 2001: 193-206; Pankow 2003: 116-121;
Biicking & Rau 2013: 76-82). For the most part, they are used in their simplex,
non-reduplicated form, but reduplication is very common, too. The reduplicated
forms express a prolonged way of the activity or state the single verb refers to;
therefore they are analysed as expressing durative aspect in Freywald (2015: 935-
938). Crucially, while reduplicated bare verb stems often have such iterative se-
mantics, there is no restriction to iterativity. Verbs expressing states, such as
freuen ‘to be glad’ in (12), are reduplicated, too. Thus, there is a structural mean-
ing of the reduplication process as such, namely that of “extended duration of
the denoted activity” (Freywald 2015: 936).

As to headedness, there is no modifying relation between the two reduplicated
bare verb stems at all. The interpretation is tied to the reduplicative pattern itself
and not to any semantic relation between the two parts. Thus, there is a clear
indication that we deal with non-headed structures here.

The reduplication patterns discussed above, particularly the reduplication of
nouns (cf. (6)), raise questions with respect to headedness that arise in a similar
way with copulative, or more precisely: coordinative compounds, such as Spieler-
trainer ‘player-coach’. These compounds are categorised as Kopulativkomposita
‘copulative compounds’ in the German tradition, but labelled “coordinative ap-
positive compounds”, for instance, in Olsen (2015a: 368—369), in order to separate
them from so-called “co-compounds” (Walchli 2005; Arcodia 2018) (or: dvandvas
in Sanskrit terminology). The latter refer to referents or concepts which rep-
resent “the sum of the meanings of the constituent lexemes”, which typically
“form a ‘conceptual unit™, for example Modern Greek maxeropiruna ‘cutlery’ (lit.
knife-fork) (Arcodia 2018: 1198-1199). The former, in opposition, refer to refer-
ents which combine characteristics of both constituents; these two constituents
usually do not form a natural conceptual unit (cf. Wélchli 2005: 5; Arcodia 2018:
1198) (as, for example, in the English compound singer-songwriter or in the Ger-
man compound Dichterkomponist ‘poet-composer’).

In German, the coordinative appositive compound-type is prevalent (as it is in
European languages in general; cf. Arcodia 2018 for an investigation of areality).
The problem with headedness in German coordinative appositive compounds
arises from the fact that they lack a determinative structure. Rather, the relation
between the two constituents is symmetric: a Dichterkomponist is a person who
is a poet and a composer at the same time. With regard to the English equiv-
alents, such as singer-songwriter, poet-translator etc., Plag (2003) therefore con-
cludes: “They could be said to have two semantic heads, neither of them being
subordinate to the other. [...] both members equally contribute to the meaning
of the compound” (Plag 2003: 146).
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Contrary to this view, findings from an earlier empirical study on the inter-
pretation, perception and production of coordinative appositive compounds in
German show that a semantic symmetry between the two constituents is not
justified by speaker judgements (Breindl & Thurmair 1992). There is a clear pref-
erence for an asymmetric interpretation, which suggests that, in fact, the two
parts do not equally contribute to the meaning of the compound. Instead, in
the majority of cases, the second constituent is interpreted as semantically dom-
inant (which, among other reasons, brings Breindl & Thurmair to dispense with
the category “Kopulativkompositum” altogether).

At the level of morphological structure the situation is even less unclear. Con-
cerning their grammatical features coordinative appositive compounds behave
like headed structures quite consistently (cf. Olsen 1990b: 143; Olsen 2015a: 369).
Gender and inflection class of German coordinative appositive compounds is al-
ways determined by the right constituent, which has therefore to be considered
the morphological head. See Breindl & Thurmair’s (1992: 34) examples in (13):

(13)  a. Furst-bischof(m) < First(m) + Bischof(m) (German)

prince-bishop
‘prince-bishop’

b. Mantel-jacke(F) < Mantel(m) + Jacke(F)
coat-jacket
‘coat jacket’

c. Radio-wecker(m) < Radio(N) + Wecker(m)
radio-alarm.clock
‘clock radio’

Having said that, it is remarkable and perhaps no coincidence that the constitu-
ents of coordinative appositive compounds very often belong to the same gender
class so that a gender conflict cannot arise in the first place (as in (13)a). There
are numerous examples for same-gender coordinative appositive compounds,
for example Kaiserinkonigin ‘empress-queen’, Fiirstabt ‘prince-abbot’, Dichter-
sdnger ‘poet-singer’, Gottkonig ‘god-king’, Kinocafé ‘cinema-café’, Strichpunkt
‘semicolon, lit. dash-dot’, and many more (all examples are attested and come
from Breindl & Thurmair 1992: 34). Hence, a certain degree of ambivalence in
terms of relational (a)symmetry remains.

2.3 Hidden rulers: Invisible heads

Finally, we encounter structures which lack a visible (or audible) head but un-
dergo effects of a head, such as, for example, case marking and theta-role assign-
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ment. This leads to the indirectly obtained inference that in these cases a head
must be structurally present even if it is not phonetically expressed. Prototypical
cases are different kinds of ellipses which - if not purely pragmatic in nature -
require that the dropped element is reconstructable from the linguistic context
through some kind of identity (semantic, grammatical, phonological) with an
antecedent.

However, there are more puzzling cases of ellipsis; in this section we point
briefly to two cases of verbal ellipsis which are not easily categorised as simple
cases of antecedent ellipsis under identity. The first phenomenon is auxiliary
ellipsis in subordinate clauses, a kind of ellipsis that is particularly frequent in
Early New High German (Demske-Neumann 1990; Breitbarth 2005). The omis-
sion of the (supposedly finite) auxiliary in (14), which was taken from Demske
2022: 128, this volume, ex. (5a) - is apparently not immediately licensed by any
antecedent:

(14) vnd bekamen gleicham  Morgen vor tags wiederumb den
and got right on.the morning before day again the
Maistral, welchen wir [...] mit frewden angenommen __
mistral which we with pleasure accepted

‘Right in the morning before daylight, we got the mistral which we
welcomed with pleasure’

We are here dealing with a perfect construction that would normally consist of
an auxiliary HAVE or BE plus a participial form of a lexical verb. The challenge
is now that there is no suitable antecedent of the omitted auxiliary available (a
form of HAVE in this case), neither within the linguistic nor within the extra-
linguistic context. At the same time, it is evident that the subordinate clause is
finite, judging, for example, from the presence of the subject wir ‘we’.

As Demske (2022) argues, these cases of auxiliary omission represent a type
of antecedent-correlated ellipsis in its own right. According to Demske, what
is reconstructed during the resolution of the missing auxiliary information is
grammatical information which is provided by the matrix clause via the link-
ing subordinating element that introduces the subordinate clause. Thus, we can
consider omitted auxiliaries in Early New High German as instances of “silent
heads”.

A second candidate for a silent head is the unrealised infinitive of a lexical
verb in modal verb constructions in Contemporary German. As a default, modal
verbs take a non-finite verb phrase as their complement, as illustrated in (15):
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(15) Darfich noch einen Keks essen?
may I still a biscuit eat

‘May I have another biscuit?’

1 Anarchy in Grammar?

(German)

Especially in informal, spoken language the head of the complement VP, the
infinitive, is regularly missing, leading to utterances like those in (16):8

(16) a. Darfich noch einen Keks?
may I still a biscuit

‘May I have another biscuit?’

b. Kann ich eine Cola?
can I a cola

‘Could I have a cola?’

c. Muss ich den ganzen Apfel?
must I the whole apple

‘Do I have to eat the whole apple?’

(German)

Without doubt, the interpretation of the missing infinitive is dependent on the
situational, i.e. the extralinguistic, context. The head of the verb phrase selected
by the modal verb can not be reconstructed with respect to an antecedent in the
preceding discourse. So, either we observe a process of transitivisation of modal
verbs or we deal with pragmatic ellipsis here, where the general meaning of the
infinitive has to be inferred from the communicative situation.

The first option would fit in with the behaviour of the modal verbs mdgen ‘to
like’, konnen; ‘to be able to’, mdchten/wollen ‘to want’. The transitive use of these

modal verbs is entirely acceptable in modern German:

(17) a. Sie mag Kekse.
she likes biscuits

‘She likes biscuits.

b. Sie konnen Rumba.
they can rumba

“They are able to dance the rumba.

c. Willst du eine Cola?
want youa cola

‘Would you like to have a cola?’

(German)

8For a comprehensive corpus study and analyses concerning patterns of use and communicative

functions of ‘bare’ modal verbs cf. Kaiser (2017).
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In contrast to the transitive modal verbs in (17), the modal verbs diirfen/kénnen,
‘to be allowed to’, and sollen ‘to be supposed to’ from the examples in (16) undergo
restrictions which are quite unexpected in transitive verbs. For example, as op-
posed to the verbs in (17), they cannot be combined with complement clauses
(cf. (18)), they cannot be used in the passive (cf. (19)), and they cannot occur in
embedded clauses (cf. (20)):

(18) a. *Sie darf/kann, dass sie noch einen Keks isst. (German)
she may/can that sie still a biscuit eats

intended meaning: ‘She is allowed/supposed to eat another biscuit’

b. Sie mag/mochte (es), dass du noch einen Keks isst.
she likes/wants (it) that youstill a biscuit eat
‘She likes it that you’ll have another biscuit.
(19) a. *Heute werden Kekse gedurft/gekonnt. (German)

today are biscuits may.PTCP/can.PTCP
intended meaning: ‘It is allowed/supposed to eat biscuits.

b. Kekse werdenimmer gern gemocht/gewollt.
biscuits are always gladly like.pTCP/Want.pTCP

‘Biscuits are always fancied by all’

(20) a. *Er wundert sich, dass er heute eine Cola kann/darf. (German)
he wonders ReFL that he today a  coke can/may
intended meaning: ‘He is surprised that he is allowed to have a coke
today.
b. Er wundert sich, dass sie Rumba mogen/kénnen.
he wonders REFL that they rumba like/can
‘He is surprised that they like/are able to dance the rumba.

In light of these observations, it is not plausible that the direct objects in (16) are
complements of (transitivised) modal verbs. Rather, it seems more appropriate to
assume that the object is the complement of a phonetically unrealised infinitive,
namely the “silent” head of the VP that is selected by the modal verb.

As outlined above, this silent verbal head is not recoverable from the previ-
ous linguistic context; it has no antecedent. Thus, one option is to consider the
ellipsis as being pragmatically licenced. Another option is to assume that the
verbal head position is filled by a “zero verb”, which is a verb with semantic and
syntactic properties but without phonological form. Van Riemsdijk (2002, 2012)
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suggested zero verbs in modal verb constructions in Swiss German. Van Riems-
dijk (2012: 22) argued that the utterances in (21) contain the “silent” non-finite
verb gaa ‘to go’:

(21) a. wil si het miiese i d schuel [GAA] (Swiss German)
because she had have.to in the school go

‘because she should have gone to school’
b. das merno-ni hind doorfe hdi [GAA]
that we yet-not have may home go

‘that we were not allowed to go home yet’

In parallel, the constructions in (16) might contain a zero verb with the quite un-
specific semantics of ‘having / consuming / getting something’. This is supported
by the fact that verbs with other meanings are not as easily omittable as verbs
with a HAVE-semantics, cf. (22):

(22) *Darf/Kann ich heute Nachmittag meine Oma? (German)
may/can I today afternoon my  grandma

intended meaning: ‘May I visit my grandma this afternoon?’

A structure which is inspired by the zero-verb analysis in van Riemsdijk (2002,
2012) could look like this:

(23) a. Darfich noch einen Keks [HABEN]? (German)
may I still a biscuit [have]

‘May I have another biscuit?’

b. Kann ich eine Cola [HABEN]?
can I a  coke [have]
‘Could I have coke?’

c. Muss ich den ganzen Apfel [HABEN]?
must I the whole apple [have]
‘Must I eat the whole apple?’

Under such an analysis, structures that involve bare modal verbs divide into two
categories in German: first, “true” transitive uses of modal verbs, as illustrated
in (17), and second, modal verbs that select a VP that is headed by a “silent verb”
with the general meaning HAVE (cf. (23)).

What “silent verbs” in modal verb constructions and auxiliary ellipsis in sub-
ordinate clauses have in common is that the absence of heads is only apparent.
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There are clearly visible head effects, such as finiteness in the case of auxiliary
ellipsis and case and theta-role assignment in the case of seemingly headless VPs
which are selected by a modal verb. Thus, these kinds of heads can be seen as
elements that take their effect in hiding.

3 This book

The above walk through some grammatical phenomena in German that might
possibly pose problems for the notion of “head” may remind us of the fact that
there are still a number of unanswered questions and loose ends with regard to
head concepts - both at the empirical and the theoretical level. In this book, we
intend to take up the thread of the previous discussions on heads, which started
gathering speed in the 1980s with the seminal contributions of Zwicky (1985) and
Hudson (1987). The problems that were formulated in this debate and in its after-
math (cf. Corbett et al. 1993 and subsequent work) are still with us. Furthermore,
problems and problem-solving are generally quite framework-dependent.

With the collection of papers in this volume we aim at putting a new spin
on the discussion of (notions of) heads in syntax, morphology, and phonology.
This involves the intention to enlarge the empirical grounding and to further the
theoretical understanding and show pathways for grammatical modelling.

To this end, the aim of this book is to approach the concept of headedness
from its margins. Thus, central questions of the volume relate to the nature
and grammatical status of heads and their implications for grammatical theory
(Martin Salzmann, Manuela Korth, Hubert Haider, Renate Raffelsiefen) and the
distinction between headed and non-headed structures (Stefan Miller, Patrizia
Noel Aziz Hanna), to the origin of head effects (Yury Lander, Ulrike Demske), to
the diachronic processes of gaining and losing head status (Jorg Biicker), and to
the thought-provoking question as to whether grammar theory could do without
heads at all (Andreas Nolda).

Most of the papers in this volume are characterised by a decidedly empirical
approach, focussing on phenomena of one of the most-studied grammatical sys-
tems of the world, German. They bring new ideas for grammatical modelling and
use an improved theoretical toolkit. It is thus to be hoped that the contributions
to this volume stimulate and reinvigorate interest in one of the basic notions of
grammatical theorising.

The collected papers view the topic from diverse theoretical perspectives
(among others Mainstream Generative Syntax, HPSG, Optimality Theory) and
different empirical angles, covering also typological and corpus-linguistic ac-
counts, with a focus on data from German.
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In sum, this volume contains contributions that discuss grammatical phenom-
ena where heads might be involved or might not be involved, where their effects
might be felt or not, or where it is in any case unclear what relevance the very
notion of head should still possess. In that sense, they approach grammar and
grammatical theory with the idea in mind that anarchy might in fact be a feasible
(and attractive) state of being.

And now, to use a different metaphor at the very end: just as with the akephaloi
and blemmyes of ancient Greek fame, i.e. those mythical beings who had their
faces on their chests, there might be a certain ambivalence in grammar. Depend-
ing on how you look at it/them, heads or head-like structures might be there
(albeit maybe in an unexpected way), or they might be completely absent, as
non-essential elements of grammatical theorising as in Figure 1%°.

Figure 1: Figure from Hartmut Schedel’s Liber Chronicarum; Nuremberg, 1493
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Chapter 2

Three sources of head effects

Yury Lander ®
HSE University, Moscow

This paper elaborates on the idea that properties which are usually ascribed to
heads have one of three sources: wide scope in semantic composition, information
load (relevance), and origin from an appositive structure. Starting with construc-
tions combining property words with words denoting objects, we proceed to pos-
sessive constructions, adpositional constructions and even clause-level phenom-
ena, and argue that in all of them, the assignment of the relevant head properties
to different elements may be motivated by the diversity of the sources. Given this
picture, we tentatively conclude that in most cases we need not think of heads, but
rather of head properties.

1 Introduction

This paper develops the claim that headedness, or more precisely, head effects
owe their existence to several different factors. Taking constructions with ad-
jectival words as an illustration, I will argue for three sources of head effects
and then show that the same sources are relevant for other constructions as well.
While the concept of “head” is basic in many linguistic theories, calling some-
thing “head” is often rooted in nothing more than linguistic tradition. The au-
thors of grammatical descriptions and theoretical treatments make precise what
they mean by “being the head” very rarely. Here I rely on the following proper-
ties which are frequently ascribed to the head of a construct!, cf. discussion of

'T use the term construct rather than, for example, constituent, since the properties listed here
are in principle applicable to discontinuous dependencies.

Simon & Stefan Miuller (eds.), Headedness and/or grammatical anarchy?, 27—
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head properties in Zwicky (1985); Corbett et al. (1993); Croft (1996); Croft (2001:
242-254) inter alia:®

« the head is required in the construct,’

« the head can determine the external syntax of the construct: the syntactic
distribution of the construct (including the forms of the elements that com-
bine with the construct) is often predictable from properties of the head,

o the head can determine the internal syntax of the construct: it makes it pos-
sible to predict what elements (simplex or complex) may appear within the
construct and assigns syntactic functions to these elements; such function
assignment may manifest itself in rules governing the word order and form
of any participant of a construction,

« the head can be chosen as the locus of morphosyntactic marking,

« the head can appear as a distributional equivalent of the construct (i.e. it
can appear alone in the same positions as the construct).

Though commonly accepted, these properties deserve a few comments.
First, I admit that head properties are applicable to both words and phrases*
(but in theories that allow only lexical heads, the points provided below should

2Many other tests proposed in the literature are not discussed here. First, I do not use semantic
tests, since I think of headedness as a grammatical rather than a semantic phenomenon. Second,
I avoid tests that require theory-specific analyses. An example of such a test requires that the
head is the category determinant, i.e. “[i]t determines the syntactic category of the construct
as a whole” (Zwicky 1993: 297). Presumably, this test is highly dependent on our view on
syntactic categories, which, however, is not stable enough.

SImportantly, here I only mean overt elements and abstract away from the issue of null elements
in syntax. Note, further, that in most syntactic theories not only heads are assumed to be
obligatory but also their arguments/complements. This may lead to confusion: according to
this criterion, the same elements may be depicted as heads and as their arguments. It is not
obvious to me that this does not reflect the actual situation, though. For example, whenever
one speaks of the grammatical category of definiteness, one assumes a parameter whose value
must be specified, and this looks more like a specification of an argument. At the same time,
definite articles are often assumed to head the nominal phrases on the basis of this and other
criteria. Thus, indeed, the same elements sometimes can be treated as heads and as arguments
depending on the perspective.

“Phrasal heads fit well into the definitions of ‘heads’ provided by some theories, e.g., by Cate-
gorial Grammar (Dowty 2003). Furthermore, it is normal to think about phrasal heads when
discussing such patterns as relative clause constructions (Keenan & Comrie 1977). Though it
is possible that in the relevant discussions of relative clauses, the term “head” is used differ-
ently from the discussions of many other grammatical patterns (since it is based primarily on
semantics), the “heads” of these constructions often display the properties listed above.
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be reformulated using the notions of “projection”, “percolation”, etc.). Further-
more, head properties can be discussed with respect to roots and affixes, but
here I abstract away from this issue. Second, the original notion of headedness
in non-coordinating constructions presupposes asymmetry but many of the head
properties do not. For example, obligatoriness often holds for several parts of the
construction (e.g., in the dog both the noun and the determiner are obligatory).
Third, head properties do not unambiguously point to the head, since they are
sometimes distributed among different elements. Fourth, sometimes a property
which is typical for alleged heads allows an alternative explanation. For exam-
ple, the locus of morphosyntactic marking is often determined with respect to
the edge of a phrase, cf. Klavans (1985); Anderson (1992: 210), or such marking oc-
curs on all words of a constituent that are available to such marking, see Lander
& Nichols (2020) for a preliminary typology.

With all this in mind, I prefer to speak not of the heads but of the head effects
and head properties. This is not to deny the very idea that something may be
treated as the head of a constituent. Head properties probably tend to converge,
but this is still worthy of cross-linguistic and cross-constructional investigation.
At the same time, I admit that head effects are facts of grammar and as such result
from grammaticalization of certain principles leading to asymmetry between el-
ements.> In Section 2, I discuss the problem posed by the fact that adjective-like
words sometimes have properties of heads of nominal phrases. In Section 3, it
is argued that this phenomenon receives different explanations in different con-
structions. Section 4 shows that similar explanations are applicable to possessive,
adpositional and even clause-level patterns. The final section 5 summarizes the

paper.

2 The Adjectival Problem

Below I assume that from the semantic perspective we can think of more “adjec-
tival” words (aDjys) and more “nouny” words (Ns), irrespective of part-of-speech
distinctions. This is in accordance with current typological practices. For ex-
ample, Dryer (2013) in his discussion of the order of “modifying adjective” and
“noun” states that for his purposes

>The term grammaticalization is used here broadly, as “the shifting from relatively freely con-
structed utterances in discourse, whose idiosyncratic form is motivated only by the speaker’s
goals for the immediate speech event (...) to relatively fixed constructions in grammar, seen as
arbitrary (though ultimately not necessarily unmotivated) constraints on the speaker’s output”
(Du Bois 1984: 346).
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the term adjective should be interpreted in a semantic sense, as a word de-
noting a descriptive property, with meanings such as ‘big’, ‘good’, or ‘red’.
[...] In some languages, like English, adjectives form a distinct word class.
In other languages, however, adjectives do not form a distinct word class
and are verbs or nouns [...]. (Dryer 2013)

A similar semantic understanding of “adjectives” is found in many other typologi-
cal works; cf. Haspelmath (2010: 670), Rie3ler (2016: 6) among others. Essentially,
it is intended for comparing languages with very different systems and provid-
ing generalizations which are not bound by specific grammatical characteristics,
irrespectively of whether Ns and ADJs have the same grammatical distribution
and are contrasted with other content words, Apjs and clearly verbal expressions
constitute one part of speech grammatically contrasted with nouns, or any other
situation. Notably, however, I do not discuss all “property words” here: while
being interested in ADJs that apparently serve as heads of nps, I remove from
consideration all kinds of Apys which behave in parallel to relative clauses.®

Traditional European linguistics seemingly assumes that in combinations like
(1) ApJ is a modifier of N.

(1) a. ‘small’ + ‘animal’
b. ‘old’ + ‘person’
c. ‘private’ + ‘person’
d. ‘old-fashioned’ + ‘book’
e. ‘principal’ + ‘investigator’

This assumption is reflected in the discussions of the concept of head. For exam-
ple, among the criteria of headedness listed by Zwicky (1985) in his now classic
paper, we find a test for semantic headedness which is described in the following
way: “in a combination X + Y, X is the ‘semantic head’ if, speaking very crudely,
X +Y describes a kind of the thing described by X” (Zwicky 1985: 4). According

The fact that in many languages ADJs pattern together with verbs is well-known, cf. Beck
(2002) and the literature cited there. However, there is evidence that sometimes ADJs can be
described as reduced relative clauses even in languages where adjectives are contrasted with
verbs. For example, in Tanti Dargwa (East Caucasian), adjectives are clearly distinct from verbs
in many morphosyntactic properties. Yet when appearing as attributes, they manifest a sub-
type of relative clause and can have overt subjects which may but need not coincide with the
modified noun (Sumbatova & Lander 2014: 198-199). Cinque (2010) argued that even in some
Standard Average European languages, adjectival expressions can be divided into reduced rel-
ative clauses and base-generated expressions (which he considered to represent functional
heads).
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to this test, the N in the combinations such as (1) should be the head, at least if
we follow Wierzbicka (1986: 359) in accepting that unlike an adjective, “a noun
designates ‘a kind of (person, thing, or whatever)’, rather than merely a single
property” (as an adjective does).”

The “Adjectival Problem” I discuss below is related to the fact that in many lan-
guages the reality does match this picture, so that Apjs combined with Ns display
head effects. For example, diminutive (‘small’) and augmentative (‘big’) expres-
sions are sometimes based on the constructions with words with the meaning of
‘child’ and ‘mother’, cf. Matisoff (1992); Jurafsky (1996); Heine & Kuteva (2002:
65—67) among others. This kind of construction often develops from possessives:
‘child of X’ turns into ‘small X, ‘mother of X’ turns into ‘big X’, etc. In adnom-
inal possessives the possessee normally has head properties, so Apjs with the
meaning ‘small’ and ‘big’ are expected to behave as syntactic heads then. For
example, in (2a), where the noun for ‘daughter’ refers to the property of being
small, it takes a “head-marking” suffix, which normally marks the feminine gen-
der possessee in possessive constructions (2b) and assigns the following noun
the possessor function. This pattern goes against the assumption that in a com-
bination of an Apj and a N, the former should be syntactically a modifier of the
latter.

(2) Miya (Afro-Asiatic, Chadic; glosses are mine — YuL)
a. wun-a baday
daughter-ross.F basket
‘small basket’ (Schuh 1998: 54, 258)
b. ngan-a varka
name-Poss.F boy
‘the boy’s name’ (Schuh 1998: 249)

This phenomenon is not restricted to occasional combinations. Ross (1998) and
Malchukov (2000) describe numerous languages which display the phenomenon
dubbed “possessive-like attribute constructions” by the first author and “depen-
dency reversal” by the second author. In such constructions, an assumed seman-
tic modifier appears as an apparent syntactic head of the phrase. The relevant
pattern is illustrated in (3a), whose comparison with the adnominal possessive
construction (3b) suggests that the Apjy here appears as the possessee-like head
(taking a marker which normally indexes the possessor on the possessee) and

’ A reviewer pointed out that nouns like thing and person, which may be thought of as seman-
tically almost vacuous, present a problem for this approach.
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the N behaves as the possessor-like dependent (preceding its presumable head in
accordance with the general “head-final” order in the language; cf. Green (1999:
69-70)):8

(3) Ulwa (Misumalpan; Koontz-Garboden & Francez 2010: 200)

a. Alberto pan-ka
Alberto stick-Pr.3sG

‘Alberto’s stick’

b. al adah-ka as
man short-PR.3SG INDF

‘a short man’

Ross (1998), in his detailed study of the construction in Oceanic languages, showed
that the range of apparent possessee-like elements in Oceanic possessive-like at-
tribute constructions is closed and typically includes the concepts belonging to
the semantic domains of DIMENSION, VALUE and AGE. This list is remarkable be-
cause, as was noted by Ross himself, it consists of almost all the categories which
belong to the core of the semantical adjectival category as according to Dixon
(1977), the exception being the domain of coLor.

In other languages, however, the range of adjectival concepts participating in
this kind of construction is open. An example is presented by West Caucasian
languages, here illustrated with West Circassian. In this language, Ns and ADJs
constitute a complex stem, cf. Lander (2017), where the N precedes the Apj and
is incorporated into it (4a). There are several arguments for this direction of
incorporation. First, such a description makes the nominal complex consistent
in branching, since in other similar patterns the preposed N is incorporated into
the following element (4b). This goes in line with the overall left-branching of
the West Circassian stems and morphosyntax in general, cf. Korotkova & Lander
(2010). Second, and more importantly, the distribution of a nominal complex
sometimes depends on an AD]. In particular, it is the Apjy that determines the
(pragmatic) possibility of adding a comparative marker to the whole nominal
complex, as in (4c).”

8The glosses are changed according to Koontz-Garboden & Francez’s (2010) treatment.
°The description according to which the Apj heads the nominal complex in West Circassian
was originally proposed by Svetlana Toldova together with the author.
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(4) West Circassian (West Caucasian; corpus data: adyghe.web-corpora.net)

a. adagjejo-m  jo-q“VoShe-xe-r, Jjo-psay™e-cCer-xe-r
Adyghea-0BL Poss-mountain-PL-ABS POSs-river-tumultuous-pL-ABS
daxe-x
beautiful-pL

‘The mountains of Adyghea, its tumultuous rivers are beautiful.
b. B“2¢’a-maste-m r-e-lazle

iron-needle-0BL INSTR-DYN-work

‘S/he is working with an iron needle’

c. mo AMo-m  nah c’af-halel mo dwonaje-nefone-m
this man-oBL more person-generous this world-bright-oBL
tje-b-¥ete-n-ep
LOC-25G.ERG-find-MOD-NEG
“You will not find a person who is more generous than this man in

this bright world’

Thus, ADJs can behave as apparent heads — a phenomenon which is probably not
that rare. But in some languages Apjs have head properties outside of the “de-
pendency reversal” phenomenon patterns as well. As mentioned earlier, Dixon
(1977) argued that the core of the semantic adjectival category includes the words
denoting DIMENSION, VALUE, AGE and cOLOR. This conclusion partly relied on lan-
guages with a grammatically distinct closed class of adjectives covering exactly
the semantic domains listed above. Some of these languages (e.g. Hausa) distin-
guish the adjectival class on the basis of dependency reversal, but others do not. If
we look at the morphosyntactic properties mentioned by Dixon for such classes,
we will find that they include the expression of certain categories of NPs such
as number or gender. Now, while the expression of such categories as number,
case and gender on attributes is usually treated as agreement which marks their
dependent status, the logic can be reversed as easily as dependency relations can
be. Marking of a category of a whole phrase makes its host a morphosyntactic
locus. Being a morphosyntactic locus can be a head property. Therefore, the
members of small adjectival classes sometimes display head effects, even though
this does not make them unambiguous heads of the nominal phrases.

This logic can be further extended to many systems with an open adjectival
class whose members display the so-called NP-internal agreement (cf. Corbett
1993: 21-23 for Russian). Curiously, Moravcsik (1995) noticed that adjectives are
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more likely to agree with their nominal heads than possessors (at least possessors
displaying the Suffixaufnahme, i.e. double case marking). Lander (2010) argued
that if a presumable modifier agrees in NP-categories, it normally can be used
without the noun head, hence representing the whole NP and demonstrating
a head property.!® Thus, ADjs may have head properties even where they are
usually thought to be modifiers.!!

3 Ways of capturing head effects

In this section, I discuss explanations that can be offered for head effects. As we
will see, there are several factors at play here.

3.1 Scope-based compositional effects

When adjectives are considered modifiers of nouns, trivially, they are assumed
to be added to nouns. If so, they should be semantically added higher than nouns
(“after nouns”) and should have scope over a noun. Some languages might rely
on this in constructing their morphosyntactic structures. Here, a composition-
ally higher element (i.e. an element having semantic scope over other relevant
elements) displays head effects.

Not all ApJs need to have scope over a noun, though. As known from formal
semantic studies of adjectives (see Kamp (1975) and Siegel (1976) for original dis-
cussion and McNally (2016) for a recent overview), many ADJs can be interpreted
as predicates restricting sets of individuals. Their combinations with Ns are in-
terpreted as intersections of two sets: e.g., black flags refers to the intersection
of a set of black individuals and a set of flags. Hence, combinations of such Apjs
(called intersective ADJs) and Ns need not involve semantic asymmetry, although
the asymmetric option of composition — when an adjectival predicate narrows
down the set of possible referents provided by the N - is still retained.

On a par with intersective ApJs, we find non-intersective ADJs, whose interpre-
tation requires the knowledge of the N being modified and as such has scope over

YLanguages differ in whether there is a need to postulate a null modified noun in such structures.
In Russian, for example, the adjective used without a noun nevertheless takes inflection based
on the formal (not semantic) gender of the omitted noun, which evidences for a null noun
controlling NP-internal agreement. However, this does not deprive the adjective of its formal
head properties.

UIn the generative tradition, adjectives are often thought as heading some functional projections
of the noun (and hence presumably being able to take some head properties) at least since
Abney (1987). See Cinque (2010) for a discussion.
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that N’s denotation. Some of them (e.g. main, skillful) still determine a subset of
the set restricted by the N with which they combine. Interestingly, though, such
subsective non-intersective meanings are often conveyed by nouns and hence pre-
tend to have head properties within an NP: for example, the meaning ‘main’ is
regularly expressed as ‘the head of” and the meaning ‘skillful’ is often expressed
as ‘the master of’.

Finally, we find non-subsective (or privative) Apjs with the meaning ‘former’,
whose combinations with Ns do not even establish a subset of the denotation
of the latter (see Kamp 1975, Kamp & Partee 1995, Partee 2010 for discussion).!2
Occasionally such concepts are expressed by basically subsective or even inter-
sective ADJs with the meaning ‘old’ (e.g., in Turkish), and in some languages
concepts like ‘former’ are conveyed by grammatical means such as a specific
derivational morpheme (like English ex-) or nominal tense (Nordlinger & Sadler
2004). Still, whenever the privative concepts are expressed by dedicated words,
non-subsective ApJs may show head properties. For example, the concept ‘for-
mer’ sometimes is expressed by the noun for ‘trace of” appearing as the possessee
in a possessive construction (see Lander 2009 for discussion):

(5) Sundanese (Austronesian; Hardjadibrata 1985: 36)
urut pamajikana-na
trace wife-PR.3sG

‘his ex-wife’

Unfortunately, I am not aware of studies investigating the differences of expres-
sion of different types of Apjs in this perspective cross-linguistically.

3.2 Relevance

Malchukov (2000: 55) suggested that the dependency reversal may have a func-
tional motivation, namely the “discourse-pragmatic salience of the attributive
constituent” and provided facts from various languages that point in this direc-
tion. For example, in Latin the dependency reversal construction like that in
(6) was typically used either when the semantic modifier was non-restrictive, or
when it was contrastive or emphatic.

2A reviewer pointed out that similar but different problems arise with intensional expressions
such as alleged. Interestingly, however, it is not even very clear that such expressions should
be treated as ADJs — in fact, in many languages they are served by relative clause constructions
(including participial ones).
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(6) Latin (Indo-European, Italic; Pinkster 2015: 949)
arbor-um quae hum-i arid-o atque harenos-o
tree-GEN.PL which so0il-GEN.sG dry-sG and sandy-ABL.sG
gign-untur
grow-3PL.PASS.PRS
‘trees, which grow in a dry and sandy soil’

Following this line, I propose that an element of a constituent sometimes shows
head effects due to its extraordinary information load, called relevance below.'
(It is true, however, that defining the relevance and measuring the information
load precisely is a problem.)

There can be different reasons to assign relevance to elements. In combina-
tions of ADJs and Ns, the latter are presumably relevant by default as bearers of
the lexical content which is normally needed for the identification of the referent.
That is why quite often, when a (non-predicative) NP consists of a sole ADJ, some
“assumed noun” is recovered from the context. This is probably a raison d’étre of
the notion of semantic headedness in Zwicky’s approach.

Yet an element can receive sufficient relevance due to other factors as well.
For example, the increased relevance accompanies non-restrictiveness because
there should be a specific motivation for the appearance of an element which
does not help to identify a referent. Restrictiveness, however, cannot be given
in absolute terms either. Some expressions determine classes of objects more or
less easily. For example, the word crocodile determines the class of crocodiles,
green determines the class of green things, and insane determines the class of
what is thought to be insane in a given society. Surely, insaneness may be ques-
tioned (even in a court), a word can be used indirectly, there are color shades
which are classified as green by some people and blue by others, and speakers
do not always distinguish between crocodiles and alligators. Nonetheless, when
one uses words like these, it is normally assumed that the speaker and the ad-
dressee determine what is meant relatively identically. Now, for most basic aApjs
in Dixon’s sense (except for coLor), the situation is different because their use
relies heavily on the speaker’s evaluation. Since the speaker’s evaluation need
not be shared by the addressee, these ADJs are the worst candidates to function as
restrictive modifiers. This is not to say that they cannot be: the addressee often
has to take the speaker’s perspective. Yet, such Apjs should not be that conve-

BCroft (1996, 2001: 257-259) relates the status of head with the “primary information-bearing
unit” (PIBU), which certainly reflects this factor. Note, however, that for ADj+N combinations,
it is not that easy to determine what the PIBU is.
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nient when other means of restricting the reference are possible. This makes
their use marked, increases their relevance and makes it more possible for them
to display head effects as shown in (2).14

3.3 Appositive structures

So far we assumed that Apjs should syntactically interact with Ns. But in some
languages Apjys themselves constitute phrases which syntactically are not neces-
sarily subordinate to Ns, cf. Riefller (2016: 13-14). Probably the most well-known
illustration of this is provided by “non-configurational” Australian (primarily,
Pama-Nyungan) languages where apparent combinations of Ns and ADJs actually
consist of autonomous nominal expressions which describe the same individual,
cf. Blake (1983); Heath (1984) among others. For example, Blake (1983: 145) ar-
gued for the oft-cited sentence (7) that “there are in fact no noun phrases but [...]
where an argument is represented by more than one word we have nominals in
parallel or in apposition”:!®
(7) Kalkatungu (Pama-Nyungan; Blake 1983: 145)
cipa-yi tuku-yu yaun-tu yani icayi
this-ERG dog-ERG big-ERG white.man bite
“This big dog bit/bites the white man.

The idea that some combinations of Ns and ADJs either manifest apposition of
two (or more) nominals or have developed from appositive structures was devel-
oped for languages of other areas too; cf., e.g. Testelec (1998: 651-654) on Geor-
gian, as well as numerous recent studies on the rise of configurationality in Indo-
European languages (Luraghi 2010, Ledgeway 2012, Spevak 2015, Reinohl 2016),
see also Rijkhoff (2002: 19-22) and Louagie & Reinohl (2022) for typologically in-
formed discussion of such patterns. Reinéhl (2016: 46) summarized the relevant
diachronic scenario in the following way:

“Thompson (1989) studied the function of “Property Concept Words” in natural discourse. Ac-
cording to her, ADjs do not typically restrict the meaning of a N, which - if present - is often
either anaphoric or “empty” (i.e. describing only a very general category). Rather they are
usually used either predicatively (in the absolute majority of cases) or as a means of referent
introducing. While the predication function goes in line with the speaker’s evaluation, the
referent-introducing function is not, at least at first glance. It is not obvious, however, that the
latter function is not fulfilled by Ns, even where they are semantically empty.

BBut see Louagie & Verstraete (2016) and Blake (2001) for arguments that nominal expressions
in Australian languages are often more integrated than it is often assumed.
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Several authors have described how syntactically independent and corank-
ing elements with a shared reference, for example local particles and local
case forms, or demonstratives and nominals (typically in core cases), fre-
quently co-occurred in a sentence. They would often stand adjacent to each
other in accordance with Behaghel’s principle that what belongs together
semantically also stands together [...]. At some point, elements would co-
occur in such a symmetrical group so frequently that the string is reanalysed
as a single syntactic unit, that is as a phrase. (Reinhl 2016: 46)

This suggests that even in configurational structures originating from apposi-
tives, ADJs which formerly constituted independent nominals and naturally had
head properties there!® retain these properties for historical reasons. This con-
cerns the morphosyntactic locus criterion (i.e. ADJs may retain marking charac-
terizing the whole NP) and the related capability of appearance without a com-
panion N (Lander 2010).

4 Extending the perspective

While I only illustrated the sources of head effects by the examples of combi-
nations of ADJs with Ns, the same factors play a role in other constructions as
well. Below I briefly consider the three sources of head effects in the context of
adnominal possessive constructions, adpositional phrases and clause level con-
structions.

4.1 Possessive constructions

Scope-based effects in possessive constructions relate to the fact that possessive
relations involving the most prototypical (primarily, definite) possessors are used
to establish the reference of the possessee (Keenan 1974), so the latter tends to
be definite (Haspelmath 1999). Since the possessive relation operates with the
denotation of the whole NP, a combination of the possessor with the marker of
this relation must be compositionally higher and may display head effects. The
fact that in phrases like John’s enemy the phrase John’s is as obligatory as the
possessee may have resulted from grammaticalization of this. Another possible
manifestation of the same phenomenon is observed in indirect possessive con-
structions in mostly right-branching Oceanic languages. In these constructions
the reference to the possessor is accompanied by a classifier specifying the kind

“Historically, such adjectives may originate from combinations of modifiers and nominalizing
pronouns, but this does not affect the reasoning presented here.
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of possessive relation, which arguably shows some head properties (Palmer &
Brown 2007). The following examples demonstrate that the possessive classifier
which characterizes the relation as that of consumption and contains the posses-
sor indexing appears to be a distributional equivalent of the whole construction
(in the examples in this section brackets enclose possessive NPs):!7

(8) Kokota (Austronesian; Palmer & Brown 2007: 205)

a. n-e pa=di manei [ye-gu kaku=ro]
RL-3.s eat=3PL.0BJ s/he = CNSM-1SG.PR banana=DEM
‘He ate my bananas’

b. n-e 1a=di manei [ye-gu=ro]

RL-3.s eat=3PL.0B] s’/he = CNSM-1SG.PR=DEM
‘He ate my food’

Relevance comes into play in possessive constructions when highly relevant pos-
sessors determine the features of NPs. Prominent NP-internal possessors control
agreement in some languages, for example, in Amazonia (cf. Dixon 2000, Ritchie
2017) and Northern Australia (Meakins & Nordlinger 2017, although the details of
these constructions vary; see also the recent volume (Barany et al. 2019), which
includes a detailed discussion of such patterns (Nikolaeva et al. 2019)).!® A related
phenomenon is found in patterns where arguments of quantifiers are formally
represented as their possessors, but still affect the behavior of the whole NP. For
example, in (9), the internal possessor (which agrees with the possessee) seem-
ingly controls the object gender/number agreement on the verb, while in (10),
the genitive possessor arguably controls the subject number agreement on the
verb:

(9) Chimane (unclassified; Bolivia; Ritchie 2017: 663)
Juan  téj-je-bi-te [un mu’  Sergio-s]
Juan(m) touch-cLF-P0ss.APPL-35G.M.0 hand(F) the.m Sergio(m)-F
‘Juan touched Sergio’s hand’

"Palmer & Brown (2007) suggested that the possessive classifier is a kind of noun. Lichtenberk
(2009) contended this view and argued that such classifiers should not be considered heads.
Even then, however, we may still think of them as displaying head properties.

8Note that there are other ways to describe these constructions. Thus, for (10) one might sug-
gest either that it represents semantic agreement or that the noun for ‘majority’ can control
either singular agreement (not illustrated here) or plural agreement. Further, in many exam-
ples, the agreement with internal possessors is apparent only: either one can postulate a covert
clause-level argument which controls agreement but is coreferent to the internal possessor (as
suggested for (9) by Ritchie) or one can assume that some features of the possessor are trans-
ferred to the possessee (cf. Lander 2011 for Tanti Dargwa).
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(10) Russian (Indo-European, Slavic; corpus data: ruscorpora.ru)
[bol’sinstv-o passazir-ov] vyxodj-at
majority-NOM.SG passenger-GEN.PL exit-NPST.3PL
‘Most passengers exit.

Finally, possessive constructions may develop from appositive structures, where
the possessor expression evidently has properties of the head of a nominal itself.
The Oceanic indirect possessive construction presumably developed from the
apposition of a possessive classifier and a possessee, so the head properties of the
possessive classifiers may be due to this and not only their semantic function.
In many languages, appositive structures arguably serve as a source of the
phenomenon of Suffixaufnahme, where the possessor displays head properties
by taking the “external” case (becoming the locus of case marking of the whole
NP) in addition to genitive (Plank 1995); cf. (11), where genitive markers arguably
originated from pronouns bound by possessa, i.e. the construction could be inter-
preted as “in the ones of the one of the woman, in the ones of the nice (one), in
the ones of the house, in the doorways” (Aristar 1995). Moreover, there are lan-
guages like Bilin, where the possessor can remain the only host for the external
case marking and does not share this head property with the possessee (12).

(11) Awngi (Afro-Asiatic, Cushitic; Aristar 1995: 435, after Hetzron 1976: 37)

yuna-w-s-k¥-da cegkut-ok¥-da pon-ok¥-da
woman-GEN.M-DAT-GEN.PL-LOC nice-GEN.PL-LOC house-GEN.PL-LOC
abjel-ka-da

doorway-pL-LOC

‘in the doorways of the woman’s nice house’

(12) Bilin (Afro-Asiatic, Cushitic; Aristar 1995: 435, after Hetzron 1976: 37)
ti’idad adari-y¥-ad
order lord-GEN.M-DAT
‘by the order of the lord’

According to Aristar (1995), the pattern (12) continues an appositive structure
like ‘(by) the order, by the lord’s one’. For us, this construction is interesting
because it shows that the appositive origin of head properties does not imply
their symmetric distribution on several elements of a construction.

4.2 Adpositional constructions

In adpositional constructions, scope-based head effects are trivial and widely as-
sumed. Adpositions typically provide the semantic and syntactic information
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relating nominals to their context and as such they have scope over these nom-
inals. This explains why adpositions can show such head effects as being oblig-
atory, governing the form of nominals in dependent-marking constructions and
marking their function in head-marking constructions.

Less discussed is the fact that the “adpositional object” displays head proper-
ties in adpositional structures, presumably because of its informational relevance.
At least in non-head-marking patterns it is usually at least as obligatory as the
adposition itself. Sometimes we even find that an adposition can be omitted, so
that its “object” turns out to be a distributional equivalent of the whole phrase:
a well-known example is the optionality of to in British English I gave it (to) him.
Another non-canonical situation is presented when an adposition specifies the
relation provided by the case, so the apparent object of a adposition serves as a
locus of marking of some external relation.

(13) German (Indo-European, Germanic; Donaldson 2007: 208)

a. Ich habe die Zeitung  auf den Tisch gelegt.
L.nom have.1sG the.acc newspaper on the.acc table put.pTcP

‘I put the newspaper on the table’

b. Die Zeitung  lieg-t auf dem  Tisch.
the.NoM newspaper lie-3sG on the.DAT table
‘The newspaper is lying on the table’

(14) Russian (Indo-European, Slavic; personal knowledge)

a. ja polozi-1 gazet-u na stol
LNOM put-PST newspaper-ACC.sG on table(acc.sG)
‘I put the newspaper on the table’

b. gazet-a lez-it na stol-e
newspaper-NOoM.sG lie-NPST.3sG on table-Loc.sG

‘The newspaper is lying on the table’

Curiously, it is usually assumed that the direction (‘to’, ‘from’) and essive (‘in’)
meanings have scope over the search domain (‘on’, ‘front’, ‘under’, ‘behind’, etc.);
cf. from [under [the bridge]], see e.g. Cinque & Rizzi (2010). If we follow this
assumption, in (13)-(14) case marking should be higher than the prepositional
marking in the semantic structure. This looks confusing under the traditional
account which assigns the head status to adpositions and assumes that the case
appears deeper in the syntactic structure than the adposition. The assumption
that both an adposition and its associate NP are allowed to have head proper-
ties, presumably, opens the door to more sophisticated modes of the semantic
composition of such constructions.
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Head effects originating from appositive structures are observed when an ad-
position develops from an adverb while its associate NP bears a case with the
same function as an adverb, as in (15). Presumably, in such examples both the
adposition and the case-marked NP are distributional equivalents of the phrase,
allowing omission of the other element.

(15) Bagwalal (East Caucasian; Sosenskaja 2001: 169)
hinc’-ib-a-la ¢’ihi r-isa-n partal r-uk’a ganc-ibi
stone-PL-OBL.PL-SUPER on  N.PL-find-PTCP.N.PL things N.PL-be cross-pL
‘crosses were found on stones’ (lit.: on stones, things that were found are
crosses)

4.3 Clause level

The issue of headedness in the clause is very complex, partly because clauses
themselves may be very different in what candidates for having head proper-
ties they contain. Yet several observations can be made. For example, scope-
based head effects can be found for auxiliaries and similar functional elements
(cf. Zwicky 1985), which presumably have scope over the predicate.” The predi-
cate, which is usually described as the head in the absence of auxiliaries, is nor-
mally the most relevant element of the clause, which further seems to have wide
semantic scope over much of the clause. Most informationally loaded elements
different from the predicate occur as well and they can have head properties, as
seen in languages where the focused element (which presumably has the high-
est relevance value) takes clause-level morphosyntactic marking. For example,
in Udi, the focused element takes a marker of agreement with the subject even
when it is the subject itself; cf. (16a) with the focused subject and (16b) with the

predicate focus:?°

®In fact, there may be other candidates to the highest elements in the semantic structure. For
example, some adverbials (e.g., modal adverbials) have scope over the whole clause, but the
expressions involving such adverbs regularly allow complex paraphrases with the relevant
meaning expressed in a matrix clause (e.g., It is possible that...) and the very event described in
a subordinate clause. Another candidate is the topic (or the subject, when it has grammatical-
ized from the topic), and here the situation is probably similar to the special properties of the
possessor described above. Here I refrain from the discussion of these issues.

2The Udi agreement markers are often described as clitics (Harris 2002), but the main reason
for this is the fact that they can be hosted by different constituents. This vision comes from a
very strong association of heads with particular lexical categories, which is unnecessary if we
think of head effects rather than of heads.
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(16) Udi (East Caucasian; corpus data)

a. sa lazgin  kiooj-a g:onag-yo-t:un es-o.
one Lezgi-GEN house-DAT guest-PL-3PL come-POT
‘Some GUESTS are coming to a Lezgi’
b. qonay-xo har-i-t:un
guest-PL  come-AOR-3PL
‘The guests came!”

Traces of appositive-like structures at the clause level can be observed in serial
constructions lacking formal restrictions on their components, called symmetri-
cal serial verb constructions (Aikhenvald 2003: 3).2! A construction of this type
is illustrated in (17):

(17) Abui (Trans-New Guinea, West; Kratochvil 2007: 354)
ko pi yaa mit nate-a tanga ananra naha
soon we.INCL go sit stand.up-DUR speak.cNT tell.CNT NEG

‘we will not negotiate’

Here, the whole conventionalized sequence of verbs refers to negotiation, so the
negation has scope over all of these verbs.

Aikhenvald (2006: 22) states that “[s]ymmetrical serial constructions are not
‘headed’ in the way asymmetrical ones are: all their components have equal sta-
tus in that none of them determines the semantic or syntactic properties of the
construction as a whole”, but this claim involves a presupposition that head prop-
erties deny equality. If we abandon this presupposition, we can instead suggest
that in symmetrical serial constructions several predicates may have head proper-
ties and this is due to the fact that these constructions originate from appositive-
like constructions.

5 Conclusion

To sum up, I propose that head properties arise (at least) due to one of the three
factors: (i) the higher position of an element in a compositional structure, (ii)
the informational prominence, and (iii) the development of a construction from
an appositive(-like) structure. These factors are logically independent and may
lead to the assignment of head properties to different elements of a construction.

! Asymmetrical serial verb constructions, which put restrictions on one of the components, are
associated with head effects of different origin.
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As a result, it is more accurate to speak not of the heads but rather of head ef-
fects, which may — but need not — concentrate around a single component of a
construction.

It is worth noting that the list of factors contributing to head effects should
not be thought of as including both synchronic and diachronic properties. In
fact, all these factors can be interpreted as diachronic. Grammaticalization of a
construction may lead to the development of a hierarchical structure out from
a flat non-configurational sequence of words and groups of words. Such devel-
opment relies on the informational prominence and/or on the most typical com-
positional combinations, but this development may apply to syntactic units that
are already grammaticalized and display morphosyntactic asymmetries. Hence,
in diachrony, we suspect to find a kind of competition or interaction between
various factors affecting the shape of a construction that we observe. Such pro-
cesses, the ways that languages meet such conflicts and escape from them, seem
to be a fruitful subject for further studies.

Finally, this paper did not attempt to answer the question of why the concrete
head effects appear where they appear. Hawkins (1993, 1994: 343-358) tried to
explain the head properties by the role that head-like elements play in efficient
processing of utterances. If his work is on the right track, it makes sense to look
at the limits of cross-linguistic and cross-constructional variation of structures
with respect to this role.

Abbreviations

AOR aorist

cNsM  ‘consumed’ (possessive classifier)
CNT continuative

DYN dynamic

INSTR instrumental preverb
MoD  modal (tense)
NPST  non-past

POT potential
PR possessor
RL realis

SUPER ‘on the surface’
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Chapter 3

The NP vs. DP-debate and notions of
headedness

Martin Salzmann ®

University of Pennsylvania

Much of the NP- vs. DP-debate has relied on largely conceptual and theory-internal
arguments. In this paper, I instead discuss well-established concepts of headedness
and explore their relevance for the NP vs. DP-debate. I will rely on two simple
and arguably theory-neutral concepts: (i) the fact that there is an asymmetric rela-
tionship between head and non-head regarding selection and form determination
and (ii) the fact that the features of the head are present on the maximal projec-
tion and its consequences for distribution, selection and agreement. While not all
arguments lead to a conclusive result, the facts overall favor the DP-hypothesis:
W.r.t. the asymmetry between D and N, we will see some evidence that D selects
N(P). Facts from categorial selection, selection of particular forms of the D-position
and from agreement with hybrid nouns suggest that the features of D rather than
those of N are present on the maximal projection. This clearly supports the DP-
hypothesis.

1 Introduction

It is fair to say that the DP-hypothesis, first proposed in Abney (1987), and illus-
trated in the tree diagram in Figure 1, has been very successful. In most of the
current formal syntactic literature, especially that carried out within the Min-
imalist Program since Chomsky (1995), the DP-hypothesis is usually taken for
granted.!

'The idea that the determiner is the head of the noun phrase can also be found in literature
predating Abney’s dissertation, see Abney (1987: 77) for references. In the literature on German,
the NP/DP-debate was most prominent in the late 80s/early 90s, see Vater (1984, 1986) for
proponents of the NP-hypothesis and Haider (1988, 1992), Bhatt (1990), Gallmann (1990), Olsen
(1991) and Vater (1991) for proponents of the DP-hypothesis; interestingly, the earliest mention
of the idea that D is the head can already be found in Erben (1980: 280).
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the book

Figure 1: DP-hypothesis

Against this background it is somewhat surprising that most of the evidence
in its favor is based on theory-internal considerations, either having to do with
specific assumptions within GP-theory at the time or presumed parallels between
the nominal and clausal structure. Arguments that refer to established concepts
of headedness are actually rather rare and have not played a prominent role in
the discussion. This paper therefore aims to address this issue by discussing a
number of widely-accepted concepts of headedness and applying them to the NP
vs. DP-debate. It will be shown that while some of the concepts do not lead to
a conclusive result, some actually make clear predictions and help tease apart
the two different theories. As we will see, facts from selection and agreement
favor the DP-hypothesis, while none of the diagnostics favors the NP-hypothesis.
Overall, then, the DP-hypothesis is at an advantage.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 briefly discusses examples of
theory-internal arguments in favor of the DP-hypothesis. Section 3 introduces
different concepts of headedness and applies them to the NP vs. DP-debate. Sec-
tion 4 concludes.

2 Theory-internal arguments for the DP-hypothesis

As discussed in Salzmann (2020), previous arguments in favor of the DP-hypoth-
esis can be categorized as follows:

i. Conceptual arguments that are largely due to specific assumptions of the
GB-framework at the time.

ii. Parallelism arguments based on the presupposition that the clausal and
nominal architecture must be very similar.

iii. Constituency arguments showing that N forms a constituent to the exclu-
sion of D.
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3 The NP vs. DP-debate and notions of headedness

iv. Head-movement arguments suggesting that there is an X°-position above
N.

As shown in Salzmann (2020), most if not all of these arguments are inconclu-
sive. The constituency arguments are irrelevant since they do not diagnose head-
edness. The head-movement arguments are relevant, but strictly speaking, they
do not show that the higher head has to be identified with D. For the concep-
tual and parallelism arguments, reasonable alternatives can be provided within
the NP-hypothesis. Since I have discussed this extensively in my previous work
(and see also Bruening 2009, 2020, Bruening et al. 2018), I will only discuss one
concrete case and refer the reader to the references just mentioned for details.
This conceptual argument for the DP-hypothesis comes from examples like
the following, where in addition to the possessor there is also a prenominal de-
terminer present (such structures are limited in English but frequent in other
languages, e.g., Hungarian, cf,, e.g., Abney 1987: 270-276 and Salzmann 2020):

(1) John’s every secret wish

Such examples posed a problem under the X’-theoretic assumptions of the Gov-
ernment-and-Binding era because it was assumed that heads only project one
specifier (Abney 1987: 288-297). Since both the quantifier and the possessor have
to occupy specifier positions of N, analyzing the previous example as in Figure 2
was not an option:

NP
XP N’
John’s /\
Det N’
every P

7P N’
secret wish

Figure 2: Co-occurrence of possessor and determiner under the NP-hypothesis

No such problems arise under the DP-hypothesis, where the possessor occu-
pies the specifier, while the determiner is in the D-position. The respective struc-
ture is given in Figure 3.

While consistent with the assumptions at the time, the restriction to just one
specifier has been given up in the meantime. One obvious reason for this are lan-
guages with multiple wh-fronting where at least under some analyses, all fronted
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DP
/\
XP D’
John’s /\
D NP
every P
ZP N’

secret wish

Figure 3: Co-occurrence of possessor and determiner under the DP-hypothesis

wh-phrases occupy specifiers of the same head. Multiple specifiers are also fre-
quently postulated in scrambling languages. See, e.g., Heck & Himmelreich (2017)
for cases where multiple scrambling targets different specifiers of v.

Even in languages like English where there there is no overt evidence for
several specifiers of the same head being occupied at the same time, multiple
specifier configurations can arise during the derivation, e.g., when a wh-object
undergoes successive-cyclic movement via Spec,vP.

3 Concepts of headedness and their implications for the
NP/DP debate

I take the following concepts of headedness to be well-established and uncontro-

versial since they rely on simple phrase-structural properties:?

+ the head and the complement are in an asymmetric relationship

+ the features of the head are present on the maximal projection

As far as I can tell, these criteria are shared by most contemporary syntacti-
cians, which makes them largely theory-neutral (as long as phrase-structure is

adopted).

’T ignore semantic concepts of headedness as discussed in Zwicky (1985), since they generally
do not lead to useful results w.r.t. the relevant properties: In a PP or an Aux-VP-combination,
one will classify the noun or the verb as the semantic head. But with respect to their syntactic
behavior, it is clear that the preposition and the auxiliary are the heads instead. Consequently,
nothing much can be gained by classifying the noun as the semantic head of the noun phrase.

58



3 The NP vs. DP-debate and notions of headedness

I will now explore the implications of these concepts for the NP/DP debate.
The first property of heads has consequences for selection and form determina-
tion between D and N. The second affects the distribution of the constituent of
which X is the head and its interactions with material outside its projection w.r.t.
selection and agreement. Most of these arguments are discussed in more detail
in Salzmann (2020).

3.1 Head/non-head asymmetry

This asymmetry is very clear when we look at verbs and their arguments: It is
the verb that selects the argument, e.g., an NP, and it is the verb that determines
its form, e.g., by assigning it a case.

3.1.1 Selection

When we look at the noun phrase, the result of applying this criterion is not
fully clear. On the one hand, D-elements like the definite determiner do not
occur without a noun. On the other hand, there are noun phrases without an
overt determiner, e.g., with bare plurals:

(2) books

This might suggest that the determiner is the head. However, this is in fact far
from clear since there is a large body of literature suggesting that in cases like
the one just mentioned, there is in fact a silent determiner (I will come back to
this below). Note also that the determiner must be present with singular nouns.

Another aspect to be considered when applying the selection criterion is to
ascertain whether one is dealing with syntactic or semantic selection. The fact
that the determiner requires a noun could simply be due to the fact that it is spec-
ified to combine with a predicate to return an individual (cf. Longobardi 1994).
However, such interactions also exist between adverbs and verbal projections
of different sizes, but nobody would treat the adverb as the syntactic selector.
Furthermore, nothing in the semantic composition requires D to be the syntactic
head (cf. Bruening 2009: 31 for more discussion).

In the case at hand, however, it can be shown that semantic selection is not
sufficient. As pointed out in Larson (2019), determiners cannot combine with just
any predicate. Rather, they require a nominal predicate:

(3) Every man/happiness/*happy
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This suggests indeed that D selects N. Under the assumption that only heads can
select (cf. also Zwicky 1985 for discussion), this would argue in favor of the DP-
hypothesis. While arguably the standard assumption, there have been proposals
suggesting that non-heads can select, too, see Bruening et al. (2018), who argue
for selection by D under the NP-hypothesis. Thus, one probably shouldn’t draw
any strong conclusions from this.3

3.1.2 Form determination

Form determination refers to phenomena like case-government and morphologi-
cal selection in verbal complexes (where the auxiliary/functional verb determines
the form of the lexical verb). In the following example, each verbal element deter-
mines the form of the immediately subordinate verb (from Bruening 2009: 30):

(4) Imight have been being handed some cocaine (when the police caught
me).

It is difficult to apply the criterion to the noun phrase, though. Bruening (2009)
argues that the noun should be considered the head because its features deter-
mine those of NP-modifiers like adjectives and determiners, which show concord
with the head noun in gender and number.* However, concord is to be distin-
guished from government. In government by verbs, a verb governing accusative
case on an object is not accusative itself; it does not share a feature with the ob-
ject; rather, it assigns a feature to the object for which it is not specified itself
(case is just a probe feature). Concord, on the other hand, involves the sharing
of features.

There are, to my knowledge, no cases of form determination within the noun
phrase that would clearly identify either D or N as the head. Strong and weak

* A popular concept of headedness is obligatoriness. It overlaps with the asymmetry argument
in that the selector is also obligatory (unless it is elided, which is irrelevant, as this is phonetic
deletion). The limits of the argument become clear once cases are considered where the depen-
dent argument cannot be omitted. This not only holds for objects of verbs like devour, but also
for complements of prepositions. W.r.t. the noun phrase, we can observe that both determiner
and noun are present and neither can be omitted (assuming there to be a silent determiner
with bare plurals). Consequently, the obligatoriness criterion leads to an inconclusive result
when applied to the noun.

“Double definiteness in Germanic could potentially be considered a case where D determines
features of the noun, but that largely depends on one’s analysis of the phenomenon, and it is
far from obvious that this phenomenon should be subsumed under concord, see, e.g., Schoor-
lemmer (2012) for recent discussion.
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inflection on adjectives in Germanic (where the adjective covaries with the defi-
niteness/shape of the D-element) shows that D can affect the form of other con-
stituents within the noun phrase. This may suggest that D is indeed a head, from
which one may conclude that it must be the head of the noun phrase. While
plausible, it relies on the assumption that probes must be heads and cannot be
phrasal. While the predominant view, alternative conceptions have been pro-
posed. Probing by phrasal elements is arguably inevitable if concord within the
noun phrase involves a phi-probe on A targeting N (and if A is adjoined to NP).?
Thus, no argument can be made for either the NP- or DP-hypothesis on the basis
of form determination.

3.2 The features of the head are present on the maximal projection

This property of heads has the consequence that it is the features of the head
that are visible to the syntactic context outside the noun phrase. Features of
other noun phrase internal constituents, however, are less visible.

This has the following syntactic implications: First, the head determines the
distribution of the phrase since its category label is visible on the projection.
Second, the head is the preferred element for higher heads to interact with. This
can be seen in that the head/the features of the head are the preferred target for
selection and agreement.

3.2.1 Distribution

The question is whether the distribution of noun phrases is due to the catego-
rial properties of D or those of N. Since the distribution of pronouns and noun
phrases is very similar and since verbs can be combined with both nouns/noun
phrases and pronouns, this would seem to favor the DP-hypothesis; one could
simply state that verbs generally combine with D(Ps). However, given that pro-
nouns are frequently reanalyzed as D-heads taking a silent NP-complement (El-
bourne 2005), it is not inconceivable that they could also be reanalyzed as NPs
with only the determiner overt as in the right-hand tree in Figure 4.

Thus, in either case, the similar distribution of nouns/noun phrases and pro-
nouns would be due to whatever categorial feature is on the maximal projection

> Another possibility may be the genitive of quantification in Slavic, where the NP in the scope
of the quantifier/numeral appears in the genitive. If quantifier/numeral occupy the head of
the DP, this would indeed represent a case of form determination. In some of the analyses,
however, cf., e.g., Boskovi¢ (2006), the quantifier actually occupies a specifier position, which
renders the argument inconclusive.
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DP NP
PN P
D NP Det N’

Figure 4: Pronouns under the DP- and NP-hypothesis

in both cases, viz., either D or N. Thus, arguments from distribution do not help
to decide the NP/DP-debate.®

3.2.2 Selection from outside

There are three different aspects of selection that are relevant here, viz., selection
of particular phi- or definiteness features of noun phrases, categorial selection,
and third, selection of particular lexical items within noun phrases in the context
of idioms, addressing an argument from Bruening et al. (2018).

3.2.2.1 Selecting features of D vs. N Morphological selection is assumed
to target features of the head in a selector’s complement. In the case of verbal
complements, this can be features such as +/- wh, +/- V2, +/- subjunctive or
specific non-finite forms (participle, bare infinitive, to-infinitive)

As pointed out in Bruening (2009), there do not seem to be any cases where
the verb selects D-related properties such as a particular definiteness value or
particular determiners (but see the next subsection). This does not support the
DP-hypothesis. However, one also does not find any cases where a verb selects
properties of N. One does find semantic selection, e.g., selection of an animate/
inanimate noun, but I am not aware of any cases where the verb selects any par-
ticular morpho-syntactic features of N like [gender] or [number] (to the extent
that the latter really is a feature of N and not of Num). Consequently, the facts
from morphological selection are inconclusive w.r.t. the NP/DP-debate.

3.2.2.2 Categorial selection = Bruening et al. (2018: 6) claim that there is an
important asymmetry between the selection of verbal and nominal complements:

®Pronouns sometimes display different distribution than nouns, but that usually concerns weak
pronouns. For instance, in German, weak pronouns are fronted to the Wackernagel position
and weak object pronouns cannot occur in Spec,CP. However, this restriction is not primarily
about their categorial status but about their information-structural possibilities and, associated
with that, their prosodic weight (which in some works, however, is reanalyzed as a categorial
difference): none of these restrictions apply to strong pronouns.
German personal pronouns are different from demonstrative pronouns in important re-
spects that argue against a silent NP-complement, see Salzmann (2020: 6, fn. 4) for discussion.
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While verbs can select verbal complements of different sizes like CP, TP, vP and
VP, there do not seem to be any cases where verbs select nouns of different types,
e.g., DP vs. NP.

While this is generally correct, there are cases that suggest that categorial
selection of different types of noun phrases may be necessary after all. This
holds quite generally for pseudo-incorporation, which often involves NP-objects,
which are predicates and thus compose differently with the verb. Crucially, con-
trary to the claims in Bruening et al. (2018); Bruening (2020), it is not the case that
each verb of a language can occur with both ‘regular’ and pseudo-incorporated
nouns. The class of verbs that allows pseudo-incorporation is always restricted.
For instance, as discussed in Kallulli (1999), in Albanian, a language that generally
allows bare count singulars, pseudo-incorporation is blocked with individual-
level predicates like ‘love’, ‘hate’, ‘admire’, ‘respect’. Furthermore, it is often ob-
served that verb and noun together express an “institutionalized activity”, see
Dayal (2011: 164-165). There is thus clearly a selectional component. Under the
DP-hypothesis, one can state that some verbs allow the selection of NPs in ad-
dition to DPs. Under the NP-hypothesis, the difference can arguably only be
captured by means of semantic selection, viz., some verbs can select predicates
in addition to individuals.

However, not all cases can be handled by means of differences in semantic se-
lection. Erschler (2019) discusses a comitative preposition in Ossetic that selects
NumP but is crucially not compatible with DP (he shows that the selection must
be morphosyntactic rather than semantic). The need for categorial selection is
even more obvious w.r.t. the distribution of bare noun constructions and weak
definites. Both are semantically very similar in that they covary under ellipsis
and quantification and do not support anaphora (Carlson et al. 2006, Aguilar-
Guevara 2014). The following two examples illustrate covariation under quan-
tification. In both cases, a distributive reading is possible (in fact by far the most
salient if not even only reading).

(5) a. Jeder Schiiler spielt Klavier. (German)
every student plays piano

‘Every student plays the piano.

b. Jeder Schiiler bleibt im  Bett.
every student stays in.the bed

‘Every student stays in bed’

What is relevant in the case at hand is that the two construction types are in
complementary distribution within a language; given that they have the same
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semantics, the distribution of the presence/absence of the definite article cannot
be captured in semantic terms. The fact that the distribution has to be captured in
morphosyntactic terms becomes particularly obvious once English is compared
with German. While there are cases where the languages pattern the same (e.g.,
uses of the weak definite construction as in ‘take the bus’ or the bare noun con-
struction as in ‘take to court’), there are several cases where the distribution is
the opposite. English uses the weak definite in the expressions play *(the) piano,
read *(the) newspaper, listen to *(the) radio, while German uses the bare noun con-
struction in these cases. However, it is not always the case that a weak definite
in English corresponds to a bare noun in German. The reverse can also be found:
We find bare nouns in the following English expressions stay in (*the) bed, go to
(*the) church, be in (*the) jail, while German requires the weak definite.

How can this distribution be captured and what does it imply for the NP/DP
debate? Under the DP-hypothesis, one can handle the distribution by means of
categorial selection. Certain verbs or prepositions (in certain collocations) select
either a full DP as in take the bus, other verbs or prepositions select a bare NP in
certain cases as in stay in bed. Under the NP-hypothesis, the challenge arises to
ensure that in some cases only a bare noun is possible. However, determiners are
modifiers under the NP-hypothesis and therefore it should always be possible to
add them (with count nouns). One cannot use selection here: One cannot assume
that V/P selects an N which in turn selects nothing.

3.2.2.3 Selection of D-elements in idioms  Bruening et al. (2018) and Bruen-
ing (2020) discuss selection relationships in conventionalized expressions/idioms.
They show that these expressions always consist of (potentially a sequence of)
local relations, which are mainly government relations between heads. There
can be open slots, but they never affect heads in the government sequence but
only left branches or the lowest complement. This is illustrated by the following
German example:

(6) Gefahr laufen, zu ... (German)
risk run to

‘run the risk to ...

Here, the verb and the object are fixed, as is the specification of the non-finite
complement clause attached to the noun, which has to be a to-infinitive. How-
ever, everything else in that non-finite clause is open. The open slot is the struc-
turally lowest position. Open slots in the middle of the government sequence,
however, do not seem to be found. For instance, while there are idioms involv-
ing V+P+N, there are no idioms involving just V+N with P being completely open.
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While this may seem like a complicated and counter-intuitive approach to idioms
(and it is not fully clear how such an idiom would be represented in the lexicon),
it should be pointed out that this view avoids the pitfalls of constituency-based
approaches since idioms crucially need not form a syntactic constituent. Thus,
Bruening’s approach seems like an interesting proposal to capture what a possi-
ble idiom can look like.

What is relevant in the current context is that, according to the authors, there
is an important asymmetry between the verbal and the nominal domain. While
conventionalized expressions can involve verbs selecting functional heads with
particular properties, e.g. +wh-clauses (as in know which way the wind blows),
the to-infinitive discussed above or particular prepositions, there do not seem
to be conventionalized expressions involving nominals where the D-position is
fixed. They argue that even if there is a default specification for the D (e.g., the
or a or no determiner at all), they argue that the choice of D can always vary.
The type of examples Bruening has in mind are as follows: the idiom foot the
bill normally takes the definite determiner, but one can find variations as in the
following example:

(7) Taxpayers must foot another bill.

The same goes for idioms with indefinite determiners like beat a dead horse. The
canonical form of the idiom includes an indefinite determiner, but one can find
variants like the following:

(8) politicians who continue to beat the dead horse that all the economy
needs to be robust is for rich people ...

Crucially, what cannot vary, however, is the content of N. This strongly suggests
that N+V form a closer unit than N and D and thus favors the NP-hypothesis.
Under the DP-hypothesis, one would expect the D-position to be fixed.

In what follows I will take issue with this argument (see also Larson 2019 for
similar criticism). First, both in English and in German, there is usually a canoni-
cal form for the D-position, even if the D-position is to some extent variable. For
instance, in the following two German idioms, it is clear that the canonical form
is either definite or indefinite:

(9) a. ins Gras beissen (German)
in.the grass bite
‘die’

"https://www.english-corpora.org/iweb/
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b. jemandem einen Korb geben
to.someone a basket give

‘reject someone’

Thus, if there is a default specification, this means that we have rather spe-
cific knowledge about the form of the D-position. Thus suggests that selection
is needed after all. Second, there are many idioms where no flexibility of the
D-position can be found, neither via google nor via the DeReKo-corpus, the
largest corpus of written German (https://www1.ids-mannheim.de/kl/projekte/
korpora.html). Here are a few German examples where the D-position is either
empty (bare singular, bare plural), definite or indefinite:

(10) a. Leine ziehen (German)

leash pull
‘to get lost’

b. Bande sprechen
volumes speak
‘to speak volumes’

c. die Flinte ins Korn werfen
the shotgun into.the grain throw
‘to give up’

d. ein Licht aufgehen
a light appear

‘to dawn upon’

Third, concerning variability, one has to distinguish different cases. There are
indeed cases of free variation. Some German examples can be found in Fleischer

(1982: 209), of which I represent one where the determiner can be ‘all’, ‘both’ or
‘the’:

(11) alle / beide / die Hénde voll zu tun haben (German)
all both the hands full to do have

‘have one’s hands full’

In many other cases, the variation largely involves creative language use that
is generally possible with idioms but not indicative of an open slot. Often, the
effect of choosing different Ds affects the quantification of the event (cf. foot
another bill above). As competent speakers and cooperative hearers, we can also
play with this. For instance, while the following opaque idiom normally does not
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allow any variation regarding the D-position, once we force it, one can probably
obtain a plausible interpretation nevertheless (recall that ins Gras beissen means
‘to die’):

(12) in ein anderes Gras beissen als sein Vater (German)
ina different grass bite  like his father

‘die in a different way than his father’

Thus, by deviating from the canonical form of the idiom, one can achieve a cer-
tain effect that is part of creative language use, but this does not imply that the
D-position is generally free. Crucially, since the nature of the D-position cannot
be predicted on the basis of semantics, it will have to be regulated by syntax, viz.,
by selection.

Consequently, the argument from idioms actually favors the DP-hypothesis
because it allows direct selection of the D-position. The presence of absence of
a D-element can, in addition, be handled by means of categorial selection (NP
vs. DP). Under the NP-hypothesis, serious problems arise. To account for idioms
without a D, one would have to prevent the presence of a D, but since determiners
are modifiers, there is no obvious way to do that. Furthermore, to ensure that a
specific D occurs, one would have to select an N which in turn selects a particular
type of D. While doable, this solution would be more complicated than direct
selection as under the DP-hypothesis.

3.2.3 Agreement

Given that the features of the head of the noun phrase are present on the max-
imal projection, we expect the (features of the) head to be the preferred goal
for probes, e.g., those initiating agreement, outside the noun phrase. Access to
the non-head will be blocked by Relativized Minimality/the A-over-A-principle
(Chomsky 1973). The two different theories thus make crucially different predic-
tions here. Under the DP-hypothesis, D will be the preferred target, while N and
other constituents may be inaccessible. Under the NP-hypothesis, the reverse
prediction is made: It is N that should be the preferred target, while D should be
less accessible. The crucial differences are indicated in the tree diagrams given
in Figure 5 (potentially inaccessible material is set in gray).

The predictions are thus rather clear here. However, since D and N normally
agree in phi-features through concord, it is difficult to find cases that would help
tease apart the two theories. In Salzmann (2020) I argue that agreement switches
within the noun phrase with hybrid nouns in Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian favors
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v+ DP v+ NP
/\ PN
XP D’ DetP N’
PN ‘
D NP N

Figure 5: Minimality under the DP- and NP-hypothesis

the DP-hypothesis: In this language, certain nouns can trigger biological or gram-
matical agreement on various nominal and clausal agreement targets. Impor-
tantly, there can be switches from grammatical to biological agreement but not
the other way around. I argue that this follows most naturally under the DP-
hypothesis. Suppose that N bears both gender features, that all heads within DP
enter Agree with each other and that each head will only target the next lower
head. This can lead to a situation where we find biological agreement only on D.
When the verb targets the noun phrase in this case, it can only copy the biolog-
ical gender feature, the grammatical gender feature on N is inaccessible. While
this follows under the DP-hypothesis, the reverse would be predicted under the
NP-hypothesis: Since N is the head, both gender features would be present on the
maximal projection. Thus, a switch back from biological to grammatical gender
between D and v should be possible, contrary to fact.®

4 Conclusion

While much of the literature on the NP/DP-debate discusses conceptual and
theory-internal arguments, this paper has focused on arguments that make di-
rect reference to concepts of headedness. The two criteria I have relied on are
(i) the asymmetric relationship between head and non-head regarding selection
and form determination and (ii) the fact that the features of the head are present
on the maximal projection.

As we have seen, while several arguments turn out to be inconclusive, the facts
overall favor the DP-hypothesis. W.r.t. the asymmetry between D and N, there
is some evidence that D selects NPs. The facts from categorial selection and the
selection of the form of D-elements in idioms suggest that it must be possible to

8 Another possible argument for the DP-hypothesis could come from agreement with quanti-
fied nouns where in some cases agreement can only target the features of the quantifier and
not those of the noun, see Danon (2013), Driemel & Stojkovi¢ (2019). This suggests that the
quantifier is the head rather than the noun.
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select (i) both DP or NP and (ii) different types of D. This can be straightforwardly
handled by means of the DP-hypothesis, while under the NP-hypothesis, block-
ing the presence of a D-head in certain collocations/idioms turns out to create
insurmountable problems. Furthermore, agreement facts from hybrid agreement
suggest that D is closer to noun phrase external agreement probes than N, which
supports the DP-hypothesis. I thus conclude that based on simple and arguably
theory-neutral diagnostics for headedness, the DP-hypothesis is at an advantage.
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Chapter 4

Headless in Berlin: Headless (nominal)
structures in Head-Driven Phrase
Structure Grammar

Stefan Miller ®

Humboldt-Universitat zu Berlin

This paper deals with the status of heads in Head-Driven Phrase Structure Gram-
mar (HPSG). Firstly, background assumptions are presented: the lexical represen-
tation of valence at the head and projection of head features. Secondly, I discuss
criteria for determining the head of a phrase. I use nominal structures as an exam-
ple, since the DP/NP debate is still undecided across frameworks, and exploring
the arguments from an HPSG perspective may be interesting for readers. Zwicky’s
(1985) criteria are discussed, and I show that most of them do not decide the is-
sue for German nominal structures, but assignment of semantic roles by relational
nouns and selectional relations in idioms (Osborne & Grof3 2012, Bruening 2020)
support NP structures. I discuss nominal structures with non-overt nouns and
copulaless sentences in African American Vernacular English (AAVE) and argue
for an empty nominal head. I show that empty elements can be eliminated from
grammars but argue that they are nevertheless useful in nominal structures and
copula constructions in AAVE, since they capture generalizations. However, there
are other structures like Jackendoff’s (2008) N-P-N construction that should be an-
alyzed as unheaded. The paper closes with general considerations about the use
of empty elements in grammars, arguing that they should be detectable in the in-
put by systematic variation with overt material. This excludes the assumption of
empty elements like AgrO or Topic in grammars of languages like German, since
there is no overt material associated with these heads.

1 Introduction

Ulrike Freywald and Horst Simon asked proponents of various linguistic theories
to take part in their workshop Headedness and/or grammatical anarchy? and ex-

Stefan Miller. 2022. Headless in Berlin: Headless (nominal) structures in
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I mon & Stefan Miiller (eds.), Headedness and/or grammatical anarchy? 73—
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plain the notion of head used in the respective theories. They asked the following
questions:

+ Are structural asymmetries a precondition for structure building?
« Or do “real” non-headed structures exist?

If so, how are non-headed structures built?

« How does headedness/a headed structure work, if there is no head?

« Do we need the concept of “head” in grammatical theory?

The current paper addresses these questions. I start with an introduction of Head-
Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG, Pollard & Sag 1987, 1994, Miiller 2013)
in Section 2; there, I explain how lexical heads determine the internal structure
and external distribution of phrases. Following the introduction of the basic ma-
chinery in Section 2, I step back a bit and discuss more general, theory-neutral
criteria for an element being a head in Section 3. Zwicky’s (1985) criteria for
being a head are applied in the notorious DP/NP debate. German data shows
that most of the criteria deliver inconclusive results, but some seem to argue for
N as the head. After comparing the complexity of NP and DP structures and
discussing the assignment of semantic roles in nominalizations, selection, and
idioms, I argue for assuming N as the head in nominal structures.

Section 4 deals with the question of how to deal with structures in which there
is no visible head. Again, I discuss nominal structures and show how nounless
nominal structures can be described by assuming an empty nominal head. Fur-
thermore, I explain the analysis of predicative structures in African American
Vernacular English and why the assumption of an empty head was suggested in
Sag et al. (2003: Section 15.3.5).

Frameworks like Construction Grammar reject empty elements dogmatically
(Goldberg 2003: 219, 2006: 10, Hoffmann & Trousdale 2013: 3, Fillmore 2013: 112,
Michaelis 2013: 134) since they are said to be unacquirable. I show in Section 5
that grammars with empty elements may be transformed into grammars without
empty elements, and I argue that the NP grammar with empty nominal heads is in
fact easier to learn than the grammar without empty elements, since it captures
the facts about omissible elements directly.

Apart from nominal structures in which we have a head but it is invisible, there
are other structures in which it is impossible to identify one central element that
determines the structure of the whole unit and where the stipulation of an empty
head cannot be motivated by anything theory-external. Section 6 shows how
such phrases can be analyzed and why they are unproblematic for HPSG even
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though the theory has “head-driven” in its name, which seems to suggest that all
structures have to have a head.

Section 7 discusses language acquisition and provides criteria for when the
assumption of empty elements is appropriate. Section 8 provides a summary of
the paper.

2 Heads and HPSG

The notion of head is crucial for Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar: most
phrases in grammars have a central element that is responsible for the internal
structure of the phrase and for its distribution. For example, prepositions deter-
mine the case of the NP they combine with:

(1) a. zudiesem Termin
to this.DAT appointment

b. *zudiesen Termin
to this.Acc appointment

The form of the preposition in prepositional objects is important, since it is re-
sponsible for the external distribution of the whole phrase: while an auf PP can
function as the object of warten ‘to wait’, an an PP cannot:

(2) a. Ich warte auf den Mann.
I wait on the man

‘T am waiting for the man’

b. *Ich warte an den Mann.
I wait at the man

It is clear for prepositions, verbs, and adjectives that they have valence and that
their form and/or inflectional properties are responsible for the distribution of
the whole phrase. The problematic cases (determiner and noun) and respective
criteria for head status are discussed in Section 3.

I turn now to the foundational assumptions of HPSG (treatment of valence and
percolation of head information) in order to be able to explain headless structures
with reference to these more common structures.

In HPSG, valence information is expressed by means of lists. For example,
valence lists of two-place verbs contain two elements (in German).! One of these
arguments gets the nominative and the other one the accusative case.

'Tt is commonly assumed that finite verbs in OV languages select all their arguments in one
valence list (Pollard 1996: 295-296, Kiss 1995: Section 3.1.1, Miiller 2002), while there are two
valence lists for SVO languages like English: one list for preverbal arguments (specifiers) and
one for post-verbal arguments (complements; Sag, Wasow & Bender 2003: Section 4.3; Miiller
2022: Section 4.3).
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I assume binary branching structures for German, as most authors working
on German in HPSG do (see for instance Hinrichs & Nakazawa 1994, Kiss 1995,
Meurers 1999, Miiller 1999b, Kathol 2000, Holler-Feldhaus 2001). Which argu-
ment is combined with the head is not constrained, so the head can combine
with the nominative or with the accusative first. The argument that is not com-
bined with the head is passed up in the tree. Figure 1 shows this for the example
in (3):

(3) [dass] niemand ihn kennt

that nobody him knows
‘that nobody knows him’

Vo
/\

NP[nom] V ( NP[nom] )

/\

NP[acc] V ( NP[nom], NP[acc] )

niemand ihn kennt
nobody him knows

Figure 1: Analysis of niemand ihn kennt ‘nobody knows him’

The verb kennt ‘knows’ requires one NP in the nominative and one in the
accusative. After combining kennt ‘knows’ with the accusative object ihn ‘him’,
one gets a linguistic object that requires an NP in the nominative. If this linguistic
object is combined with the nominative, an element with an empty valence list
results. Since the head of this linguistic object is a verb, the whole linguistic
object is a sentence.

Many theoretical papers discuss tree structures without providing the rules
that actually license the trees. HPSG uses abstract dominance schemata to license
linguistic objects. A representation of such a schema is shown in Figure 2.

H[sPr ()]

N

H[ser ([i)]

Figure 2: Visualization of the Specifier-Head Schema
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This treelet shows how heads can be combined with an element of their spec-
ifier list (spr stands for specifier). Usually the spr list of a head contains exactly
one element (the subject of SVO languages and the determiner in NP structures?,
in Figure 2), which means that the spr list of the mother node is the empty
list.3

Heads are marked by H in the figures. This is supposed to indicate that all
head information, that is, information that is relevant for the distribution of the
phrase, is present at both the head daughter and the mother. For sentences, this
would be the information that the part of speech of the head is verb and whether
the verb is finite, a participle, or an infinitive with or without fo. Of course other
information about required arguments, extracted arguments and adjuncts, and

“Some authors assume an additional valence feature for subjects, namely susjy (Borsley 1987, Pol-
lard & Sag 1994: Chapter 9). I assume a head feature suBj for control and raising. Subjects in
SVO languages like English and the Scandinavian languages are treated as specifiers (Miiller
2022). There are analyses of the NP assuming that the determiner is a marker of the head
rather than a dependent selected via valence features (Van Eynde 2006, Allegranza 2007, Sag
2012). See also Van Eynde (2021) for an overview of alternative approaches to nominal struc-
tures within HPSG. The marker-based approaches provide a simple analysis of determinerless
nominal structures (Van Eynde 2006: 167, 174-175), but the syntactic simplicity of syntactic
structures comes at a price: the resulting structures are missing the quantifier usually con-
tributed by the determiner. The only solution to the problem I am aware of was suggested
by Allegranza (1998). Allegranza (1998) suggests an analysis in which nouns that may appear
without determiner (plurals and mass nouns) introduce a quantifier lexically. If these nouns
are used without a determiner or a quantifier, the lexically introduced quantifier is used. In
all other cases the lexically introduced quantifier is removed (p.103). The solution involves
disjunctions and subtraction operations over sets and is rather complex. Furthermore, Alle-
granza’s account fails on examples like alledged water, since in his setup the quantifier scopes
over water directly. While this probably can be fixed, any imaginable solution is probably
not simpler than what was suggested so far and hence I prefer the approach described in this
paper.

In addition, marker-based approaches do not capture the parallelism between verbs and
nouns in nominalizations like (i):

(i) a. Caesar destroyed the city.

b. Caesar’s destruction of the city

In the approach assumed here, both the subject Caesar and the determiner phrase Caesar’s
will be selected by the verb and by the noun derived from the verb, respectively. The heads
will assign semantic roles to the selected element (Machicao y Priemer & Miiller 2021). In the
marker-based analysis Caesar’s would select destruction of the city despite the fact that it fills
a semantic role of destruction (Frank Van Eynde, p.c. 2019). I prefer the more uniform analysis
of the examples in (i). Nominalizations will be discussed further in Section 3.2.3.

3See Miiller & @rsnes (2013) for an analysis of object shift in Danish in which objects appearing
to the left of the verb (like subjects) are treated as specifiers. In this analysis the spr list may
contain more than one element. See also Ng (1997: Sections 5.3, 6.3) for an analysis of nominal
structures in English and Chinese with multiple specifiers and Wang & Liu (2007) for such an
analysis of Chinese nominal structures.
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relative pronouns within a phrase, among other things, are also relevant for the
external distribution of a phrase. This information is part of the complex cate-
gories that are assumed in HPSG. The head information is the information that is
directly shared between lexical heads and intermediate and maximal projections
of the lexical head.

The trees we saw so far are convenient for visualization, but HPSG uses typed
feature value structures to model all aspects of linguistic objects; even the inter-
nal configuration of complex syntactic objects is represented by feature value
pairs. (4) shows how the Specifier-Head Schema can be described with feature

value pairs.*

(4) Specifier-Head Schema:
specifier-head-phrase =
SPR ()
HEAD-DTR [SPR ( )]

DTRS (@R

The symbol = stands for a logical implication: if a feature structure is of type
specifier-head-phrase, the restrictions on the right side of the implication have
to hold. Types and implicational constraints are discussed further below. The
daughters in a tree are represented in a list, which is the value of the DAUGHTERS
feature (Ginzburg & Sag 2000: 30). In the case at hand, we have two daughters:
and [2]. The daughter [1] is the head daughter. In addition to being in the DTRs
list, it is identified with the value of the feature HEAD-DTR. The sPR list contains
a description of the other daughter ([2]). Figure 3 shows the tree representation
for structures licensed by the schema in (4). Mannes ‘man’ selects a determiner.
Verbs project information about part of speech and inflection. The part of
speech and case information determines the distribution of nominal projections.
HPSG groups information that belongs together into one attribute value matrix
(AVM). Part of speech information and case information form the value of HEAD
in (5).> nounis the type of the feature description. Feature structures of type noun

“Even though the schema is more formal than the little treelets, it is still a simplification in
that not all feature-value paths are fully specified as they would have to be according to the
theory. (4) leaves out the paths leading to spr and a path in the list of daughters. For details
see Ginzburg & Sag (2000: 30) and Miiller & Machicao y Priemer (2019).

SOf course other properties like number, gender, and declension class are relevant for the dis-
tribution as well. Some authors bundle case, person, number, gender, and declension class
as agreement features inside of HEAD (Kathol 1999: 262), and others refer to the number and
gender information contained in the semantic index contributed by nouns (Pollard & Sag 1994:
Section 2.5.1, Miiller 2007b: Section 13.2). I omit declension class here, since it is not relevant
for the current discussion.
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N[ser ()]

T

[ Det N[spr{[1]) ]

des Mannes
the.GEN man.GEN

Figure 3: Specifier-Head structure

always have a cask feature. This feature may have the values nom, gen, dat, or
acc in German. For Frau ‘woman’, we may leave the value underspecified, since
Frau is compatible with any of the four cases in German, but for Mannes ‘man’,
which is in the genitive, it has to be gen.

®)

[noun
HEAD

sPR  ( Det)
| comps ()

[ pHON ( Mannes) |

CASE gen]

Since HPSG allows values of features to be internally complex, features that have
to be projected from lexical items can be grouped together and the projection of
head features can be set up in a general way: all information that is present under
HEAD is shared between head daughter and mother, that is, the information in
the description of the head daughter is identical to the respective information
at the mother. Figure 4 shows the analysis of the nominal phrase des Mannes
‘the.GEN man.GeN’.

[HEAD ]

/\

Det noun
HEAD
CASE gen
des Mannes
the.GEN man.GEN

Figure 4: Specifier-Head structure
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The information concerning part of speech and case of the noun is shared with
the respective information for the whole phrase.

Apart from Specifier-Head structures, there are also Head-Complement struc-
tures. These play a role in the combination of relational nouns with their com-
plements. Figure 5 gives an example.

[HEAD ]

comps ()

/\

HEAD [1] noun NP[gen]
comps ( [2])

SRVAN

Eroberung der Stadt

conquest of.the city

Figure 5: Head-Complement structure

Head-Complement phrases are parallel to Specifier-Head phrases. The only
difference is that complements are selected via another valence feature (comps
rather than spr). The schema for head-complement combinations that is parallel
to Figure 2 is shown in Figure 6. As with Specifier-Head phrases, the valence

H[comps[1]]

/\

H[comps ([2]) ®[1]]
Figure 6: Visualization of the Head-Complement Schema

list is split into two parts: one list with exactly one element ( [2]) and another
list with the rest ([1]). [2] is identified with the other daughter, and [1], the list
containing the rest, is identified with the comps value of the mother node. The
combination of a head with its complements as it is given in Figure 6 combines
the head with the first element in the valence list. This is exactly what we find in
SOV languages. For SOV languages and languages with scrambling see (Miiller
2020: Sections 9.1.1, 9.4, 2021a: Sections 3, 4). The order of combination differs
from the one in Specifier-Head structures, in which the head is combined with
the last element in the spr list first. Again see Miiller & @rsnes (2013) for details.

(6) shows the schema that licenses Head-Complement phrases. Apart from the
schemata introduced so far, HPSG has schemata for head-adjunct combinations
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(6) Head-Complement Schema:
head-complement-phrase =
COMPS

HEAD-DTR [COMPS ® (3] )]
DTRS (12,3])

and for nonlocal dependencies (for less general schemata see Section 6). The two
schemata above are sufficient to be able to explain the assumptions about heads
and headedness made in HPSG.®

All feature structures in HPSG have to be of a certain type. These types are
organized in hierarchies. All feature structures modeling linguistic signs are of
type sign. Linguistic signs are divided into phrases and words. For these objects,
we have the types phrase and word. Phrases can be categorized into phrases that
have a head (headed-phrase) and phrases without a head (non-headed-phrase).
specifier-head-phrase and head-complement-phrase are subtypes of the type head-
ed-phrase.

We want to say the following about structures: if there is a head in the struc-
ture, then the head features of the head daughter have to be identical to the head
features of the mother. HPSG allows for an elegant expression of this fact using
an implicational constraint:’

°A reviewer asked how agreement between determiners, adjectives, and nouns can be ac-
counted for in HPSG. These items agree in case, number, gender, and match in declension
class. Agreement is usually analyzed using structure sharing of features of items that select
others/are selected by others. Since nouns select their determiners, agreement between nouns
and determiners can be assured. Similarly, adjectives select nouns, and hence adjective-noun
agreement can be taken care of. Since nouns agree with their determiners, the agreement be-
tween all three elements is accounted for. See Pollard & Sag (1994: Section 2.5.1) and Miiller
(2007b: Section 13.2) for worked-out proposals for agreement in German noun phrases and
Wechsler & Zlati¢ (2003) on agreement in HPSG in general.

’ An alternative formulation of the Head Feature Principle, the so-called Generalized Head Fea-
ture Principle, is suggested by Ginzburg & Sag (2000: 33). They suggest that all syntactic and
semantic information of the head daughter is shared with the information of the mother by
default. As (4) and (6) show, the valence information at mother nodes differs from the va-
lence information at the head daughter in Specifier-Head phrases and in Head-Complement
phrases. The same is true for semantic information: usually the semantic information at the
mother node differs from the information at the head daughter, since the mother node has a
collection of the semantic contributions of all daughters. This is captured by Ginzburg & Sag
because sharing all information is a default that is overwritten in subtypes of headed-phrase.
Defaults are often used in linguistics to describe unmarked cases, but what the Generalized
Head Feature Principle sets as a default never actually holds. In fact, there is not a single
structure in any HPSG theory I am aware of in which all syntactic and semantic features of
head daughter and mother are identical. So the Generalized Head Feature Principle is not a
generalization. It is never true, and hence I do not use it.
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HEAD

(7)  headed-phrase = [HEAD-DTR [HEAD ]

(7) specifies a constraint that holds for all feature structures of type headed-
phrase, including those that are subtypes of headed-phrase. The constraint identi-
fies the head features of the head daughter with the head features of the mother.

The fact that we have an implication in (7) cannot be emphasized enough.
This means that the conclusion has to hold only if the antecedent is true. If the
antecedent is false, nothing is said about the presence of head daughters or the
values of head features. This means that one can assume headless structures in
HPSG, and there are plenty of examples of headless constructions in the literature
(Miller 1999a, 1999b: Chapter 10). Hence it would be wrong to claim that HPSG
assumes that all structures must be headed. I will return to headless constructions
in Section 6.

Before turning to such truly headless constructions, in the following section
I want to discuss nominal structures, which are interesting for two reasons. For
one, researchers still disagree as to which element in a nominal structure is the
head. And for another, both determiner and noun may be omitted in German,
which means that nominal structures could be problematic for linguistic theories
in general.

3 Nominal structures

Since the 1970s there have been proposals to treat the determiner as the head
of nominal structures. Such proposals became popular within the framework of
GB (Chomsky 1981) but are entertained in other frameworks as well: there are
proposals in Categorial Grammar, LFG, HPSG, and Dependency Grammar that
assume the determiner to be the head. See Ajdukiewicz (1935: 6), Vennemann &
Harlow (1977), Brame (1982), Hudson (1984: 90-92), Hellan (1986), Abney (1987),
Netter (1994, 1998), Van Langendonck (1994), Salzmann (2020, 2022) for DP pro-
posals and Pollard & Sag (1994), Demske (2001: 49), Miiller (2007b: Section 6.6.1),
Bruening (2009, 2020) for NP proposals in various frameworks. Hudson (2004)
working in Word Grammar, a version of Dependency Grammar, suggests mutual
dependency between determiner and noun.?

8Due to space limitations, it is not possible to go into the details of a comparison, but such mu-
tual dependencies are also assumed in HPSG: t