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Infreduction

would like to discuss certain phenomena that are associated with scrambiing of NPs in German.
Scrambling in German interacts with certain semantic functions of NPs such as indefiniteness or,
helter, specificily, focusing and genericity. | argue that NPs that are YP-intemal at S-structure
generally must be nonspecific, provided they receive structural Case. This condition concerns
accusative and dative NPs, and nominative NPs, whether they correspond to ‘intemnal’ arguments
or 'external’ arguments in the traditional sense (Williams 1981). | discuss two possible accounts
for this phenomenon. First | consider an explanation that is a generalization of Safir's (1985)
analysis of nominative-dalive inversion in German, which links indefiniteness (nonspecificity) to
Case assignment via chains. The generalization of this approach assumes that all NPz within YP
can receive structural Case only by inheritance from expletive element, which occupies the
specifier position of some Case-assigning functional element in an enriched inflectional system.
Then, | propose an explanation in terms of the assignment of semantic functions at S-Structure in
German which assumes that certain syntaclic positions are associated with certain semantic
functions at S-structure in Germsn, but in a language like English only at LF_ [ show that the latter
account is superior in 8 number of respects. Within this discussion, | shall make make a number
of further points about German syntax. For instance, | show that subjects which correspond to
‘external argument’ in William's (1981) sense may be YP-internal at S-Structure, and need not
move to [SPEC, IP], thus suppoarting the general hypothesis that subjects are generatég f' -
internally (Diesing 1385, Kitagawa 1886, Sportiche 1988, and others). 4 final point i want to meke
is the following: in German, as in other languages that have scrambling (such as Hindi and
Japanese), the posilion of scrambled NPs has properties of A-positions. However, crucially, with
certain kinds of movement constructions, the same position behaves purely as an A’-position.

The reason | suggest is bazed on Casedheory.



1. General assumptions about the clause structure and Case assignment
in German with normal word order

1.1. German clause struclure

1 moke the following assumplions about the structure of clauses with normal word order in
Czerman. First, [ assume {hat all main clauses and embedded clauses are CPs {as recently
argued for by Schwarz ¢ Yikner, 1989). Second, all nominative NPs, those that correspond 10
finternal arguments’ as well as those that correspond lo rexternal argument’ in the sense of
Williams (1981}, are generaled inside VP. Nominative NPs thal correspond to internal arguments
are genersled 3s sisters of ¥, naminalive NPs that correspond o exiernal arguments are
genersied as sisters of ¥". This will be supported empiricaily later. For convenience and
continuity, | shall call nominative NPs thel are generated a5 sisters of ¥ 'internal nominafive NPs',
and NPs thal are generated a3 sisters of ¥ 'external nominative NPs'. Then, the examples (18}
and {1b} have the structures {28) and {Zh} respectively.

{1} . Maria hat jemanden gesehen.
Mary has sgmebody seen
b, weil Maria jemanden gesehen hat
pecsuse Mary somebody seen has
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For the moment | assume {following den Besten 1384) that Case is assigned to NPs inside VP st
S-structure as follows: V assigns sccusalive or, indirectly, nominative Case; V' assignes dative
Case. Nominstive Caze-assignment by ¥ is indirectin that itis assigned only if V stends in &
cerain relation to Tense in INFL (in den Besten's sccount it must be governed by Tense in
COMP. thus estabiishing the relafion of chain govemment between Tense and the NP}. | exdend
this account of Case sssignment fo external nominstive NPs to the eflect that ¥ assigns
nominative Case iff it stands in the relevant refation to Tense.

Furthermore, | assume that German has expletive pro {see Cardinsletti, 1883, tor discussion).
Expletive pro may sppesar only in the position [SPEC, IP]. Assuming the extended projection
principle, it must appear in this position if the position is not filled by an NP that has moved out of
¥P. Then it must appear, for instance, in impersonsl passives or in existential constructions such
as {3s) and (3b), which have the structures in (;13) and (4b) respectively

(3) a. Es wurde getanzt
it was danced
h. weil getanzt wurde.
because dsnced was
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1.2. Unaccusalivily diagnostics in German

There are a number of tesls in German that indicate whether sn argument is in VP intermal position
or not. These lests, among other things, seem to distinguish between subjects as exdernal or
internal argurents. Since they have been rested in part as tests for subjects of unaccusative snd
of unergative predicates {(namely, the first test, was fuer spil by den Besten (1984) and the
second test, quantifier split, by van Riemsdijk (1989)) . one might call these tests 'unaccusavity
diagnostics’ - though, as we shall see later, they do not really distinguish between internal and
external argquments in the traditional sense. Theze lests all involve extractions from NFs and
display ECP effects.

The mostwell-known test is the was fuer split discussed in den Besten {1984). Was fuer spit
consistin the extraclion of the was part of sn NP of the form was fuer N' 'what sont of . den
Besten's makes the following generalization: was feer split can spply to sccusative abjects snd
nominative NP3 that are subjects of unaccusative predicstes, but is worse with dstives and
impossible with external nominative NPs. This is illustrated with the type of dala that den Besien

employs in (5} - (8.

{5) Was hat Hans e fuer Leute gesehen?
what has John for people (acc) seen
(b} a. Was sind fuer Leule gekommen.



what have tor people {nom} come
b. Was sind dem Jungen e fuer Scluessel verloren gegsngen?
what are the boy (daf sort o keys (nomj} lost gone?
c. Was sind dem Jungen e fuer Bilder veriraut?
what are to the boy for pictures familiar? L
{7ya. 7 Was hagen e tuer Leuten ein Bild puf’der Ausstellung getallen?
what have for people (daf a picture on the exhibition pleased
b. ? Was hat der Junge e fuer Leuten ein Bild von sich gezeigt?
what has the boy sort ot people a piclure of himself show
(8) 8. 77 Was haben e fuer Leute den Paolitiker kritisiert?
what have sort of people the politician criticised
p. 77 Was haben e fuer Kinder den Mann besucht.
whal have for children the man visited

Notice that also adjectives may classify as unccusative predicates according o this test (and also
the following tests), for instance vertraut “familiar’ as { c); other unaccussiive adjectives are
Bekennt ‘known', moeglich 'possible’. erhaelilich ‘availahle’. versisendiich ‘comprehensible’,
snd verfuegbsr ‘avsilable’. (See siso Cingue 1989 for evidence for unaccussaiive adjectives in_

The possibility of was er split with direct objecls and nominative NPs that are internal arguments
can be considered an ECP effect. den Besten assumes that NPs ot the torm was fuer N'
undergoing weas fuer split are reanalysed as NP - PP structures in the following way.
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was fuer lLeule was fuer leule

The ECP expleins the possibility of was azer split with direct objects and internal subjects. Butit
does not explain why was fzer spiitis degraded with dative NPs. The explanalion rmight be thal
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dstve NPs in German are in facl PPs with an emply prﬂpaaiﬁan and that government by V is
therefore biocked. However, speskers differ with respect io the acceplabiiity of was fuer split

with datives. Therefore, the status of datives as PPz might be unstable.

A szcond test iz 5 construction of quantifier splt, discussed, for example, by van Riemsdijk
(1989}. Gusntifier split consists of movement of the N' out of an NP with weak determiner to topic

position. i.e. [SPEC, CP] fwith subsequent regeneration of the N’ as an NP, a
Riemsdijk. (ARernatively, # can be viewed as base generation of the N' in topi

5 suggesied by van
¢ position).

Quantifier spiit and is apparent restriction {o arguments in direct object position is iilustrated in

{10).

{10} a. Kinder kamen [keins / viele/ wenige / einige g].
children came none / many / tew / some

- . . : I . . } .
b. Bilder hal er den Leuten [keine e] gezeigt, binl e A L TRV

pictures has he to the people {acc) none shown
i/ €. 7 Leulen hat er [keinen e] das Bild gezeigl
{\ people has he shown none {daf) the picture
| d. 77 Kinder haben [keine €] den Mann besucht.

children have none {nomy} the man visited

These differences can again be explained ss ECP effects - under the assumption that if datives

NPs are in fact PPs. Assuming that quantifier splitis movement, then the NP undergoing the

extraction should he subject to restructuring of the following sort
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Anather zort of evidence tor this restrucluring procezs is that quantifier split may also occur as 3

resuit of YP-fronting:

{12) & Aeptei gegessen hat er Ikeine e}
P
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apples ealen has he none \ Fyood
b. Fehler unterisufen sind ihm [viele e].
mistakes occured have to him many

There are twa constructions that are simitar to guandifier split as in {5) and exhibit ECP effects,
namely first, what | will call 5-moverﬁen£ described for the Dutch correlste er-movementin
Bennis, 1985 and van Riemsdijk w?ﬁfgnd second, what | will call pariitive movement With da-
movement the NP-proform &s is moved out of a PP {o lopic position. The ECP eflectcan be
shown with NPs with partitive PPs with von ‘of as head:

(13) a. Da hat der Mann [sehr viel e von] gegessen.
this has the man very much of ealen
b. Da hat dem Mann [nichts e von] gefallen’
this has the man nothing of pleased
c. * Da aehnelt [nichts e von] dem Bild.
this is similar i the pictures nothing of
d. * Da hat [nichts e von] den Mann beenflusst
this has nothing of the man influenced

Again, with a restructuring process of an approriate sort the dala can be explained as ECP
effecls.

Partitive movement consisis in movement of a partitive phrase of the fom von - definite NPlo
topic position. The relevan! data are given in (14).

{14) 3. Yon diesen Sachen hat Hans [viele / keine / die meisten e] geksuft

of these things has John many / none / most bought

b. ¥on diesqéadten wurden [keine e} verkaufl
of these things were none sold

c. Yon diesen Sachen sind [keine / slle e] verloren gegangen.
of these things have none / all lost gone

d. Yon diesen Sachen gehoeren ihm [keine e].
of these things belong to him none

g. 77 Yon diesen Leuten haben [keine / slie / viele e] den Mann krilisiert.
of these people have none / all / many the man criticied

{. 7{7) Von diesen Leuten hal der Mann [keinen / vielen e] geholfen.



of the people have the man {nom} none / many {daf} helped

The required restructuring process is of the sort indicated in (15}.
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Again, this process slso shows up with YP-fronting:
¥
{16} Yon diesem Wein getrunken hat er nichis e.

of this wine drunk has he none Py -
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Holice m@iﬂs 31 psych verbs aiso behave like inlemal arguments with respect io these
tests: /

{17} a. Was haben den Mann e fuer Talen beeindruckt
what have the man (scc) for deeds impressed
b. Bilder haben dem Mann keine e gefalien.
pictures have the man (daf} none pleased
¢. Da hat den Mann nichis e von beeindruckt
this has the man nothing of impressed
d. Yon diesen Taten haben den Mann keine e beeindruckt.
of these deeds have the man none impressed
T e

Another test that behaves similar 1o the unaccusative diagnosﬁcs‘ bove is relstive clause

- - WM\MM
Exiraposiion. Consider the following data:

{18) a. weil ein Mann e kam, den wir sehr gut kannten
because a man came who we knew very weil
b. weil Hans Maria ein Buch e gsb, das er interessant fand
hecause John Mary a hook gave that he found interesting
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c. weil Hans das Bild einem Mann & zeigle, den er kaum kannte
becsuse John the picture a man showed who barely knew him
d. weil Hans einem Mann e geholfen hat, der kein Geld hatle.
because John a man helped has who didn't have sny money
& 77 weil ein Mann e das Bild sah, den Hans kaum kannte. 1/

L - [ S

PN ;
Notice that, relative clause extraposition with datives is fine, as (18¢) and (18d) show. Relslive
clause extraposition, though, is raditionally nol reqgarded as a test for unaccusalivity, bul rather as
a test for whether an NP is nonspecific or not However, as we will see Ia.teﬂ@gi_smgmaﬁc

The data thal were given in this section are incomplete in imponiant respecis. We have on
purpase not mentioned the behavior of the exdraction types with infransitive predicates and with
other word orders of the NP arguments. In the next section, we wili see that the application of
these tests above is rather misleading. The tests actusily do not give informalion about srguments
absolutely, bul rather only reialive 1o the position of the arguments.

1.3. Nominaltive NPs inside ¥P in German

,./—u——-//” ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ T — w«\
it appears thal evenNPs thal are subjects of unergative predicatg}hnd thus external argumenis

according to usual tests may exhibit unsacusalivily diagnostics under certain conditions. This is
itlustrated with was fuer spiit. quantifier split constructions and relative clause extraposition in

(13} - {22):
(19) 2. Was haber(@ fuer Studenten kriisiert?
vhat have the professor {(acc) for students {(nom) criticised
» b. 77 Was haben e fuer Studenten den Professor kritisiert? I,
o %ﬁ*\? €. Was haben dem Professor e fuer Studenten geholfen? o Vpmec sifolittec ]
what have the professor (daf} e for students {(nom} helped
d. 77 Was haben e fuer Studenten dem Professor geholfen?
{20y a weil von diesen Studenien den Professor keine e krifisiert haben
because ot these students the protessor {acc) none {nom) criticised have

wmn
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7 dunt e ¥ b 77 weil von diesen Studenten keine e den Professor krilisiert haben
c. weil von diesen Studenten dem Profeszor einige e gehaolfen haben
because of these students the professor (daf) some {nom) helped have



d. 77 weil von diesen Studenten einige e dem Professor geholfen haben Ay i,
{21} 8. weil da den Kuenster nichls von e beeinflusst hat
hecause this the anlist {(acc) nothing of (nom} influenced has
b. 77 weil da nichs e von den Kuenstler beeinfiusst hat
{22} a weil den Protessor [eine Frau e] krilisiert hat die ihn kaum kannte
because the professor (scc) 3 woman {nom} criticised has that him barely knew
" b. 77 weil eine Frau den Professor kritisiert hal. die ihn kaum kannte
c. weil dem Professor {eine Frau e} geholfen hat, die ihn kaum kannte
because the professor (daf) 2 woman {(nomyj helped has who him barely knew
d. 77 weil eine Frau dem Professor gehoifen hal die ihn kaum kannte

Betore discussing the conditions under which subjects of unergative verbs behave like internal
arguments, let us look at the order of NPs inside ¥Pin general. Given that that the four tests bring
up ECP effects, then the data in (19) - {22} indicale that subjects of unergsative verbs sometimes
may stay inside ¥P at S-structure and thus be governed by ¥. However, subjects of unergative
verbs still difer in their position inside YP from subjects of unaccusative verbs. The normsi word
orders of NPs inside VP are: subject ot unergative predicsie - dative NP - accusative NP and
dative - subject of unaacusative predicate. This is illustrated in {23} - {25} with NPs that have
undergone exiraction of one of the types discussed snd indefinite nanspecific NPs, which also
must be inside YP, a5 we shall see.

(23) 8. weil Hans Leuten Bilder gezeigt hat
because John peopie (dal) pictures {acc) shown has
b. 7 weil Hans Bilder Leulen gezeigt hat {special effect) (;wﬁ ;/& Gam'c
{24) a. weil von diesen Leuten keine e jemandem etwas gestohien hsben
because of these people none from anyhody (dafj anything {scc) stolen have
b. ? weil von diesen Leute jemandem keine e elwas gestohien haben
€. 77 weil von diesen Leuten jemandem elwas keine e etwas gestohlen haben
{25) 5. weil von diesen Bildern einem Besucher welche e bekannt waren
because of these pictures to a visitor (daf) some (hom) known were
b. ? weil von diesen Biidern welche e einem Besucher bekannt waren {specisl effecl

This suggests that in German a VP with a predicate taking an accusstive and a dafive ohjecthas a
structure such as {263} and with a predicate taking s dative snd an internsl nominative argument a
structure such as (26b}:
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Thus, wo VP internal positions for nominative NPs must be distinguished, the higher position
being occupied by 'external’ nominative NP and the lower position by ‘internsl’ nominative NP.

Now let us look again al the datain (19) - (22). i seems thal the following generalization holds for
external nominative NP to behave like an internal argument. an external nominative NP may be VP
internal justin case it is not followed by a definite accusative or dative NP. Notice that in the types
of data in (5) - {8) employed by den Besten, the external nominative NP always precedes an
accusalive or dalive NP. The generslizafion will have to be modified somewhat, but at least holds
tar the types of predicates in (19) - {22) and will be discussed in more detail Iater.

Notice thal, under the same condilions, externsl nominative NPs may have the stalus of internal

arguments also in main clauses:

{27} a. Studenten haben den Professor keine e krifisiert
students have the professor (acc) none e criticised
b. 77 Studenten haben keine e den Professor krilisiert.



{28} a. Yon diesen Studenten haben den Professor keine e kritisiert
of these students have the professor none criticised
b. 77 Yon diesen Studenten haben keine e den Professor kritisiert
(29} a. Da hat den Kuenstier nichts e von beeinflusst.
this has the artist {acc) nothing of e criticised
b. 77 Da hat nichts e von den Kuenstler beeinflusst,
(30} a. Es hat den Professor eine Frau e krifisiert, die ihn kaum kannte.
ithas the professor a woman criticised that barely knew him
b. 77 Es hat eine Frau e den Professor kritisiert, die ihn kaum kannte.

The possibility of external nominative NPs o stay inside VP now raises the guestion sbout the
[SPEC, IP] position. Apparently, nominative Case can be assigned to NPs inside YP. Therefore,
Case is not a requirement for external nominative NPs to move o [SPEC, IP]. However, the
extended projection principie requires that [SPEC, IF] be filled by some element. Since Germsn
allows for emply expletives in [SPEC, IP], #tis natural o assume that sn emply expletive occupies
the [SPEC, IF] position if the external nominative NP stays inside VP Independent evidence that
emply expletives occupy the subject position comes from Dutch. Dulch contrasts with German in
that it does not have emply expletives {or only under very restricted conditions) {see Bennis
1985). Both in impersonal passives in embedded clauses and in the Dulch correlates of {19) -
{22). the expletive &r has 1o appear in subject position. S0, German arguably has for embedded
and for main clauses the structures in (31a) and (31b) respectively.
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5o {ar, we have discussed only transitive unergative and unaccusative predicates and intransitive
unaccusslive predicates and have on purpose left out intransitive unergative predicates. The
probiem is that intransitive unergative predicates do not behave exactly as expecied from the
generslization above. ! appears that cerlain intransitive predicates just never allow their subject
ta show up the unaccusativily diagnostics. In a recent discussion {Diesing 1989, Kratzer, 1989, it
has been argued that whether a subject may exhibit the diagnostics for internal argumenthood
depends on whether the predicate is a stage-level predicate or an individual-level predicaie,
following a distinction made by Carison (1977). Stage-level predicsies describe properties that
hold of entities in general only tempaorarily, whereas individual-level predicsie hold of entities
permanently (or, betier, are perceived as holding of entities only temporarily}. Thus, being
available is 8 stage-level property. whereas being intelligent is an individual-level properly.
Kratzer snd Diesing cile dala with was fuer splil quantifier spiit, and relative clause extraposition
of the tollowing ype:

(32} a. Was sind fuer Feuerwehrmaenner verfuegbar?
what are for firemen available



b. * Was sind fuer Studenten intefligent
what are for students intelligent
(33} a. weil Blumen keine e im Garlen waren
because flowers none in the garden were
b. * weil Skandinavier viele blond sind
hecsuse Scandinavians many blond are
(34) a. weil zwei Buecher auf dem Tisch lagen, die niemand lesen wolite
hecause two books on the iable lied thal nobody read veanted
b. * weil zwei Buecher teuer waren, die niemand lesen wolite
because two books expensive were that nobody resd veanted

Another predicates they mention that belongs io the data in the a-sentences is iaul 'deaf, a
predicate that belong to the data in the b-sentences sichibar ‘isible'. So from these dala, it
appesrs that 8 subject may be VP-internal it the predicste is stage-level and that it mustbe ¥P
exlernal iff the predicate is individual-level. Theretore, Diesing and Kratzer suggest that subjecls
of individual-level predicates are atways generaled outside ¥P in [SPEC, IP] position, whereas
subjects of individual-tevel predicstes are atways generated inside ¥P. However, it rns out that
the correlation between individual-level and stage-level predicates and the position of the
subject inside or outside ¥P is not quite a5 clear as it seems 1o be. First Kratzer herself noles that
centain individual-level predicales allow for VP-intemnal subjects, for instance beiong, as shown in

(35).

{35) 5. Was gehoeren dem Mann e fuer Buecher?
what belong to the man lor books
b. Buecher gehoeren dem Mann keine €.
c. Yon diesen Buechern gehoeren dem Mann keine €.

Another example for a verb which, like gehoeren, tskes dative NPs, is individual-level and allows
the subject to stay inside YPis aghneln asin {36}.

{36) Was aehneln ihm e fuer Schauspieler?
whal resemble him for aclors

The behaviour of these predicstes may, of course, have something to do with the presence of the
dative argument. Ris hard to find intransitive verbs that are individual-level. Candidaies may be
existieren ‘exist. Existieren however, seems to allow for ¥P-internal subjecls:



{37) a weil Dinosaurier keine e mehr existieren
because dinasaurs none snymore exist
b. Was existieren e fuer Dinossurier?

Also Wabitus! verbgican be considered individusl-level predicates. However, there does not
seem o be 3 conlrast between the habitual reading of the predicate and the nonhsbitual resding,
for instance in the following examples:
{38} 2. Was rauchen dort e fuer Leute. 7
what smoke there for people? /
b. Was rauchen generell e fuer Leute?
what smoke generally for peaple }
{39) 5. Was trainieren dort e fuer Sportler? [
what exercise there for sporlsmen k
b. Was trainieren e fuer Sportier in dieser Halie? {3 Sl C’%jﬁ hed Rt
what exercise for sportsmen in this gymnasium’ j
Thus, an individual-level predicate does not necessarily require the subject io be ¥P external. i
appears that siso the correlation belween individuai-level and stage-level predicates and the
position of the subjectis not strict in the other direction. There is 8 rather large class of adjectives
that are stage-level by any criterion, but require the subject to be YP-exdernal. Such adjectives
are, for example, muede “tired', nenvoes 'nervous’, Froehlick ‘cheertul’, sufgereqgt ‘exited’, beiss
'hot, krank 'sick’, i.e. adjectives describing psychological or physical states, and other
adjectives, e.q. verbolen farbidden’ and re# ‘nice, friendly’. The following data show that the
subjects of these predicates do not exhibit unaccusalivily diagnostics:
? te, pad Korkec e
{40) a. 77 Was waren e fuer Kinder muede / nervoes / froehlich / aulgeregl / krank.
what were lor children tired / nervous / cheertul / exited / sick
h. 77 Kinder waren viele e muede / nervoes / sufgeregt / sick.
c. 77 Von diesen Kindern waren viele e muede / nervoes / aufgeregt / sick.
d. Was fuer Kinder / Viele Kinder / Viele von diesen Kindern waren muede.
{41) a. Was waren e fuer Oberflaechen heiss?
what were for surfaces hot
b. Was fuer Oberflaechen waren heiss?
(42} a. 77 Was sind e fuer Filme verbolen.



what are tor films forbidden
b. Was tuer Filme sind verboten?
(43) 8. 77 Was waren e fuer Kinder nett zu Hans?
what were for children nice to John
b. Was fuer Kinder waren nett zu Hans?

Now let us look more closely at whal sort of adjectives do silows their subjects to be ¥P-internal.
There seem to be essentisi three types of adjeclives. The first lype consist of adjeciives like
verlueghar ‘svailable’, as in (328), and erhaelllich *available’, sictibar visible' and lpesbar
'solvable’, as in {44},

{(44) a. Brot wor keines erhalilich.
bread was none available
b. Wolken waren keine sichthar
clouds were none visible
c. Yon diesen Aulgaben waren keine loesbar.
of these problems were none solvable

These adjectives are generally derived from transitive verbs and arguably@l contain an implicit
agent argument posiﬁon.iThis posilion then should be, as usually, the external argument position.
So these adjectives should classify as unaccusative predicates. Thus, {443) should have the
structure in (45}, where '@ stands for the implicit agent argument.

(45) Brot war [xp @ [ keines e, [ erhaeltich]]]

But how should &ese adjectives be classified with respect o the stage / individual-level contrast?
Generally, these adjectives are dispositional adjectives. However, this does nol necessarly mean
that they are individual-level adjectives. Rather, the adjectives in {44) seem lo describe
dispositions in a concrete situation.

The second type of adjectives comprises a number of adjectives that {ake dative or propositionsl
arguments, for instance bekannt ‘'known', veriraut tamikiar’, sehnfich 'similar’, verwand! 'relaled
to', as in {46) and (47).

{46) Konzerte sind ihm keine e bekannt / vertaut.
conceris are to him none known / {smiliar



(47} 8. Schauspieler sind ihm keine e aehnlich,
actors are to him none similar
b. Schauspieler sind mitihm keine e verwandt,
aclors are with him none related o

These predicates do not all seem o classify as stage-level predicstes. For inslance, werwand! is
certainty individual-level. Furthermore, it seems that these adjectives are unaccusative
adjectives, rather than unergaiive adjectives, and thus allow for internal subjecis. in the unmarked
word order of indefinite NPs within VP the dative has to precede the nominative NP
(48) a. weil jemandem eines bekannt / vertrautist
because to somebody one known / familiar is

b. 77 weil Si/nes' ’jemanderin bekannt / vertraut ist
These obseri;aﬁons stii_'.jéié‘:st the foilowing generslizations: adjectives allow internal subjects only
it they are unaccusative, bul not if they are unergative, regardiess of whether they are individual-
or stage-level. Unergative adjectives seem o never ailow the subjectto be AP-internal. On the
other hand, there harely are any intransitive unergative verbs that are individual-level. Therefore,
the Kratzer/Diesing generslization cannot really be tested with verbs. With adjectives the
generalization cerlainly fails. Here, it seems that the only relevant parameler is the distinclion
between unaccusative and unergstive adjectives. Therefore, it the phenomena that led Kratzer
and Diesing to invoke a link hetween the position of the subject and the individual-level / stage-
level contrast presumably have to do with the structure of adjectives, rather than with a semasntic
distinclion between predicates. The following synlaclic explsnation suggests itself. Recould be a
general fact that sdjective phases do not have a position for ‘external’ nominative NPs, but only {or
dstive (and, in German, genitive) and 1@%&1&&@'{&. Therefore, the subject of an ;}{/
unergative predicate must necessarily be base-genersted outside AP {and ¥F} in [SPEC. IF}-
position. Thus, {493} would have the struclure in {49b) and {b0g) the structure in (50b).

{49) ?. {weil) Hans muede war.
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7. General properties of scrambling

Let me list some elementary properties of scrambiling in German. Firsl, whether a NP has been
scrambled out of the YP can be seen from the position of adverbs such as negslors aich 'not
and nie 'never and particles like wohl js doct and others. Scrambling has occured with the

sccusstive NP in (60b}, but notin (508):

(50) 2. weil Hans nicht / nie / wohl / ja doch dieses Buch gelesen hal



becsuse John not / never / presumably / prt. this book read has
b. weil Hans dieses Buch nicht / nie / woh! / js doch gelesen hat

Scrambling is slso possible with dative arguments, asin (51).

(61} weil Hans den Leuten nicht / wohl sehnelt
because John the people {daf) not/ presumabty resembies

{52} shows that scrambling of both accusative and dative ohjects is possible in the same clauze:

(62} a. Hans hat den Leulen das Buch nie gezeigt
John has 1o the people the book never shown
b. Hans hat das Buch den Leuten nie gezeigt.

Scrambling need not move a NP between the subject in [BPEC, IP] position and adverbials like
nicht but may move a NP also before the subject in this position. The result is , however,
considerably worse than in the other case:

{53} a. 7 weil dieses Buch Hans den Leuten nicht gezeigt hat
because this book (acc) John {nomj) to the people (daf) not shown has
b. weil Hans den Leuten dieses Buch nicht gezeigt hat

Scrambiling is possible also with PPs, ¥P-internal adverbs and predicative elements:

{54) a. weil Hans wohl in die Stadt gegangen ist
because John presumably fo the town walked has
b. (7} weil Hans in die Stadt wohl gegangen ist
c. 7 weil in die Stadt Hans wohi gegangen isl
{65} 8. weil Hans nicht schneller laufen kann
because John not faster run can
b. (7) weil Hans schneller nicht laufen kann
c. 7 weil schnelier Hans nicht laufen kann
{66 a. weil Hans nicht gluecklich wurde
b. (7} weil Hans gluecklich nicht wurde
c. 7 weil gluecklich Hans nicht wurde



7_1. Movement of definile pronouns vs. scrambling

A movement rule in German that is similar, but distinct from scrambling iz a rule thal moves
definite pronouns in object position to some higher position - either between the subjectin
[SPEC, IP] and sny scrambled NPs or before the subjectin [SPEC, IP]. This rule moves only
pronominal diredl objects (both accusative and nominative objects), but not indirect objects. This
can be seen irom the fact that a pronominsl direct objects must precede a pronominal indirect
objects, as in (b7b).

(57} 3. * weil Hans den Leuten nicht es gezeigt hat
because John to the people (dafj not it (acc) shown has
h. 77 weil Hans den Leuten es nicht gezeigt hiat
c. 77 weil Hans ihnen es nicht geiéigt hat
d. weil Hans es den Leuten nicht gezeigt hat
e. weil es Hans den Leuten nicht gezeigt hat

Presumably, movement of definite pronouns is necessary because they are clitics and must
cliticize to some specific category, for instance the subject in [SPEC, IP]. Notice, however, that
there are indefinite pronouns in German which are atways reduced and stay inside YP, for

instance was orwelche:

(58) 8. Hans hai dem Jungen nie was / weiche gezeigt

John has to the boy (dal) never something / some shown

b. # Hans hat dem Jungen was / welche nie gezeigt.
John has the boy something / some never shown

C. * Was / Welche wurde(n} dem Jungen gezeigt.
something / some was / were shown to the boy

d. * Es wird {werden) dem Jungen was / welche gezeigl.
it was o the boy something / some shown

But of course, the fact thst the movement rule applies only to definile pronouns, notto indefinile
pronouns can be explained in that definite pronouns, being specific, have to move out of the VP in
sny cose (see section 3.1). The pronoun-movement rule, then, applies if scrambling slone does

not yield the right position.
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Ileave the question open why definite pronouns that sre direct abjedts have o move ta 2 specific
position which is distinct from the scrambled position of definite full NPs. There are, by the way,
differences among pronouns, for insiance between the reciprocal pronoun einander 'each other'
and definile pronouns. Like definite pronouns, each other seems to obligalorily move between
the subject in [SPEC, IP] and any scrambied definite NP

T, b ’
(59) a. * weil die Frauen"den Maennem einanderllvurgestem haben. '

because the women o the men (dal) each other (acc) inroduced have

b. weil die Frauen einander den Maennem vorgestelit haben

However, the possible positions of ginander st 8-Structure are not the same as the possible
positions of definite pronouns. In 8 sentence without definite scrambled NPs, sirander need not
precede adverbials like nie or wokt-

{60} 5. weil die Leute wohl / nie einander licbten
because the people presumably / never each other loved
b. * weil die Leute wohl / nie es lieblen
because the people presumsbly / never it loved

Furthermore, the pronoun &5 "I, when it is direct accusalive object (but nol when it is nominative}
£an move to topic position. Einander cannot move to topic position - except under very marked
focus conditions; the same holds for the reflexive sich or sich seibst can:

(61) a_ * Es hat der Mann gegessen.

it (acc) has the man (nom) eaten

b. Es gehoert dem Mann.
it (nom} belong to the man

c. Es stoerle den Mann.
it {nom) bothered the man

d. 77 Einander fieben die Leute.
each other loved the people

e. 77 Sich lieben die Leute.
themselves loved the people

I leave the question apen of what is responsible for the special behavior of each other,



3. The semantic conditioning and the semantic effect of scrambling

Scrambling in German appears i have both semantic conditions and semantic effecis. Bul the
guestion of what are the conditions that force 8 NP to scramble must be distinguished from the
question of what semantic effect scrambling has.

3.1. What 'condilions’ scrambling

Taking the position of adverhials like wohf snd negalors as a test for scrambling, # appesrs al
first sight that definite accusative and nominative ohjects must obligatorily scramble. if the NP
stays in situ and 2 negalor is in adverbial position, then either the NP must be the focus associsted
with the negator {in the sense ot Jacigendoﬂ 1972) or the verb must be focused.

_ . -’ B(/) (/)
{62) 3. * weil Hans nicht das Buch gelesen hat

hecause John not the book read has

g /
b. weil Hans nicht das Buch gelesen hal, sondern die Zeitung
because John not the book read has, but the newspaper

/
c. weil Hans nie das Buch gelesen hal, sondern es bloss immer gekautft hat

because John never the book read has, but it only always bought has
NN 4 ()
{63) a. * weil dem Mann nicht das Buch verlarengegangen ist

because o the man {daf) nol the book {nom) lost gone has
b. weil dem Mann das Buch nicht verlorengegangen ist

The notstion is to be read as follows: If a clause is marked *' and has constituents with the sign
'(/})' on it, then the sentence is unaccaptable only if one of the constituent is contrastively stressed.
The observation above can also be made with dalive ohjects:

S ¢ (/)
{64} a. * weil Hans das Buch nicht dem Mann gegeben hat

hecause John the book {acc) not to the man (dafj given has

' /
b. weil Hans das Buch nicht dem Mann gegeben hat sondem der Frau
becsuse John the book {acc) fo the man given has, bul to the woman

: /
c. weil Hans das Buch nicht dem Mann gegeben hat, sondem ihm weggenommen hat
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because John the book not to the man given has, but him laken awsy has
d. weil Hans das Buch dem Mann nicht gegeben hat

This suggest that direct and indirect objecls inside VP exhibit the definileness effeci, i.e. objects
inside ¥P must be indefinite. Further evidence for this comes from the fact that NPs cannot
scramble that must be indefinite because they sre predicstive or complement of 3 verb that
impases the definiteness effect (such as verbs of inaliensble possession) :

{65) a_ weil Hans wohl / nicht ein Freund von Bill ist
because John presumably / not a friend of Bill is
b. * weil Hans ein F;%und von Bill wohl / nicht ist
(66) a. weil Maria wohl eine Schwester hat
because Mary presumably a sister has
b. * weil Maria eine Schwester wohl hat
{67} a weil dér Text wohl / nie einen Fehler enthielt
because the text presumably / never a mistake contained
b. * weil der Text einen Fehler wohl / nie enthielt
{68} a. obwohl sie ihn nicht einen Idioten nannte.
although she him not an idiot called
b. * obwohl sie ihn einen ldioten nicht nennte

However, there is evidence that the right generalization is not indefiniteness, bul rather{;,
nonspecificity. But let me first clarify these two notions. { {ske definite NPs to be 5.8 syntactically
definable category ot NPs with a ceriain semantic content {reference o a unique Dbj&éli, namely
NPs with determiners ¥ #is or thal proper names, or pronouns like A&. They conirast with
indefinite NPs which are syntactically definable as NPs with weak determiners, bare plursl or
mass NPs or indefinite pronouns like are Specificity, in contrast, 1 take to be a notion that can be
defined only semantically and does not direclly correlate with syntactically characterizable
categories of NPs. | {ake specific NPs to be those occurrences of NPs in 3 sentence S that have a
specific reference in the meaning or use of S, where spectfic reference means direct reference
as opposed lo reference by means of a concept, the mode of reference of nonspecific NPs.
Thus, the distinclion between specific and non-specific NPs corresponds to Donnelian’s (1966)
distinction between referential and sitributive NPs, the distinction between directly referring NPs
and NPs that refer only by mesns of a concept. Definite snd indefinite full NPs, according to this
distinction, can have both a specific and s nonspecific reading. There is & controversy in the
inerature about whether specificily is 1o a matler of struclural meaning or just a matier of
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pragmatics. The former position has been tsken, for instance, by Donnellan (1966); the lalter
position, for instance, recently by Ludlow ! Neale (1989). in this paper | assume that specificityis a
maftier of mesning, not of pragmatics. One of the reasons is that specificity is linked to certain
syntactic positions in German. i specificity was a matter of pragmatics, then specificity should in
principle be independent of syntactic positions. The following informal formulations can be taken
as characterizations of the notions of specific and nonspecific reference for definite and indefinite
NPs such as the driver and & driver.

(69) a. A speaker refers specitically with #he driver iff there is exaclly ane entity x that he refers to
with utering the driver, whereby he assumes that this entity be a driver and familsr to the
sddressee.

b. A spesker refers specifically with & drver 1o an entily x iff there is exactly one entity x that
he reters o by uttering a driver, whereby he assumes that this entity be a driver and
familiar to the sddressee.

“oo

{70) o. A speaker refers nonspecifically with & driver ilf he refers to 7?/ a&gvaﬁt" entity x justin
Case X mzamnt domain and is 3 driver, whereby he assumes that there is exaclly ane
such entily.

b. A speaker refers nonspecifically with & driver iff he refers to sny re!‘é’,\(ﬁ entity x justin
case X is in the relevant domain and is a driver. o

Now we can see why specificily is the relevent parameler for the position of an NP inside or
outside VP. First indefinite NPs thst have a specific reading cannot stay inside YP:

{71) a. 7?7 weil Hans nicht ein gewisses Buch gelesen hat
hecause John not a certain book read has
b. weil Hans ein gewisses Buch nicht gelesen hat
c. 77 weil Hans nie emen Mann, den ich sehr gut kenne erkennt {uniess with nonspecific
interpretstion) (1 P il gy ;
because John never 8 man, whom | know very well, recognizes
d. weil Hans einen Mann, den ich sehr gut kenne, nie erkennt

Second, definite NPs that have a nonspecific interpretation seem to be sliowed inside ¥P.
Definite NPs typically receiving 8 nonspecific interpretalion are those with functionsl nouns as
hesds such as £nde 'end’. Wohnsitz 'residence’ or Logsung 'solution”.



{72} a. weil Hans nicht das Ende des Buches kannie
because John not the end of the book knows
b. (7} weil Hans das Ende des Buches nicht kennt (has special focus effech
(73} a weil Hans nicht den Wohnsitz von Maria wusste
becsuse John not the residence of Mary knew
b. (7} weil Hans den Wohnsitz von Maria nicht wusste thas special focus effect)
because John the residence of Mary not knew
(74} a. weil Maria nicht die Loesung dieser Aulgabe herausbekam
because Mary nol the solution to this prablem got
b. (7} weil Maria die Loesung dieser Aufgabe nicht hersusbekam

Notice also that arguments that are subject lo the definileness effect may be definile in the sense
ot being nonspecific. Then, they still cannot scrambie:

{75} a. weil Hans nicht / wohl der Direktor der Firma ist
because John not the direclor of the firm is
b. * weil Hans der Direkior der Firma nicht / wohl ist

Gther definite NPs with nonspecific reading are those that have a functional or implicilly functional
head whose interpretation depends on the semantic context given by the sentence {lor mstance
by the location or the discribed situation). Examples of this sort are given in {76} (78) L

(76} 8. weil Maria nicht die Regein beachtet T
because Mary nol the rules follows L v
b. weil Maria die Regeln nicht beachiet W =
{77} a.weil Hans nicht die Stimmung verderben moechte
because John not the atmosphere spoil wanted
b. weil Hans die Stimmung nich! verderben moechle
{78) a. weil fast jedes Spiel nicht den Gewinner im voraus festleqgt
because almost every game not the winner in advance determines
b. weil fast jedes Spiel den Gewinner nichl im voraus festieqgt

S

With these NPs both positions, outside and inside VP, sre possible. This is presumably so,
hecause they csn receive hoth a specific and a nonspecific interpretation. To summarize, we
have the following genersfization about German:
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{79) NPs that are VP-internsl at 8-Structure must receive & nonspecific interpretation.

However. we shall see that this condition requires some modification. First, PPs, complements as
well as adjuncls, stay, in the unmarked case, inside VP, regardiess of the specificily of the nominai

complement of the preposition:

(80} & weil Hans das Buch nicht auf den / einen Tisch gelegt hat
because John the book not on the / a teble puthas

: &)
b. * weil Hans das Buch auf den / einen Tisch nichi gelegl hat
{81) a. weil Hans nie im Garien spieit

because never in the garden plays

; )
b. * weil Hans im Garten nie spieit

Second, cerlain verbs in Germsn assign genifive case 1o an object These genitive NPs also
seem o be allowed inside VP, regardiess of specificity. Notice, however, that they need not stay
inside VP. In contrast to prepositional complements, they may scramble without inducing 3

special effect.

{82) a. weil wir nicht der Toten / dieses Mannes gedachlen
because we not the dead / this man {gen} commemorsied
h. weil wir der Toten / dieses Mannes nicht gedachien
(83) a. weil Maria sich doch des Mannes erinnerie
because Mary herself prt this man {gen) remembered
b. weil Maria sich des Mannes doch erinnerte
(84} a. weil Hans sich nicht seines Vaters schaemte
because John himself his father (gen) ashamed was
b. weil Hans sich seines Vaters nicht schaemie

Finally, there are afew verbs in German thal takes two accusstive cbjects, namely /ehren ‘teach’,
sbhoeren ‘question’ and abiragen 'question’. The second object also seems to be allowed
inside VP at S-Struciure. Bul, like genitive NPs, it may also move out of the VP without special
effect

(85) a. weil der Mann den Jungen nicht diese Sprache gelehnt hat
because the man the boy (acc) not this Isnguage (acc) oughthas
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b. weil der Mann den Jungen diese Sprache nicht gelehrt hst
(86} 8. weil Maria ihren Sohn nicht diese Yoksbeln abgehoent / shgetragt hat
because Mary her son (scc) not these words {acc) questioned has
b. weil Maria ihren Sohn diese Yokabeln nicht ahgehoert / shgefragt hat

The difference between sccusstive, nominative and dafive objects on the one hand and PPs,
genitive objects and special sccusative objects seems to be the following: accusalive, nominative
and dative NPs are assigned structural Case. Recsll from section 1 thal structural Case is
assigned, in the extension den Besten's {1984) account in one of the following ways: either by ¥
{for accusafive NPsj or indirectly by ¥V or ¥" through inheritance from Tense {for nominative NPs)
or by ¥' {for dative NPs). PPs, of course, are not assigned Case al all, and genitive and special
accusalive objects are censinly assigned inherent Case by the verts. Thus, the generalization is
the following. Those and only those complements may stay inside VP at 8-Struciure thst are
either nonspecific or not assigned structural Case. Thus, we have the following generalization for
German:

{87) Constituents that sre VP-internal at S-Structure and receive structural Case must be
inlerpreted nonspecificsily.

Notice also that this condition should be understood in such a way that it also accounts for
predicative NPs that receive Case by agreement such as the object of copuls verhs and the
second object of nennen ‘call’. Thatis, Case by agreement should be taken as an instence of
strucural Case.

In section 4, | discuss possible explanations why this condition should hold and present ivo
approaches that sccount for the link between specificity snd structural Case in German.

3.2. The semantic effect of scrambling

Scrambling in German has 8 systemalic semantic eflect. ot least with cerlain constituents. Lenerz
(1977) has argued thal scrambiing implies that the scrambled constituent be defocused. More
precisely, the scrambled constituent may not be part of the presentational focus of 5 sentence
(see Rochemont, 1986, for the distinction between presenistions! and conirastive focus). In the
following examples, the scrambied definite dative and accusative NP5 may not carry 'new
information’: they may neither be {phonologicaily) focused {with the function of presentstiona}
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focus) not be parts of a focus projection. Instead, either the following nonscrambled complement
must be focused or the verb. (898} and (88b} are not acceptsbie in a context which was not
already about the book or a response io the question ‘what did John show to the man?’ (see
Lenerz, 1977, for more sbout tests for presentational focus).

() 17
{89) a. 77 weil Hans das Buch einem Mann gezeét hat

hecause John the book a man {daf} shown has

272 | %
b. 77 weil das Buch Hans einem Mann gezeigt hat

As an alternafive to scrambling plus defocusing of specific NPs one might suggest the follovang.
Example (89s) invalves rightward movement of the indefinite NP, which then must be focused, a
type of movement rule also found in other languages. However, the fact that focus with scrambled
clauses is voriable, e.g. in (898) may be either on ginem Mann of gezeigl ksl shows that the
focus effect associated with scrambling cannot be linked to 8 nonscrambled constituent. Rather,
scrambling seeins to be invariably linked with detocusing of the scrambled conslituent.

Koopman {1989), in a discussion of scrambling in Dutch, has proposed that scrambling has the
effect that the scrambled constituent must be specific, rather than defocused. Thus, scrambling
would he associated with the reverse semantic function of constituents that stay within VP.
However, there are several arguments that this cennot be the right generalization for scrambling.
First, in German, constituents of any semantic category that are arguments or adjuncts of the verb
can scramble, for instance PPs, predicative adjectives and adverbs. Scrambling of those
constituents results in the same semantic effect. The semantic effect of defocusing with
constituents that are not referentiai NPs seems 1o be even stronger. (30a) and (30b} sre
inacceptable in a context which was not about an event being on the table or about yesterday.
and they are are inacceptable as answers lo the guestion 'what happened on the 1able’ or ‘what
happened yesterday’.

O
(90) a. * weil Hans auf den Tisch ein Buch legte

John put on the table 3 book

s ) /7)
b .* weil Hans das Buch gestern eem Jungen gab

John gave the book yesterday lo a boy (dal)
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Caonstituents other than NPs are certainly not subject to the specificity condition. Recall also that
the same effect occurs with PPs containing indefinite nonspecific NPs-

C)
(31} *Hans legle auf einen Tisch ein Buch,
John put on the table a book

A second argument that the semantic effect of scrambling is independent from specificily comes
from the possibility of scrambling within YP. Indefinite nonspecific NPs may scrambile within NP
and retain their nonspecificity, but they must then be defocused. Fven bare plurals and indefinite
pronouns such as welche, which generally cannot have a specific reading can scramble within
£134

) (/)
{92) .77 weil Maria wohl ein Buch einem Kind gegeben hat

because Mary presumably a book {acc) to a child (daf) given has

. Y] (/)
b. 7?7 weil Maria wohi Buecher einem Kind gegeben hat

because Mary presumably books (acc) to a child given has

() )
c. weil Maria wohl welche einem Kind gegeben hat

because Mary presumsbly some (acc) to 3 child {dai) given has

ltis to be expected that scrambling of indefinite NPs within YPis hss a different semantic etfect
from scrambling of specific NPs out of the ¥P. In the first case, the ususi nonspecific interpretation
should be avsilable. But in the second £ase, this interpretstion should be impossible. This
prediction is borne out as can be seen from the comparison of scrambling within VP with
structures in which the indefinite NP has been scrambled in front of 8 scrambled definite NP or an
adverh of the relevant kind. Consider the tollowing examples:

(93} & weil Maria Buecher dem Mann schenkie
because Mary books to the man gave as presents
b. weil Maria Buecher, die mir sehr gefielen, dem Mann schenkie
hecause Mary books that | liked very much the man gave as a present
c. weil Maria ein Buch dem Mann gegeben hal, nicht eine Schallplatie
because Mary a book {o the man given has, not a record
{34) a. weil Maria Buecher nicht / wohl las
because Mary books not / presumably read



b. weil Maria Buecher, die mir sehr gefalien wohl gelesen hat
because Mary books that me very much plessed presumsbly read has
c. weil Maria ein Buch sicher gelesen hal, jedoch keine Zeitung
because Mary a book certainly read has, though nol 8 newspaper

The indefinite NPs in these exsmples cannot have the ususl nonspecific interpretation. They can
only be interpreted generically as in (333} and {948} or specifically as in (33b} and {94b}) or be
contrastively focused as in (33c) and (34c). We shall come 1o the possible semsniic funclions of
scrambled indefinite NPs in more detail later.

3.3. Other semantic effects licensing scrambling: contrastive focus, generncily

Defocusing is actually not the only possibility to ficense’ a scrambled constituent. Instead of
being defocused (in the sense of presentational focus), a scrambled NP may also be
contrastively focused, as in (35).

/
{95) a. weil Hans das Buch wohi gelesen hat, nicht etwa die Zeitung
because John the book presumably resd has, not the newspaper

/
b. weil Hans das Buch jemandem gegeben hat (nicht die Zeitung)
because John the book (acc) to somebody (daf) given has {(not the newspaper}

Under this condition even nonspecific NPs may scramble:

/
(36) a. weil Hans ein Buch dem Mann gegeben hst {nicht eine Zeitung)

because thn a book to the man given has {not a newspaper}

/
b. weil Hans Buecher dem Mann gegeben hat (nicht Zigarelten)
because John books to the man given has (not cigarefies)

i even seems that scrambling of contrastively focused constituents is obligstory, even though itis
hard to test, since many adverbs can be construed as ‘focusoperstors’ such as ondy or not and
thus be 'associated’ with the focused constituent in the sense of Jackendoff (1972). But this seems
to be impossible for instance with the particle /&
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{97} 77 weil Hans ja ein Buch gelesen hal, nicht eine Zeitung

S0 we can say that scrambled NPs sre either licensed by being ‘presentstionally’ defocused or
by being contrastively focused.

The fact that contrastive focus allows indefinite NPz 1o receive a nonspecific interpretation outside
YP shows that being YP-internal is not the only way of receiving a nonspecific interpretation.
There are still other conditions under which NPs outside VP may be nonspecific. Besides
contrastive focus, focus operators like rur ‘only’ or sogsr'even' slso silow tor indefinite NPs
outside VP to be interpreted nonspecifically:

{38) a_ weil Hans nur ein Buch dem Mann gegeben hst
because John only 8 book to the man given has
b. weil Hans sogar Buecher dem Mann gegeben hat

Independent focus con be subsumed under focus associsted with focusoperators if we accept

implicit focus operstors.

Another condition under which NPs oulside YP may receive a nonspecific interpretalion is
genericily. Examples were already given in {93a) and {94s). Notice that, conversely, if 2 NP stays
inside VP a generic interpretation seems to be excluded, a5 the conrasts between the following

exampies show:

{39} 8. weil die Schule einen begablen Schueler nicht / ja doch akzeptient
because the school a talented student not / prt prt sccepts
b. weil die Schule nicht/ ja doch einen begabten Schueler akzeptiert

{39b) does not seem to be capable of a generic interpretation. For the conneclion between
nonspecificity and genericity, we can sgain assume that an implicit generic opersior is
responsibie for the possibilily of a nonspecific interpretation.

in summary, the following generalization seems to hold: an NP outside VP may have nanspecific
interpretation justin case it is associsted with some operstor, for instance o fecusopersior or a
generic operator. This in lurn suggests that for VP-internal nonspecific NPs the verb has the status
of an operator licensing the nonspecific interpretation. Furthermore, it seems that a NP may not
be associated with two operators in 2 sentence: 3 VP-internal NP may not be associated with 3
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focus operalor or a generic operstor - presumably, precisely becsuse itis already associated
with the operstor represented by the verb. | shall come back 1o this issue in section 4.2.

3.4 Scrambling vs. movement to [SPEC, IP]

Sofar | have discussed the semantic effect of scrambling only with sccusative and dative NPs, not
with nominative NPs. We have seen that accusative snd dative NPs as well as (internal’ and
‘external’} nominative NPs must move out of the VP if they are specific. Apparently. nominstive
NPs must somehow be assigned Case within NP in German and thus movement to [SPEC, 1P is
not obligatory for Case reasons (see the next section). Atthis point | leave the question open of
what the posilion of scrambled accusative or dative NPs should be. Right now, | would like 1o only
point out certsin asymmetlries between the position of nominatives that are moved out of YP and
other scrambied NPs.

First, it appears thal the position of scrambled accusative or dative NP3 is much freer then that of
moved nominsfive NPs. if a sentence contains both a scrambled sccusative and dative NP which
{ollow the subject then the order dsfive - accusative as well the order accusalive - dalive are
allowed - without any semantic or pragmstic difference. as shown in the following:

{100} 5. weil Hans das Buch dem Mann gegeben hat
becsuse John the book lo the man given has
b. weil Hans das Buch dem Mann gegeben hat

In contrast, the order of specific nominative NP and scrambled dafive or sccusalive NP is more
restricted. Recsil from section 2 that scrambling of accusative or dalive NPs in front of the subject
is worse or stleast more marked than scrambling to a position foliowing the subjects:

{101} a_ ? weil dem Mann Hans das Buch gegeben hat
b. 7 weil das Buch dem Msnn Hans gegeben hal

Nolice that the same effect occurs with specific subjects of unsccusative verbs {with respectio
scrambled dalive NPs):

{101) a. 7 weil das Buch dem Mann gehoert
hecause the hook lo the man belongs



b. weil dem Mann das Buch gehoert
(182) 8. 7 weil das Buch dem Mann bekannt ist
because the book {o the man known is
b. weil dem Mann das Buch bekannt ist

A second difference between accusative or dative NPs and nominative NPs is that movement of
nominative NPs to [SPEC, IP] does not seem io have the semantic eflect of scrambling. { only
seems to have the effect thal the NP must be interpreted specifically. Thus, {1033} dees not
require any special context in order to be acceptable, snd differs in this respect from {103h),
which implies defocusing of the sccusstive NP

(103} a. weil der Mann ein Buch gelesen hat
because the man a8 book read has
{} (1)
b. 77 weil der Mann das Buch einem Kind gegeben hat
because the man the book (acc) to a child given has

4. Whal is responsibie for scrambling and the definiteness effect of
VP-internal NPs in German?

In this section | would like to discuss two possible approaches for expiaining the correlstion
between structural Case, specificity and VP-internal position, first an account based on structural
Case-assignment by inheritance in German and second sn sccount based on semantic funclions.

4.1. A generalizalion of Safir's (1985} account

Now the question is: what is responsible for NPs inside YP being nonspecific. The only attempt of
explanation in the literature {to my knowledge) is the K. Safir's (1 985} account in terms of Case
theory. The appeal of this account ies in an atiempt o give a unilorm explanation of definileness
effects, namely for instance the definiteness effect in English #1ere sentences and within VP in

German.

Safir's point of departure is den Besten’s (1984) account of how Case is assigned in German, as
outfined in section 1.1. Recall that den Besten was only concemed with Case assginment in
‘internal’ nominative NPs and dative NPs inside VP.
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Safir sdopts essentially this account of Case assignment. He proposes the following connection
between the definiteness effect and YP-internal nominative NPs. In English #iere sentences
nominative Case is assigned first to the expletive #ere then, by coindexation of Pere with the
postverbal NP, nominative Case is ransmitiet to the postverhal NP. Now, it the NP was definile, this
coindexstion relstion would constitute s violation of condiion C of Binding Theory (Chomsky
1981). Indefinite NPs, as Safir stipulates. are excempt from Condition C of Binding Theory.

For YP-inlernal nominative NPs Case is ransmitied from an emply expletive in [SPEC, IP], which
is assigned nominative Case by INFL.

The probiem with Safir's analysis is first of all that it sccounts only for the definiteness effect with
internal nominsative NPs inside YP. As we have seen, however, the definiteness eflect shows up
also with dstive, accusative and external nominative NPs inside YP. What is crucial, though, is that
the definileness effect does not hold for ohjects that receive inherent Case or for PPs. Thus, the
analysis, if itis on the righttrack, has to be extended in some way to all complements inside ¥P
that receive structural Case. For dsfive and accusative NPs one might suggest thal the infiections!
system should be enriched with inflectional elements for dalive and accusstive case respectively.
This would be in accordance with Chomsky's (1989) proposal that objective Case in English be
assigned by AGR(o) and mare generafly that structural Case always is assigned via 5PEC-head
agreement. Thus, for German, in addition o the nominalive assigning infleclional element Tense
or, maybe, AGR{nom), one would have to assume inflectional elements AGR({ds snd AGR({acc).
Indirect structursl Case assignment (Case assignment fo NPs inside VP then wouid go as follows:
the specifier position of each Case-assigning inflectional node is filled by an emply expletive
which receives Case. This Case then is ransmilled from the expletive to the NP in YP-internal
position. This is indicated in (104).
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The definiteness effect with VP-internal NPs receiving structural Case in German is then explained
as follows: NPs inside VP receive Case by being coindexed with the explelive in the specifier
paosition ot the respective Case assigner. This coindexation relation requires thst the NP be
indefinite. if a NP is scrambied oul of the VP, it msy move lo the specifier position of the relevant
Case assigner. Then, itis assigned Case direclly. The fact that scrambling may move an
accusative or dalive NP also o some other position than the specifier position of the relevant
Case assigner then could be explained in either of two ways: the specifier position is an
intermediale landing site for further adjunction to some other element or the NP may move 1o the
specifier position of any inflectional element. For the explanation of the indefiniteness effect #tis
then crucisl that the foot of a chain is assigned Case indirectly. | will leave i open which one of the
two alternstives should be preferred.

This Safir-style account of the definiteness effec! in German has the advantage of giving a uniform
account for definileness effects. However, this account, in whal ever way it may be refined, is
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problematic in some respects. First of all, & scrambling of dative and sccusative NPs is treated as
movement 1o the specifier position of some inflectional element in exaclly the same way 8s
movement of nominative NPs 1o [SPEC, IP), then the differences between scrambting of dative
and accusative NPs and movement of nominative NPs to [SPEC, IP]. namely with respect o
normal word order and focus effects, as discussed above, is not sccounted for. Furthermore, itis
not quite clear that the definiteness effectin existentisl constructions is exaclly the same as the
definiteness effect with NPs inside ¥P in German. The latier, as we have seen, should more
accurafively be taken as a specificiy eflect, not a definiteness effect. Thqre is some evidence that
the definiteness effect in existential constructions is independent of specificity. it seems that not
only nonspecific ind/eﬁnite NPs may occur in existential constructions, but under appropriate
circumstances, also specific indefinite M\ as, for instance, in {105) and (106}. (The second
example is due to David Pes;;;k;_')w RK ; o,
7 A '

{105} 6. There was a certain man in the room.
(106} a. There are the following problems with this proposal.

b. 77 There are the problems above with this proposal.

Such examples, however, need not be decisive, since they may involve the list reading. as in
(107), which is independent of the definiteness effect

(107) There is still John who could help us.

There is another deficiency in the Safir-style account. it only explains why NPs that are inside YP
and receive structural Case must be indefinile or nonspecific. R does not explain why NPs that
have moved out of the YP cannot have a nonspecific reading without some operator (a focus
operslor or a generic operator). In the next section, | present a proposal thal takes this into

account.

4.2. An account in terms of semantic functions

Let recall the basic observations about correlstions between symactic positions and semantic
functions. The following two conditions hold for definite and indefinite NPs that receive structural
Case. First, within ¥P (or AP) 8 NP may only have a simple nonspecific reading in the ususl sense;
it may not be nonspecific in association with an operator. Second, a NP thal has left the VP {or AP}
must be either of the following: specific, generic (in association with a generic operstor) or



controatively focused (passibly in nasociotion with o tocuzopcrodor). A condition thot holds tor ony
constituent, is, that it must be defocused (or, altemstively, be contrastively focused) if it has
scrambled. This condition only holds for scrambling as an adjunclion operation, not for
maovement to [SPEC, IF] (disregarding the previous section).

Now a possible way to make sense out of these condilions is the following. Any NP must have
some kind of closure which guarsniees its semantic interpretation and is associated with a cerlain
type of semantic interpretation. Syntaclically, such clasure conditions sre: being governed by ¥,
being specilic, being associsted with an implicit generic operator or with a {explicit or implicif)
focusoperator. ttis natural to assume that 3 NP may have only one kind of closure - for certsin
kinds of semantic functions this may even be logically necessary. The crucial point is that in
German, the closure conditions must hold al 8-Siructure, butin 8 Ianguage like English sl LF.
Thus, in German, it 2 NP stays inside VP al S-Structure, itis closed by being governed by the
verb. Therefore, it may only have a nonspecific interpretation and may not be associsted with any
other operator. But if a NP is outside of VP at 8-Structure, it must have some some kind of closure
which is not correlated with the simple nonspecific interpretation. Then the kinds of closure that
are available are: specificily, genericity or focusing. Thus, we have 3 bijection principle for the
closure of a NP, which can be stated as in (108).

(108} A (definite or indefinite) NP in a sentence S must be associated wilh one and and only one
closure operstorin 5.

Butwhal about the connection with structural vs. inherent Case? Government by the verb
constittes a closure relsfion that sppsrently can compete syntactically with other closure
operators only for NPs that receive structural Case. It seems that government by the verb
constitutes only semsntically, but nol syntecticslly a closure relsfion for NPs that receive inherent
Case.

The condition in (108} raises the question sbout quantified NPs. Guantified NPs are presumsbly
associated inherently with a closure operator and thus should be able o ocour ¥P-exiernally, but
not YP-internally. First, let us consider NPs with negative determiners such ss niemand ‘nobody’
and kein N''no N”. Negative NPs can appesr oulside of ¥P. as illustrsted in {109).

(109} 8. weil kein Mensch dies Buch gelesen hal
because no man this book read has
b. weil niemand dem Mann geholfen hat
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because nobody the man helped has
c. weil kein Mensch / niemand nie schiseft
because no man / nobody never sleeps

However, they can slso appesr inside VP. Lenerz (1977) observes that negative subject NPs are
far more acceptsbie when they follow a definite direct ohject then definite subject NPs, as shown
in the conirast between (110b) and {111b}.

{110} a. weil niemand dieses Buch lesen wird
because nobody this book read will
b. weil dieses Buch niemand lesen wird
{111} 5. weil mein Vater dieses Buch lesen wird
because my father this book read will

)

b. * weil dieses Buch mein Vater lesen wird
A parailel observation can be made with adverbs:

{112) a. weil wohl niemand gelacht hat
becsuse presumably nobody Isughed has
b. weil dem Mann ja doch niemand geholien hat
because the man pri prt nobody helped has
(113) a. * weil woh! das Kind gelacht hat
becsuse presumably the child Isughed has
b. * weil dem Mann ja doch Hans geholfen hat
because the man prt prt John helped has

However, as Kratzer {1989) ohserves, negafive plural NPs cannot occur oulside of YP.

{114) a. 77 weil keine Studenten dies Buch gelesen hahen
becsuse no students this book read have
b. 77 weil keine Menschen dem Mann geholten haben
because no men the man helped have
c. 77 weil keine Menschen nie schialen
hecause no men never sleep
{115} a. 77 weil Hans keine Bilder seiner Frau gezeigt hat



becsuse John no picture his wife shaown has
b. weil Hans kein Bild seiner Frau gezeigt hat

Kratzer argues that negsiive plurals of the form keine N' sre in fact mergers of sentence negator
michit and bare plursl. In contrast, negative singular NPs are syniactically ambiguous between
being real quanlifiers (and thus being themselves clasure operalors) snd mergers of sentence
negator and indefinite (nonspecific) singular NP. Since bare plurals and indefinite nonspecific
singular NPs must slay inside VP it follows that negabive singular count NPs may not only ococur
inside VP like negstive plural NPs, but also oulside VP

With negative plural NPs, there is still a problem o be explsined. Negative plurals seem to never
be able lo occur as subjeds, regardiess of their position. Thus, the correlates of (1 13 in {116}
are not acceptishle either:

{116} a. 77 weil dies Buch keine Studenten / OK kein Student gelesen haben / hat
hecause this book no students / no student read has
b. 77 weil dem Mann keine Menschen / OK kein Mensch geholten haben / hat
because the man no men / no man helped has
c. 77 weil wohl keine Kinder / OK kein Kind schiiefen / schiief
because presumably no children / no child slept

Negative plural NPs also seem unacceptable when they are in the dative - in whatever position:

{117} 77 weil Hans keinen Kindern / OK keinem Kind gehollen hat
because John na children / no child helped has

Thus the merger between sentence negator and bare plural, appsrently, is possible only if the
hare plural is in direct object position.

Other quantified NPs, for instance jeder N', seem to behave like definite NPs, as expecied:

{118) a_weil jeder Student dieses Buch lesen wird
L)
b. * weil dieses Buch jeder Student lesen wird
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5. Properties of the scrambled posilion

5.1. Properties of A-positions:

Like other languages that allow for scrambling within IP {for instance Hindi, of. Mahsjan 1989), the
scrambled position in German exhibits properties of A-positions {and maybe of A’-positions, 8s
srgued by Webelhuth, 1989). Let me illusirate the cheracteristics of A-positions for scrambled
positions. First, 3 NP may bind anaphors that are contsined in a NF thal the former NP c-
commands at 3-Structure. (119) shows thal a scrambled definile accusative NP may bind 8
nonspecific dative NP in base position. (120} shows that binding is possible also in the other
direction: a dstive in base position may bind an anaphor contained in an sccusalive NP that has

remained in situ.

{119) a. weil Hans die Leute, Freunden voneinander; vorgesteli hat

hecause John the people {scc) to friends of each other (daf) introduced has
b. weil Hons die Fray; einem Freund von sich selbst, vorgestelit hat

because John the women (acc) a friend of herself (daf) infroduced has
(120} a. weil Hans nie Leulen, Bilder voneinander; gezeigt hat

because John never o people (daj) pictures of each other {acc) shown has
b. weil Hans nie jemandem; ein Bild von sich selbst, gezeigt hat

because John never anybody (dal) a piclure of himself {acc) has shown

A scrambled accusative NP may bind an anaphor inside 8 dative NP also if the dative NP, being
specific, has been scrambled out of the ¥P. The condition, however, is that the accusative NP
precede the dative NF-

{121} a. weil Hans die Leute; diesen Freunden voneinander; nicht vorgestellt hat

because John the people (acc) to these friends of each other (daf) not introduced has
b. * weil Hans diesen Freunden voneinander, die Leute; nicht vorgestelit hat

One sppsarent puzzle is thal if the sccusative is & pure snaphor, it may not be bound by a dalive
NP in a higher position, whether the detive NP is inside VP or scrambled:

{123) a. * weil Hans den Leuten, einander; vorgestelit hat
becsuse John to the people {daf) esch other {acc) introduced has
b. * weil Hans den Mann sich selbst vorgestelit hat
because John the man himseH introduced has
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However, one cen see essily thst this phenomenon has nothing to do with scrambling, specificity
or binding theory. Natice that if the dative is s pure snaphor, it may be bound by an accusative NP
moved o s higher position:

{124} weil Hans die Leute einander vorgestelit hat
because John the people {acc) to each other infroduced has

Scrambling because of specificily cannot explain the situation, since specific accusative NPs
contsining an anaphor sflow for binding by a higher dative NP

{125) weil Hans den Leuten die Bilder voneinander gezeigt hat
because John to the people the pictures of each other shown has

it seems that the reason for the impossibility of binding of accusative anaphors by a dafive NP has
to do with the special movement rule for reciprocals and reflexive pronouns: recall from section 2
that reciprocsis and reflexives must move to a position between the subject and any follawing
scrambled NPs, if there are any scrambled NPs. Notice that also accusative reflexives that are
bound by the subject must move in front of the dative:

{126} a. * weil Hans den Leuten sich vargestelit hat
because John o the people {daf) himself infroduced hag
b. weill Hans sich den Leuten vorgesteiit hat

Binding of anaphors by scrambled NPs is also possible from presubject position. The resultis
only as bad as any scrambling of sccusative or dstive NPs o presubject position is:

(127} 8. weil die Leute; der Mann einander; vorgestelft hat

because the people (acc) the man {nom}) to each ather introduced has
b. weil den Jungen, der Mann sich selbst, im Spiegel gezeigt hat
because the boy (acc) the man {nom} himsel in the mirror shown has

The second property of the scrambled position thal is ypcal of A-positions is that scrambled NPs
da not show up wesk crossover effects. Examples sre given in (128) - (129).

{128) a. weil Hans jedem; seinen Pass; zurueckgegeben hot
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because John to everybody (daf) his passport {scc) returned has
b. weil Hans jeden Hund; seinem Besitzer; zurueckgegeben hat

becsuse John every dog (acc) o his owner (dslj returned has
{129} a. Wer hat wem, seine; Freunde vorgesteit?

who has to whom {daf) his friends {acc) introduced
b. Wer hat wen; seinen; Freunden vorgesteltt?

who has whom (acc) to his friends (dab) inroduced

Guantitied NPs scrambled to presubject position may even bind a varisble contained in the
subject, afthough the resultis marked for the usual reason:

(130} a_ (?} weil jeden, sein Hund, gebissen hat

because everybody (acc) his dog {nom) has biten
b. {?) Wen, hst sein Hund, gebissen

whom has his dog {nom} biten

Finally, scrambled NPs do not undergo reconstruction. First reconstruction is impossible with
scrambled NPs containing an snaphor. In (131) the dafive NPs cannot bind the anaphor in the
accusative NP in the higher position, even though, after reconstruction of both dative and
accussative NP, the dative NP would c-command the anaphor in the accusative NP.

{131) a. * weil ich ein Bild von sich selbst, diesem Jungen; gezeigt habe

because | a picture of himself o this boy shown have
b. * weil ich die Bilder voneinander; den Leulen; gezeigt habe

because | the pictures of each other to the people shown have

That reconstruction of scrambied NPs could in principle also be evidences by showing that
scrambled NPs are not subject 1o condition C effects with examples of the following type:

{132) a_ * weil ich ihr, Marias; Pass gezeigt habe
because | her {dafj Mary’s passport (acc) shown have
b. * weil ich Marias Pass ihr gezeigt habe

According fo this test (132b) should be fine. However, itis ruled out by the fact thel the definite
pronoun i must precede the scrambled full NP Marias Pass, according to the rule of pronoun
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movement mentioned in seclion 2. Notice also thst full NPs may not precede subject pronouns,
thus excluding another way of testing condition C effects:

{133} a. * weil das Buch sie gesehen hat
because the book (acc) she {nom) seen has
b. * weil Marias; Pass sie, gesehen hat

because Mary’s passport she seen has

So it seems as if the positions to which NPs scramble behave like A-positions in German with
respectio binding, weak crossover and reconstruction. However, it turns out that this cannot be
quite correct as we shall see in the next section. The reason is that the properties of A-positions
cannot be absolde properies of the scrambled positions, but rather depend in some way on the
nature of the position of the antecedent and the maved constitluent

In contrastio the scrambled position, the topic position behave; purely as an A’-position in
German. Again, this appears fo be 3, general fact shout the difference between scrambling snd
topicalization (see Mahajan 1989 for Hindi). (134 illustrates that binding is impossible from topic
position, (135} illustrates that topicalization exhibits wesk cross over efieclts, and (136) illustrates
that reconstruction is possible with topicalized elements.

{134) a_ % Einen Mann, sah ein Freund von sich;.
8.man (8CC) saw 8 friend of himself
b. * Den Maennern, sehneln Freunde voneinander,
the men (daf) resemble friends of each other
(135) Jeden sah seine Mutter
everybody saw his mother
{136} Sich selbstliebl jeder
himself everybody loves

5.2_ A problem

in the quantifier split constructions in German discussed in section 1.2, the moved element ie.
the N, ds or the pariitive phrase,/(ctuaﬂy does not necessarily move to topic position {[SPEC,
CP). # may alternatively move {o an adjunct position within IP, a5 in (1 37}. However, it, apparently,
must move out of the VP, as in the examples in (138} (with normal infonation} show.
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(137} 5. Well QIe Leute o3 wohl RiChis von € gegessen haben
because the people this presumably nothing of have eaten
p. weil die Leute von diesen Dingen nie etwas e gegessen haben
because the people of these things never anything ealen have
c. weeil die Leute Pilze js doch viele e gefunden hahen
because the people mushrooms prt prt many found have
(138) 8. 77 weil die Leute wohi da nichls e von gegessen haben
b. 77 weil die Leule nie von diesen Dingen etwas e gegessen haben
c. 77 weil die Leute ja doch Pilze viele e gefunden hshen

The crucial point now is that the quantifier spiit constructions, as opposed to scrambling, seemio
undergo reconstruction, independently of the landing site ot the moved element. In this respect
quantifier split difiers from scrambling. (139) shows reconstruction eftects with moved N''s
containing anaphors. {140) shows reconsiruction effecis with moved vor phrases.

{139) 2. weil Hans Bilder voneinander; den Leuten; keine e zeigen moechie

hecsuse John pictures of each other (acc) the people (daf) none o show wans
b. weil Maria Bilder von sich selbst dem Jungen; keine e zeigen moechte

hecause Mary pictures of himseli to the boy {daf) none {acc) lo show weanls
{140) 2. weil Hans von diesen Informatienen ueber einander, die Leule; nichls e wissen lassen

moechie

because John of this information about each other the people nothing 1o know wants
b. weil Hans von diesen informationen ueber sich selbst den Mann; nichts wissen lassen

moechie
becsuse John of this informstion about himself the man nathing to know wants

A minimal pair illustraling that reconstruction effects show up with partitive constructions, but not
with scrambling is (141):

(141} a. * weil Maria diese Bilder voneinander; den Leulen; e zeigen wollle

because Mary these piclures of each other (acc) to the people (dafj show wanted
b. weil Maria Bilder von einander, diesen Leuten; sicher welche e zeigen wolite

hecause Mary pictures of each other, to these people, (daf} cerlsinly some {acc) show

wanted
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Reconstruction of pariitive phrases also concerns condition C eflects:

{142) 8. * weil Hans Bilder von Maria, ibw, viele e zeigen moechie
because John pictures of Mary her many show wanled
b. weil Hans; Bilder von sich; ihr viele e zeigen moechie

becsause John pictures of himself her many show wanted

{142b} shows that scrambling and paritive movement difler in snother respect Definite pronouns
always must precede a scrambled NP, a5 we have seen in section 2. But in (142b}, the pronoun
#hr is acceptsble in a position after the moved N in the partitive construction. (This is, of course,
also the reason why reconstruction with condition C effects can be tested with partitive
constructions )

The moved element of a partitive construction differs again from scrambled NPs in that it does not
hehave like being in an A-position. Thus, binding as indicated in (143} is impossible.

{143) * weil Hans Gaeste, Freunden voneinander; keine vorgesteli hat

because John guests friends of each other none introduced has
Weak Crossover effects, though, cannol be lested.

in conciusion, it seems that the position of the moved element in partitive constructions within (P
behaves entirely like an A’-position - exactly like the topic position, which is an siternative landing
site. The reason for thal must be some properly that is common to the chains crested by sli three
types ot partitive movement. One common property is that some element is left in sity, namely a
guantifier and that this element must be assigned Case. Thus, with a partitive construction the foot
of a chain {or a certain constituent contsining the oot} must be assigned Case. This is not
necessarily so for scrambling. Recall that in the extension of Safir's account {and alzo in the
account of scrambling in Hindi by Mahsjan, 1 5988). Case is sssigned to scrambled specific NPs
only in the position they move to {st some point in the derivation), the SPEC-paosition of the
respective Case-assigning inflectional element Assuming that something like this might be
correctfor scrambled NP, then the following generalization seems o hold for adjoined positions
within IP (and argusbly also [SPEC, CPJ) lo behave like A-positions: A position in a chain C has
the status of an A-position iff the foot of Cis assigned Case {(or the next higher 'compiete
constituent’ containing the fool, a3 in the case of partitive constructions). H this account is comrect
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than the following examples should show the indicated contrast as was suggested by David
Pesetsky (p.c).

{(145) a Was fuer Informationen ueber sich seibst gibt dieser Arzt nie einem Patienlen?
what sort of information about himselt gave this doclor never a patient
b. Was fuer Informationen ueber sich selbst gibt dieser Arzt diesem Pafienien nie?
{146) 8. * Welche Informationen ueber sich selbst gab dieser Arzt wohi einem Patienten?
which informalion about himself gave the doctor presumably a patient
b. Welche Informationen ueber sich seibst gab dieser Arzt diesem Patienten v;mhl?{ I
'.i Aok oo
A wh phrase like weiche informstionen in (146b) should first scramble ot of the ‘,;23 sinceitis
inherently specific or discourse-related (cf. Pesetsky 1987). In thal position, it should receive
Case. When it moves to lopic position, a chain will be created of the following form: {whN'. 11
{+Case), 12 (-Case}). lf the dative NP is nonspecific, as in {1468), then it should stay inside ¥YP and
not scramble across the intermediate landing site (as would be possible in {146h}. Then,
according o the generaization sbove, reconstruction should be possibie only to the Case-
assigned intermediate position, but not to the base position, thus disallowing sick to be bound by
einem Pstienten. The v phrase in (145} is nonspecific and thus should not exhibit the effect

6. General considerations on the definiteness / specilicity effect

in English the definiteness Effect shows up in essentially two types of consiructions, there
sentences snd presentational sentences. | seem that even these constructions exibit a specificity
eftect rather than a definiteness effect {see slso Gueron 1980). The examples in {147) seem
acceplshle:

(147} a. There is the president of France in the garden.
b. There stood the president of France in the doorway.

As has been argued in Higginbotham / Fiengo (1981) and Gueron (1 980, 1981), specific NPs in
English, in contrastio nonspecific NPs, do not allow two types of extraction at 8-Structure, PP-
extrapasition and, though the case is less clear, relative clsuse extrapasition. Also specific NPs
dissllow extraction of w phrases and of quantifier phrases at LF (cf. May 1975). This is illustrated
with Gueron's example, a potentially presentational construction, in (148).
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{148} a. A book came out by Chomsky
b. 77 A particular book came out by Chomsky.
C. 77 A book we had been looking forward to came out by Chomsky

These constraints are generslly considered ss instances of s uniform condition, the Name
Constrainl, as stated in (149).

{149) A name (i.e. a specific NP} X may not contain a varisble free in X,

This raises a general question shout exiractions from VP-internal NPs in German. In principle,
there are now two possible accounts for why YP-internal, but not YP-external NPs sliow extraction,
the ECP and the name constrainl. Extraction with partitive constructions might be subjeci to the
Name Consiraint as well. Since VP-internal NPs are generaily only nonspecific NPs and VYP-
external NPs specific NPs, the Name Constraint seems to account equally well for exiractahbility
from NPs a5 the ECP. However, there is some evidence thal restricions on exiraction with
partitive constructions are ECP effects, but restrictions with relative clause extraposition effects of
the Name Constraint. Quantified NPs are not subject to the Name Constraint. When they scramble
out of the VP, they seem 1o tolerate relstive clause exiraposition much better then scrambled
specific NPs:

{150} a. weil das Bild einem Kind getallen, das es gesehen hat
because the picture (nom) a child (daf) pleased that it seen has
b.77 weil einem (gewissen) Kind das Bild getallen hat, das es gesehen hat
because a {cenain} child (daf} the picture pleased has that it seen has
c. weil allen Kindern das Bild gefallen hat, die es gesehen hahen
becsuse sil children (af}) the picture pleased has thal it seen have
(151} a. weil Hans das Bild der einzigen Frau gezeigt hat, die die Aussteltung besucht hat
because John the picture {acc) the only woman (da?) shown has that the exhibition visited
has
b. weil Hans einer Frau das Bild gezeigt hat die die Ausstellung besucht hat
because John a woman the picture shown has that the exhibition visited has
c. 77 weil Hans der Frau das Bild gezeigthat die die Ausstellung besucht hat
because John the woman the picture shown has that the exhibition visited has
d. weil Hans den meisten Frauen dss Bild gezeigt hal die die Ausstellung besucht haben
because John most woman the picture shown has that the exhibition visited have
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There is evidence also in the other direction: extraction with partitive constructions does not
seem to be applicable to nonspecific NPs oulside YP that are licensed by a generic operator:

(152} 5. weil viele Koeche den Brei / diese Gericht verderben
becsuse many cooks the pap / this dish spoil
b. 77weil Koeche viele den Brei / dieses Gericit verderben
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