ON SILENT SEMI-LEXICAL PERSON

NORBERT CORVER*

ABSTRACT:. Itis a well-known fact that the bound morpherssoccurs on
the possessor in Dutch possessive noun phrases suldmasuto (‘Jan’s
car’), tantes fiets (‘faunt’s bike’), etc. In recent years, various generative-
linguistic studies have tried to give a proper charactéonaof the bound
morpheme-s, which historically relates to a genitival suffix. For exdmp
it has been interpreted as a functional category belonginiget category D,
Agr, or Pos(sessor). One of the most remarkable occurrafcesss the one
on proper names and family names that function as argumettig iclause,
a phenomenon attested in various dialects of Dutch. Vanintgen's (1947)
seminal article on this phenomenon gives the following gxamLaten we
vaders daar nou maar buiten houd§it. ‘Let we father’s there but outside
keep’, ‘Let’s keep father out’). In this article, | will tryotgive a proper char-
acterization of this bound morpheme that has a definiteledlike behavior
and elaborate on the syntax of proper names.

KEYWORDS: silent noun, semi-lexical noun, person, subject-objsgha
metry, Dutch dialects

1. INTRODUCTION

As has been observed by various Dutch traditional grammsrthe grammat-
ical marker-s, which is most familiar from its occurrence in possessivamo
phrases such aiets auto (Piet-s car, ‘Piet’s car’) andadess hoed (father-
s hat, ‘father’s hat’), also shows up, in a great variety otdbudialects, in
what appear to be non-possessive contexts (cf. Van Haerin§d 7; Overdiep,
1940). An example of this quite remarkable phenomenon &giv (1), which
represents Alblasserwaard Dutch (cf. Van Haeringen, 1947)

(1) WekwamenAnna'stegen
We met Anna-sPRT
‘We met Anna.’

The question, obviously, arises as to how to interpret Hezeotcurrence
of -s on the proper name, which seems to function as an argumemnwiiite

* Utrecht Institute of Linguistics-OTS, Utrecht University
Parts of this article were presented at the workshop on Th&syand semantics of grammat-
ical features (Stuttgart university, 2007), the TIN-megt{Utrecht University, 2007), the 9th
conference of the English department at Bucharest Untye(2007), and the 17th generative
grammar colloquium at Girona University (2007). | thank thediences in all of these set-
tings for valuable comments and discussion. | would, finallso like to thank the anonymous
reviewer and the special editors of this volume for their ownts.

5

LINGUE E LINGUAGGIO VII.1 (2008) 5-24



NORBERT CORVER

main clause. The approach taken by traditional grammaissiesanalyzesas

a case morpheme. In this paper | will propose an alternatiagyais according

to which a linguistic expression lik&nna’sin (1) is, in fact, a hidden posses-
sive construction, withs as a possessive marker occupying a functional head
position. More specificallyAnnais a possessor which enters into a posses-
sive relationship with a silent (i.e. unpronounced) norhpwssessum. Thus:
[Anna+ -s+ POSSESSUN. If this is the correct analysis, this would provide
another instance of a nominal construction featuring amefe which is syn-
tactically and interpretively active, but yet not pronoeddcf. Kayne, 2003).

I will further argue that this silent possessum can be charzed as a gram-
matical, i.e. semi-lexical, noun in the sense of Emonds%)19Blore particu-
larly, this silent semi-lexical noun will be identified BERSON

2. -S: AN ENCLITIC ARTICLE OR A CASE MORPHEME?

Before discussing two potential analyses of the linguiskpressiorAnna’s
in (1), let me give a few additional examples in order to shbat this phe-
nomenon is broadly attested in Dutch dialects and thatsthppears on proper
names (and kinship nouns) fulfilling a variety of argumeifialctions.

(2) Dialect of Alblasserwaard; Van Haeringen (1947)

a. WekwamenAnnds tegen
We met Anna-sPRT
‘We met Anna’
b. Wezullenhetmoedes maarnietvertellen
Weshall it mother-sbut not tell
‘We won't tell it to mother’
c. Dat isde hoedvanAries
Thatisthehat of Arie-s
‘That’s Arie’s hat’

3 Dialect of Katwijk; Overdiep (1940: 108)

a. He-je Jantjies et ezien?
Have-youJanbiMm-s notseen
‘Haven't you seen Johnny?’

b. Ikhep etJantjies ezaat
| haveit Janbim-stold
‘[ told it to Johnny’

c. Issemit Jantjies choed?
Is-it with JanbiM-s good
‘Is everything okay with Johnny?’
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4) Dialect of Gilzé

a. lkkwamJanretegen
| met Jan-ePRT
‘I met Jan’
b. Ikgaaf Teure unkado
| gaveTeun-ea present
‘I gave Teun a present’
c. Des de stoelvanJanre
That-sthechairof Jan-e
‘That's Jan’s chair’

In the (a) examples, the proper name functions as a direetlgs an indirect
object in (b), and as the complement of P in{c).

Now that we have a rough picture of the distribution-gflet us address
the question as to what analysis could be assigned to thisngagical marker.
Afirst hypothesis that comes to mind is that an expressi@Aina’sconsists
of a proper name and an enclitic definite article that atta¢bhehe nominal
stem. In the spirit of Longobardi’s (1994) treatment of gopames as Deter-
miner Phrases (DP) involving N-to-D movement in overt orexdgyntax, one
might want to argue tha&nna’sis derived by overtly moving the proper noun
to an expletive articles, which, being a bound morpheme, needs a nominal
host to which it can attach. This derivation is represente¢b), and is rem-
iniscent of the N-to-F/D raising analysis of enclitic aléf in languages such
as Romanian (6a) and Norwegian (6b):

(5)  [op-s[neAnnall — [op [N Anna)i-s [ne [ t]} 1]
(6) a. copil-ul (Romanian)
child-the
‘the child’
b. stol-en (Norwegian)
chair-the
‘the chair’

1 These examples feature the bound morpheenather than-s on the proper name. As
shown by the example in (iJe (also-en) appears on proper names in possessive noun phrases.
This-eis referred to as a weak genitival form in traditional Dutchrgmars, cf.:

0] Dat is Jannepet (Alblasserwaard Dutch, cf. Van Haeringen, 1947)
that is Jan-e hat
‘That's Jan’s hat’

2|n (2a),Anna’sappears to be the direct object(tégen)kwamersee also (4a). Since this is
an unaccusative vernna’sarguably should be analyzed as the subject of a small clalisdw
is the complement dkomen as in (i), where for the sake of simplicity we use the embddde
word order:

0] ...dat we Ec Anna’s tegen] kwamen
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Potential support for an N-to-D analysisAfina’scomes from the observation
that the grammatical markes (and-g, as in the example below) is in comple-
mentary distribution with the expletive definite artice (‘the’), which can
appear with proper names in certain dialects. The fact tieate¢and-s cannot
co-occur might be due to the fact that they compete for theesstnuctural
position, i.e. D.

@) be Flippe (dialect of Oerle; De Bont, 1958: 299)
with Flip-e
‘at Philip’s place’
(8 a Ik decFlp
with theFlip
‘at Philip’s place’
b. *be deFlippe

There is also an argument, however, which seems to go againsatment
of -s (or -e) as an enclitic definite article, namely the fact that the mamn
expressiorProper Name + 'sdoes not occur in subject position. Cf. (9):

(9) a. Isvaaier(*s)zielk? (dialect of Oerle)
Is father(-s) ill
‘Is father ill?’

b. Jann(*e)is nie thuis (dialect of Gilze)

Jan(-e) is notat-home
‘Jan isn’t at home’
c. Hier wuntKrijn(*e) (dialect of Katwijk)
Herelives Krijn(-e)
‘Krijn lives here’

Under an analysis in whicks is an enclitic definite article, it is not directly
clear why the appearance -afis excluded on subject proper names.

This brings me to an alternative analysis-gfthe one proposed by Dutch
traditional grammarians, which states thsis a case morpheme, representing
non-nominative (i.e. accusative/oblique) case. Cf. (10):

(20) a. Ikhoorde[Harries huilen] (dialect of Asten)
| heard Harrie-scry
‘| heard Harry cry’
b. Ikvind [Harries aardig]
| find Harrie-snice
‘| consider Harrie a nice guy’

These examples represent ECM (exceptional case markingdements:Har-
ries occupies the subject position of an infinitival clause or alolause. Un-
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der a case analysis &4, the appearance e$ on the subjects in (10) directly
follows: the verbshoordeandvind are able to ‘assign’ accusative case to the
subject argumeritarrie.

Notice also that the markes (or -€) does not occur on vocative hominal
expressions (examples drawn from the dialect of Katwijk).

(1) a. Piet(*-e), lechiet te vloouke! (Overdiep, 1940: 134)
Piet(*-e),lay notto curse
‘Piet, don't curse!’
b. Bindm enbrok sdal, Klaes(*-e) (Overdiep, 1940: 195)
Putarounda piececanvasKlaas(-e)
‘Klaas, put a piece of canvas around it.’

If -s/-erepresents a non-nominative (i.e. accusative/obliqus¢ éarm, then
the absence of this morpheme on these vocative nominalspected. As
shown by (12), where we have a pronominal element for theesdde, Dutch
vocatives typically carry a ‘nominative’ case form:

(12) Kom eenshier, jij / *jou!
ComePRT here,youNOM / yOUACL-OBL
‘You, come here!’

Thus, the facts in (10) and (11) are suggestive for a casgsisalf the pat-
ternPProper Name + -si.e.-sis a case form that appears on the proper name
when it appears in a structural position to which accusabl&ue case can
be assigned (e.g. by V or P).

Although, at first sight, such a case analysis appears to keonght
track, it is faced with one serious question: the markéenever appears on
the proper noun when it takes a PP-complement. This isrititesi by the
Katwijk Dutch example in (13); examples drawn from Overd@p40: 110}

(13) a. Ikben [ppbij [ Piet(*-e)fanNelles]] eweest
I have with Piet(-e) of Nelle-s been
‘| visited Piet, who is Nel's son’
b.  Wij hebbeteugesdenaevent gistere [pp Piet(*-e)van
We have againsthe eveningyesterday Piet(-e) of
Klemme-n]epraejt
Klem-e  spoken
‘Towards evening, we spoke with Piet, who is Clemens’s son.’

3 | abstract away here from the exact technical analysis & lbesnsing; e.g. in terms of case
assignment, checking, or Agree.

4 In many Dutch dialects, the pattern ‘Proper name g + proper name]’ is a very common
way of expressing family relationships: eKepes van Klaa¥ees, who is Klaas’s son.’
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If -sis a case marker, it is not so obvious why the pattern in (E3{uiring
the markereg, is excluded. Under an analysis in whiBet enters the syntac-
tic derivation with the case suffise attached to it, it is entirely unclear why
such a case marked noun would block the appearance of a Pplernent.
Languages that display morphological case marking on ndonsot block
such marking when a noun combines with a following PP-compl#; see
the German example in (14):

(24) Ik habe[ denKindern [ppvon Karl]] siBigkeitengegeben
I have the childrenDAT of Karl sweets given

Also for a case analysis in whicls would instantiate a functional Case head
(say, K; cf. Bittner & Hale, 1996), the facts in (13) are peplatic. If-s/-e
were in K and the forniPiet-ewere derived in terms of N-to-K-movement (see
(15)), it would be unclear why such head movement is blockeithé presence
of a PP-complemert.

(15) a. ker-e [np Piet [ppfan Nelles]]]
b. [krPiet-e[nptj [ppfan Nelles]]]

Besides the “PP-complement” problem posed by (13), themnather
problem, which concerns the absence-@fe on proper names that behave
like predicate nominals. Consider the examples in (16aybjch are taken
from the Katwijk Dutch dialect and the Asten Dutch dialeeispectively:

(16) a. Paepje Skuit(*-e] nomdeze die (Overdiep, 1940: 226)
JaappIim Skuit(-e) called theythat
‘They called him Japie Skuit’
b. WenoemerhemHarrie(*-s)
We call him Harrie(-s)
‘We call him Harrie’

The predicative function of the proper name in (16) is sthprsgiggested by
the fact that when we ‘pronominalize’ the proper name, welggeadverb-like
pro-formzo, which typically functions as a pro-predicate in Dutch:

a7 Wenoemerhemzo
we call him so
‘We call him so’

Clearly, Jaepje SkuiandHarrie in (16a,b) should be interpreted as predicate
nominals that predicate over the external argumdigandhem respectively.
As is especially clear from the pronominal folmem‘him’, these external ar-

5In (15), | have abstracted away from the potential presefice@P-layer in between KP
and NP.

10



ON SILENT SEMI-LEXICAL PERSON

guments carry accusative (i.e. non-nominative) case, sgubhly should be
analyzed as subjects of the small clause selectedimde/noemeh Schemat-
ically:

(18)  We noemendc hem Harrie]

It seems very unlikely that, in this small clause configumatiHarrie repre-
sents a nominative case form. If it carries any case formhaukl be an
accusative one, given the widespread case agreementdtiegh subject-
predicate relations. In short, the ‘bareness’ of the praene in (16) also
seems to go against a case analysis oPtitoper Name + -gonstruction.

3. -SAS A POSSESSIVE MARKER

If -s (or -€) is neither an enclitic definite article nor an accusatididue case
marker, what can it be? What | would like to propose is th@n Anna’sin (1)
is precisely the same element as the one we find on the possassin phrase
in (19).

(19) Wekwamen[Anna’'s moederjtegen
Wecame Anna-smother PRT
‘We met Anna’s mother’

Thus, the linguistic expressidgina’sin (1) is a hidden possessive noun phrase,
in which the possessed noun is silent, i.e. unpronouncee inférnal structure
which I will assume forAnna’sis the one in (20):

(20)  [op D [PospANN3 [pos -S [Np POSSESSUM]]]]

If Anna’sin (1) is the same element and occupies the same (DP-intestnat-
tural position a®\nna’sin (19), one would expect parallelism in their syntactic
behavior. This, in fact, seems to hold true. A first sign ofgtlatism is the
fact that the markers (or -€) typically attaches to the last proper noun in the
case of a complex proper name (i.e. first name + family namgR1a), this is
illustrated for a regular possessive noun phrase, in (28 possessive noun
phrase featuring a silent possessed noun.

6 See, for example, the following German example; H. van Réjln®.c.: Sie nannten
Napoleon[den kleinen Generh(‘They called Napoleon thecc small-acc general’). The
presence of accusative case on the predicate nominal iBuatso suggested by an example
like the following, where the accusative pronominal fonaer must appear in predicate posi-
tion: We noemefheni [haar/*zij] om iedereen in verwarring te breng€he call him her/*she
in-order-to everyone in confusion to bring’).

7 See, for example, Longobardi (1996) for a structural layge@s in (20). The functional
layer (PosP) in between DP and NP is the locus where the pieabpossessor is located.

11
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(21) a. Datis [Krijn Haezenoa huis] (dialect of Katwijk)
thatis Krijn Haezenoot-éouse
‘That is Krijn Haezenoot’s house’
b. Ikhep Krijn Haezenoatn -ezien
I haveKrijn Haezenoot-e seen
‘| saw Krijn Haezenoot’

Another parallel property relates to Van Haeringen’s ()9gservation that
the expressioProper Name + -3s typically found with ‘bare’ proper names,
i.e. proper names that are not accompanied by any deteriikaezlement.
Van Haeringen gives the following contrast:

(22) a. Laterwevades daar noumaarbuiten houden

let wefather-stherePRTbut outsidekeep
‘Let’s not involve father in this’

b. *Latenwedie armevades daar nou maarniet mee
Let wethatpoor father-stherePRTbut not with
lastig vallen
be-annoyed
‘Let’s not bother poor father with this’

A similar contrast is found with ‘normal’ possessive constions®

(23) a. [Mades fietd is gisteren gestolen
father-sbike is yesterdaystolen
‘Father’s bike was stolen yesterday’
b. ?*[Die armevadess fietq is gisteren gestolen
that poor father-shike is yesterdaystolen
‘That poor father’s bike was stolen yesterday’

A third piece of parallelism concerns the fact that the gratical morpheme
-sthat we find in expressions likknna’sin (1) is also found on the demonstra-
tive pronourdie (‘that’) and the interrogative pronouwmie (‘whose’) (cf. (24));
that is, those elements that also hawattached to them in regular possessives
(cf. (25)); examples drawn from Overdiep, 1940: 110,131)

(24) a. Wies sagik taer? (dialect of Katwijk)
who-ssawl there
‘Who did | see there?’

8 Compare (23b) with the following doubling possessive camsion, which is much better
than (23b):
0] [Die armevaderz’n fietq is gisteren gestolen
Thatpoor fatherhis bike is yesterdaystolen
‘That poor father’s bike was stolen yesterday’

12
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b. Neendies kenok iet foor dat werrekgebruiken
no that-scanl notfor thatwork use
‘No, | can’t use him for that kind of work’

(25) a. Wies hoedis-tat?
who-shat is-that
‘Whose hat is that?’
b. Neendies hoetisotiet
no, that-shat isit not
‘No, it isn’t that person’s hat’

Notice also that the ill-formedness of the patt&iet-e fan Nellesn (13) fol-
lows quite straightforwardly: a possessor-noun (i.e. pragame + -S) never
takes a PP(-complement) to its right. This restriction aaiteqnicely be shown
on the basis of English, which, permits PP-satellites govitg proper names
as long as the grammatical markefollows the entire complex [N+PP]. That
is, [N+PP]'s is permitted, wheregdN+'s+PP] is not:

(26) a. [[the mangp with the beard]k bike
b. *[the mars [pp with the beard]] bike

Clearly,’s attaches to the entire possessor noun phrase, and notjasttiead
noun (N). This restriction on the attachmnent'®is also at the basis of the
ill-formedness of the sequenctet-e fan Nellesthe bound morphemee is
attached to the hedeiet, which takes a PP to its right.

Let me say a few more words on the sequeRaet van Nellesn (13).
When we look closely at the nominal forielles we distinguish a sequence
of two markers, viz.-e and-s (see Overdiep, 1940: 118)Thus,Nelleshas
the following composition:Nel+-e+-s. If both bound morphemes are gram-
matical markers of possession, there should be two possessationships
involved: Nelis a possessor, which hasattached to it and combines with an
empty possessum; the compléxét van Nell-eeossessumalso functions
as a possessor and is “linked” to the possessum via the grticahmaarker-s.
Schematically:

(27) [[Piet van [[Nel]l€ POSSESSUN]|-S POSSESSUNI

The linear ordering of the grammatical morphemeand-s corroborates the
idea that the possessive marker does not combine diredtiytieé proper noun
(i.e. Piet), but rather with a phrasal projection.

9 Overdiep (1940: 110) points out that this pattern featuresfarguably:-e + -s) at the end
is typically found with names of older people.

13
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4. A SUBJECT-OBJECT ASYMMETRY

So far, | have argued that the linguistic expressfoma’sin (1) is a hidden
possessive noun phrase, whose possessum noun is phiyetioaty (see
(20)). 1 will now address the question as to why the nominalepa Proper
Name + -sis permitted in object position but not in subject positised (9)).
The contrast is also shown by the pair in (28):

(28) a. Isvaaier(*s) zielk? (dialect of Oerle)
Is father(-s) ill
‘Is father ill?’
b. Hedde moeies be.w?
Have-youmother-swith-you
‘Have you taken mother with you?’

I will make use here of Longobardi’'s (1994) insight regagdthe distri-
bution of bare nouns in Italian and English. He observes Rmahance bare
nouns are usually excluded from preverbal subject positiorh admitted in
internal argument position (Longobardi, 1994: 616); seedbntrast in (29),
where the bare noun is a mass noun:

(29) a. *Acquaviene giu dalle  colline (Italian)
water comesdownfrom-thehills
‘Water is coming down from the hills’
b. Ho presoacquadalla  sorgente
I.havetakenwater from-thesource
‘| took water from the spring’

Assuming that a bare noun likecquais a DP consisting of a phonetically
empty determiner and the lexical N(Bfqua Longobardi (1994: 617) pro-
poses that the distribution of the bare noun phisgiais determined by the
requirement that the empty determiner be lexically gowéffieln (29a), the
empty determiner of the DR)p [p €][np acqud] is not governed by any lexi-
cal head. The closest head is T, but T is not lexical. In (28b)the contrary,
the verbpreso(lexically) governs the empty D of the Ditqua

Longobardi (1994: 621) further points out that under anysiglin which
arguments are always DPs, proper names @kanni in (30a) andJohnin
(30b) have the “underlying” structure in (30c); i.e. an eynptis syntactically
present in the structure.

10 The DP-status of the bare noaoquais based on the idea that a nominal expression is an
argument only if it is introduced by a categrory D.

14
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(30) a. Giannimi ha telefonato
Gianni mehascalled-up
‘Gianni has called me up’
b. Johncalled me up
c. [pprlp € [np Gianni/John]]

If (30c) is the structure of the proper names in (30a,b), testjon obviously
arises as to why the sentences are not ill-formed. Noticettieaempty D
would not be lexically governed, the closest head being Tigobardi's solu-
tion to this puzzle is the following: the proper nar@@anni/Johnraises and
substitutes for D, so that there is no empty D present in tpeesentation
which is subject to the lexical government requirement. dEmce for N-to-
D raising in Italian comes from the ordering of an attribati&djective and
a proper name. The proper name precedes the modifying djeethich

arguably is obtained by moving the proper noun to D acrossettidranch

attributive adjective

(31) a. *E’venuto [vecchio Cameresi] (Longobardi, 1994452
Has come older Cameresi
b. E’venuto [Cameresi vecchio]

Now what about the English example (30b)? Should we alsonasswert
N-to-D raising for English? In view of the word ordetd John(and the ill-
formedness ofohn old, the conclusion is inescapable that movement of the
proper noun to D does not take place in overt syntax. Takiegidea seri-
ously that languages that differ superficially as regareé twvord order can
be computationally the same (i.e. the uniformity hypotklgdiongobardi (p.
641) argues that English N-to-D raising only differs fromaliin in the timing
of the movement. More specifically, N-to-D movement takexelin covert
syntax (i.e. after Spell-Out) in English. After N-to-D riag (i.e. substitution)
has taken place, the (LF-)representation does not contgirempty D, and
consequently the structure is no longer excluded by a heeehgment viola-
tion.

Taking Longobardi’'s approach towards proper names as akgbaund,
let’s retun to the ill-formed example (28a), whewiersis in subject position.
Remember thataaiersis a hidden possessive noun phrase, whose internal rep-
resentation before Spell-Out is the one in (32a). Let'svertassume, in line
with Longobardi’s (1996) hypothesis that Saxon genitivastaictions in the
Germanic languages are hidden Construct States, that #tertoain (i.e. the
possessum) undergoes N-to-D raising (arguably for reagbgsnitive case
“assignment”). In a possessive construction in which thespsesed noun is

11 As noted by Longobardi, the order ‘adjective + proper nameittested with nominal ex-
pressions featuring an expletive definite arti@evenuto[il vecchio Camere$i(‘Has come the
older Cameresi’)

15
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lexical (e.g.vaders huis‘father’s house’), this results in an LF-representation
in which D is lexically filled. Consequently , the lexical gavmment require-
ment does not apply. In a hidden possessivedaiersin (28a), however, the
empty D remains empty even after LF N-to-D raising has takeoe this for
the very simple reason that the raised (possessum) nourohasonetic con-
tent. Thus, schematically, the LF-representationasiersis like (32), where

I have added the clausal environment (i.e. TP):

(32)  [tplor [N €lj [PospVvaaier pos-s [np tj Il [+ T...1]

D, which is substituted for by an empty Noun, remains empitycé&the empty
head is lexically ungoverned at LF, the structure is rulet'déuwWhen it is
lexically governed, as in (33), the structure is well-fodne

(33)  ...[or[n €lj [rospmoeier pos -s [Np tj]ll]  hed (=V)  (cf. (28b))

Recall that an expression likenna’s which we now take to be a hidden pos-
sessive noun phrase whose unpronounced possessed nesrigdisin covert
syntax, also occurs as an indirect object (2b) and a compieoid® (2c). In
the former case, V arguably fulfills the role of lexical gaver of the empty
noun that occupies D after N-to-D raising; in the latter ¢cd&és the lexical
governor. The ECM-examples in (10) are also accounted fierntatrix verb
lexically governs the raised empty head noun occupying [ iftpossibil-
ity of ‘Proper name + -s’ as a vocative expression (cf. (119p dollows: the
vocative phrase, clearly, is not governed by any lexicatlhea

12 One might raise the question whether sileerRsONcan occur in sentences in which DP is
the subject of an unaccusative verb. As is well-known frofit ggat voornoun phases (see (i)),
subextraction out of a “DP-subject” of an unaccusative \gmot possible when DP occupies
the structural position Spec, TP (cf. Den Besten, 1985){is¢eSubextraction is only possible
if the “subject-DP” occupies a VP-internal object-pogitigee (ib)). Under an ECP-approach,
this contrast is accounted for in terms of proper governmiget \VP-external subject-DP (and
its spec-position) is not properly governed, since T is nptaper governor. The VP-internal
subject-DP (and its spec) is properly governed becauséeiisally governed by V.

0] a. *Wat zou [gyti voorschrijver][|o haar]interesseren?
Whatwould for writer her interest
‘What kind of writer would interest her?’
b. [Wat zou haar [tvoor schrijver] interesseren?

The prediction we make is that sileRERSONcan occur in a subject-DP occupying a VP-
internal position, but not in a subject-DP occupying a VReaxal one. The relevant pair to
look at would be the one in (ii):
(ii) a. Ik denkdat [gy Jantjes PERSON [0 haar]zou interesseren
| think that Johnny-sPERSON her wouldinterest
‘[ think that Johnny would interest her’
b. Ik denk dat [p haar] [sy Jantjes PERSON zou interesseren

Unfortunately, | haven't been able to find relevant pairshie tialectal data sources that are
available to me. | will therefore leave this interesting sfien for future research.
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5. ASILENT SEMI-LEXICAL NOUN PERSON

A guestion which, obviously, should be addressed is thevatig: What is the
nature of the phonetically empty noun that raises to D in daymtax? In this
section, | propose that this unpronounced noun is a sileatngatical (i.e.
semi-lexical) nourPERSON Thus,Anna’sin (1) is [Anna’'sPERSON. More
precisely, it has the following (overt syntax) represeotat®

(34) [op D [PosPAnnaj' [Pos'-S [NP PERSOth]]]]

5.1 Semi-lexical nouns and silent nouns

In Emonds (1985), it is proposed that besides the well-kncasses of lexical
categories and functional categories an in-between classtegories should
be distinguished, viz. the class of grammatical categqees grammatical
nouns, grammatical verbs, etc.). This class of categasiesso known under
the label “semi-lexical” (cf. Corver & Van Riemsdijk 2001)According to
Emonds, the closed class of grammatical nouns includesdexéms such as:
self, one, people, thing, place, reason, time, wamonds (1985: 162) argues
that these are words of the lexical category N which can beackerized as
being the most frequently used and least semantically @xpliembers of the
category noun. As regards their lexical make-up, Emond6Q2®) states
the following: “a closed grammatical class X [...] is one whanembers
have no purely semantic features f, but only cognitive sstitdeatures F**
Following Chomsky (1965: 142), he argues that semantiaufeatplay no
role in any syntactic rule, whereas cognitive syntactiduess do (see also
Chomsky, 1995: 230). This distinction at the featural lesedxemplified in
(35a) for the lexical nounthing (cf. (36a)) and in (35b) for the semi-lexical
nounthing (cf. (36hb)).

(35) thing {[+N,-V],[+Common],[-Animate],[+Count],[semantic feares]}

a
b.  thing {{+N,-V],[+Common],[-Animate],[-Count]}

(36) a. Ibought a nicénhing (thing as a lexical noun)
b. I bought somihing (thingas a semi-lexical noun)

The examples in (37) and (38) show that both types of nourdayisa
different (morpho)syntactic behavior. More particulatdigxical thing, being

13 See also Kayne (2005) f@ERSONas a silent noun.

14 Thus, purely semantic features f are only present in thedtxnake-up of the open class of
lexical categories N, V, A and (lexical) P. Chomsky (19950P8ives [artifact] as an example
of such a feature. Emonds’s cognitive syntactic featureeeFpeesent in the lexical make-up
of lexical, functional and grammatical (i.e. semi-lexjcahtegories. They contribute centrally
to meaning (i.e. are interpretable at the Cl-interfaceljese Chomsky (1995)). The set of
cognitive syntactic features includes properties suchids; +V, +PROXIMATE, +PLURAL,
+DEFINITE, etc. In Chomsky (1995:230), these are referred to by time tearmal features”.
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[tcount] can be pluralized; see (37a). This is impossibléhwhe [-count]
semi-lexical nourthing, as shown by (37b) A further distinction regards dis-
placement: a semi-lexical nouhing is able to undergo N-to-D raising across
an attributive adjective, yielding the surface pattsome-+thing nicécf. (38b))
This movement step is impossible with the lexical nthing;, see*some things
nice The only possible order is that in (38a).

(37) a. 1bought somthings (plural formation)
b. *I bought som#ings (no plural formation)
(38) a. | bought [some niciing(s] (no N-to-D)
b. I bought [something; nice ] (N to D raising across an adjec-

tive)

Besides this special transformational behavior of certemi-lexical
nouns, we have identified another property which seems tdhbeacteristic
of (certain) semi-lexical nouns, namely their ability todkent in the sense of
Kayne (2003, 2005, 2007). According to Kayne, silent nouesrmuns that
are syntactically and interpretively active, but yet nairppunced. In the direct
object noun phrase in (39), for example, a silent nUMBER is taken to be
present.

(39) John ate [a femUMBER sandwiches]

Presence of a silent nolWwuUMBER accounts for the occurrence of the singu-
lar indefinite articlea, which obviously does not belong to the plural noun
sandwichesUnder such an analysitew, which is an adjective in view of the
comparative fornfewer, can be taken to modify the silent noMwMBER. As
Kayne (2003) points out, the occurrence of a silent nounbgestito a licens-
ing requirement that there be some sort of antecedent whidtesnt possible
to recover the (semantic) contents of the silent noun. Thiscedent is not
“strong” in the sense that there is a lexical item (say, ackxnounnumbej
present that “antecedes” the silent item. Rather, an ire&aple formal feature
(i.e. a cognitive syntactic feature in Emonds’s sense)tfans as an antecedent
(i.e. identifies the semantic contents) of the silent noan(3B), for example,
the feature [+number], which arguably is part of the lexicake-up of the
quantifying adjectivdewfunctions as a sort of antecedent for silentvBER
(see Kayne, 2003).

5.2 Evidence for semi-lexicalersooAPERSOON

The question, obviously, arises what evidence there isHerexistence of
semi-lexicalPERSON As pointed out by Kayne (2003), silent nouns typically
have an audible, i.e. pronounced, counterpart. As sugibstehe example
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in (40), the hypothesized silent grammatical neaERSONalso has a phoneti-
cally overt counterpart:

(40) a. Jan gaf mij informatie oveApna’s persooh
‘Jan gave me information about Anna’s person’
b. Mijn CV geeft informatie omtrentmijn persooh
‘My CV gives information about my person’
c. Er doenallerlei  verhalerrond [zijn persooh
theredo all-sorts-ofstories around his person
‘All sorts of stories go around about his person’

In a way, the expressioinna’s persooliin (40a) is an indirect way of referring
to the individualAnna'® The same holds fomijn persoonandzijn persoon
which are paraphrasable @sj ‘me’ andhem‘him’, respectively®

That a phrase likeijn persoorfunctions as an interpretive unit is also clear
from the following examples:

(42) a. Bushbetreurde de kritiek opijn persoon
‘Bush regretted the criticism of his person’
b. Bushbetreurde de kritiek opem
‘Bush regretted the criticism of him’

(42) a. [ijnj moeder] waarschuwd#an;
‘His mother warned Jan’
b. *[Zijn; persoon] waarschuwdkan; (zijn persoorr ‘he’)
‘His person warned Jan’
c. *Hij; waarschuwddan
‘He warned Jan’

In (41), zijn persoorenters into a relation of coreference wigbishand can be
paraphrased by the pronobieam Thatzijn persoorfunctions as a single unit at
the level of coreference is clear from the examples in (42)il&\it is possible
for the possessive pronouijn to enter into a coreference relationship with the
direct objectJanin (42a), this turns out to be impossible f@jn persoonin
(42b). In a way, the ill-formedness is quite similar to thanpiple C violation

in (42c), where the subject pronoun c-commands the propeena

15 See Jespersen (1924: 217) for this phenomenon of indirtateree. He mentions the
following deferential substitutes as nominal expressigsed for indirect referencgour high-
ness, your Majesty, your excellency, your Holiness, younence, your Lordship, your honor
Observe that these noun phrases consist of a possessiaiprand a quality denoting noun.
In a way, the entire noun phrase indirectly refers to the egklre. The 2nd person possessive
pronoun, which is part of the vocative expression, refeta¢caddressee.

16 There, arguably, is a parallel here with composite reflepir@ouns of the typenyself
yourself (as inl hate myself which consist of a possessive pronoun + a semi-lexical iselfn
see also dialectdiisself See also the Dutch dialectal/colloquial fomim eigen(his + own;
‘himself’), as inJan slaat z'n eigeilit. ‘Jan hits his own’, ‘Jan hits himself’).
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A further argument in support fo the semi-lexical statupefsoonin (40)
comes from the absence of plural formation (Recall at thistghe behavior
of semi-lexicalthingin (37b)). As shown in (43)persooncannot have a plural
form in these contexts. In a way, the plurality is providedtbg possessive
pronoun, as is quite clear in (43a), whémen hassteeds meer menses its
antecedent:

(43) a. We zijn ons bewust van het feit dat steeds meer mensezoek
zZijn naar een levensinvulling die past hijin persoon/*hun per-
sonen
We are ourselves aware of the fact that increasingly morplpeo
on search are for a life-fulfillment which suits with theirrpe
son/*their persons

b. Erdoen allerlei verhalen rortin persoon/*hun personen
There go all-sorts-of stories around about their perseit/iier-
sons

Another piece of evidence for the semi-lexical statupe&foonis the fact
that it cannot be modified by an attributive AP. Of course, ifialility by an
attributive AP is a typical property of lexical nouns.

(44) a. [Die afkeer jegerndjn (*strenge) persodnverbaasde Mourinho
That antipathy to his (severe) person astonished Mourinho
b. Op hetweb is veel informatie te vinden oveijri (*vriendelijke)
persoof
On the web is much information to find about his (friendly)-per
son

Further support for the semi-lexical statuspsrsooncomes from coordina-
tion. As shown by (45)persooncannot be coordinated with a lexical noun.
Nor is it possible to coordinate the entire phradja persoonwith a noun
phrase headed by a lexical (i.e. semantically contentfulnnsee (46}’

(45) a. Jan gaf mij informatie over [Annaz®on en dochtér
‘Jan gave me information about Anna’s son and daughter’
b. *Jangaf mij informatie over [Anna’spersoonen dochtet
Jangaveme informationabout Anna’s person anddaughter
‘Jan gave me information about Anna and Anna’s daughter’

17 Coordination with another N(oun Phrase) turns out to beiplesi the second noun refers
to an action or state involving the “persorEr verschenen in de kranten allerlei commentaren
op [Zjn persoon en werk], ‘There appeared in the journals all-sorts-of commensaoie his
person and work’.
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(46) a. Jan gaf mij informatie overijn broer en zijn moedér
‘Jan gave me information about his brother and his mother’
b. *Jan gaf mij informatie overZijn persoon en zijn moeder
‘Jan gave me information about his person and his mother’

Now that we have given evidence for the existence of a prorexlifi.e. non-
silent) semi-lexical noupersoon we may return to its silent counterpaRr-
SOON Remember from section 5.1 that silent nouns are typicéitgrised’

by some sort of weak antecedent. More specifically, a cogngyntactic fea-
ture F associated with some category in the local syntactr@anment of
the silent noun in a way identifies (the semantic contentshef)silent noun.

It is quite obvious which element functions as the licensintgcedent for the
silent nourPERSOONIN nominal expressions likknna'sPERSOONIN (1). The
proper namé\nnaarguably carries a feature like [+person] or [+human] and as
such is able to identify the contents of the silent semie@xnounPERSOON

5.3 Silent semi-lexicalLACE, TIME, WAY

Thus far, | have argued that an expression Akena’sin (1) has the following
more abstract representation (where | abstract away fromalding of PER-
SOON to D; see section 4):Anna’s PERSOON. The question arises whether
this hidden possessive construction — “hidden” in the sémasteonly the pos-
sessors part surfaces phonetically —is found more widely in natlaaguage
syntax. Remember that according to Emonds (1985), the ofasami-lexical
nouns includes lexical items such ame, self, place, reason, time, walt
should be investigated then whether silent counterparsownfe of these el-
ements ever show up in hidden possessive environments. islrsebtion, |
will simply provide some further examples of this hidden sEssive pattern,
without entering into any in-depth discussion of each o$¢heonstructions.

A first example is given in (47), where arguably the silent iskexical
nounPLACE functions as the possessum.

47 I met her amy uncle’s

This pattern is also found in dialects of Dutch; (48a) is Gmgen Dutch
(Ter Laan, 1953) and (48b) is Oerle Dutch (De Bont, 1958):

(48) a. Wie hebbervandoagbie Haartenho$ west?
Whohas today with Haartenhof-seen
‘Who’s been with the Haartenhof family today?’
b. BeNallekes iste naachteneklaene gekomme
At Nelleke'sistonight a small-onecome
‘Tonight, at Nalleke’s, a baby was born’

21



NORBERT CORVER

The abstract representation of (48b) is given in (49), whieeg-+H OCATIVE]
feature associated with the lexicabBarguably functions as a weak antecedent
for the silent nourPLACE, which denotes the location point (i.e. the reference
object).

(49)  [ppbe&.Loc [pp D [pospNéalleke [pos - [np [N PLACE] tj]]]]]

A second illustration of the hidden possessive constrodiéaturing a silent
semi-lexical noun is given in (50), where the nalinsdagis followed by-s:

(50) Ik kom dinsdag altijd laterthuis (Dutch)
| comeTuesday-salwayslaterhome
‘On Tuesday, | always come home later’

As shown in (51)dinsdag-scan combine with a lexical noun which also de-
notes time:

(51) Ik bezoek mijn moedatinsdags ochtend/ dinsdags avond
‘| visit my mother Tuesday-s-morning / Tuesday-s-evening’

From the construction in (51), it is only a little step towsuah analysis of (50)
that has a silent semi-lexical noamvE following dinsdags | will tentatively
assume that a property like T#vE] is part of the lexical entry of names of
days, and functions as an antecedent for siteme.

(52)  [op D [pospdinsdag, time] j [Pos S [Np [N TIME] tj]]]]

A final illustration of the hidden possessive pattern is give (53), where
the silent noun is plausibly interpreted @8y ; see (54). In this case, the
anteceding grammatical feature is somewhat less easy nafidand | will
therefore leave a more complete characterization of thistcaction for future
research.

(53) a. Janzwom [op zijhondjes]
Jan swam at his dog-s
‘Jan swam in a dog-like way’
b. Piet zal [op zijnPiets] afscheid nemen
Piet will at his Piet-s goodbye take
‘Piet will say goodbye to us in his particular way’

(54)  [prpop [DP Z'n [pospPiel [pos =S [Np [N WAY] ti]11]

6. CONCLUSION

In this article, | argued that the nominal expressidmna’sin the dialectal
Dutch sentencaVe kwamen Anngtegen (lit. ‘We met Anna’s’, ‘We met
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Anna’) is a hidden possessive noun phrase consisting ofrtiEEepnameinna
and a silent nourERSONIN the sense of Kayne (2003). It was further shown
that PERSONhas the characteristics of what Emonds (1985) calls a gramma
ical (i.e. semi-lexical) noun. In line with Kayne (2003), igaed that the
semantic contents of the silent noeERsONcould be recovered from some
grammatical feature (the “weak” antecedent) associatédtive possessor (i.e.
Anng. | further tried to show that the distribution of nominalpegssions like
Anna’s (see the subject-object asymmetry) follows from a theoryegical
government, quite along the lines of Longobardi (1994).
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