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1 Intr oduction

The Dutch R-pronounsystem,particularly the weak pronouner, is notedfor its comple< and
bizarresyntacticbehaior. R-pronounssaclassparticipatean anunusuatypeof non-localdepen-
deng. TheR-pronourer in particularis unusual.Therearethreedistinctwordser: theR-pronoun,
the quantitatve andthe expletive. Thethreeof theseinteractwith eachothervia functionoverlap,
allowing multiple functionsto befulfilled by a singletokenof theword.

In sections2 and3, | presentthe basicdataof the Dutch R-pronounsandgo over a previous
HPSG-basegroposalfor treatingthemusingthe SLASH feature. | thenintroducethe concept
of linearizationtheory and explain its adwvantagesover a SLASH-basedreatmentof R-pronoun
dependenciesln section5.1, | describethe behaior of two otherword er andtheir interaction
with the R-pronouner. Finally, | presentan analysisof the R-pronounsandthe otherer-words
basedon linearization.

2 Thedata: R-pronouns

R-pronounsmake up a paradigmof locative pronouns,consistingof hier ‘here’, daar ‘there’,
er ‘there’, waar ‘where’, overal ‘everywhere’. They are classedasa group on the basisof this
semanticsimilarity, aswell asthe syntacticoehaior describedbelow, which is uniqueto them.
Thename“R-pronoun”derivesfrom the“r” thatmostof themendwith.

(1) Jan woonde dertig jaar in dit huis.
Jan lived thirty years in this house

‘Janlivedin this housefor thirty years.
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(2) Jan woonde hier dertig jaar.
Jan lived here thirty years

‘Janlivedherefor thirty years.

(3) Jan woonde daar dertig jaar.
Jan lived there thirty years

‘Janlivedtherefor thirty years.

(4) Jan woonde er  dertig jaar.
Jan lived there thirty years

‘Janlivedtherefor thirty years.

Er is thelight or minor memberof the paradigm having a comparatrely bleachedsemanticsand
anunstresseg@honologicakepresentation-or example,it would be infelicitousto utter (4) while
pointingatthehousein questionandtheappearancef er in pre-verbalpositionis restricted.

In additionto carrying locative meaning,R-pronounssene as the pronounforms usedfor
non-humarobjectsof prepositions.Dutch prepositionggenerallytake full NPsandthe animate
pronounssuchashaarandmij, asshovn in (5):

(5) Kim dadt aan Sandy/ haar / het probleem/ *het.
Kim thought on Sandy/ her / the problem / *it

‘Kim thoughtaboutSandy/ her/ the problem/ *it.’

In orderto usea pronominalfor a non-humarreferent,a specialclassof adpositionwhich
selectsfor an R-pronounmustbe used. Frequentlythe R-selectoris phonologicallyidenticalto
thecorrespondingreposition(aswith aan), but somearedistinguishedormally (e.g. metKimvs.
daarmeg. The R-pronounmay appeareitherdirectly beforethe selectingpreposition,or directly
aftertheverb:

(6) Kim dadct gisteen daar aan.
Kim thought yesterday there on

‘Kim thoughtaboutit yesterday

(7) Kim dacht daar gisteen aan.
Kim thought there yesterday on

‘Kim thoughtaboutit yesterday

The R-selectomay be a sisterto the verb, asabove, or it may be embeddedvithin a noun
phraseor adjective phrase.In the latter case the R-pronounstill appearsext to the R-selectoror
to theright of theverb,creatinga dependengcacrosghe NP boundary:

(8) Kim is er tevreden mee
Kim is there hapy  with

‘Kim is happy with it.’
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(9) Maar ik heb er wat moeite mee
But | have there some difficulty with

‘But | have somedifficulty with it.’

(10) Hij was er tochwel een beetje trots op.
He was there still a little bit proud of

‘He wasstill alittle bit proudofit.” (Bouma2000:17)

Likelocative prepositionaphrasesRkR-pronounswhetheralocative or apronominal participate
in locative inversion,andbecomethe subjectof a clauseasin (11):

(11) Daar kocht Jan een huis.
There bought Jan a  house

‘Janboughta housethere.
R-pronounsnay alsosere assyntacticsubjectsn so-called‘subjectlessentenceslike (12):

(12) Daar wordt gerookt.
There was smoked

‘Peopleweresmokingthere’.

Although ary of the R-pronounsmay participatein locative inversion,the unstressecr is
preventedfrom occupying thestressegre-verbalpositionin aV2 clauseon phonologicagrounds.
As aresult,it mayonly befrontedin subordinatelausesin aV2 clauseat mayfunctionasasubject
whenanadwerbis frontedto the pre-verbalspot.

The positionalflexibility of the R-pronounspresentsan analytic challengein a framewnork
without movement,sincethey containdependencieshich arenon-localbut areclause-bounded.
In thefollowing section| describehe HPSGtreatmenproposedy Bouma(2000),whichclasses
this phenomenoras a long distancedependeng and usesthe SLASH featureto accountfor it.
| thenbring in datarelatingto the non-R-pronourusesof er and presentan alternatve analysis
which useslinearizationdomainsto provide a moresatisfictoryaccountof the R-pronouner and
its interactionswith theotherers.

3 A long-distanceapproach

Bouma (2000) proposesa solution for the prepositionaland locative inversionexampleswhich
treatsall instancesf prepositionalR-pronounsas long-distancedependenciesR-pronounsare
introducedonto the SLASH list and boundoff by verbswith R-pronounadwerbialsvia a ‘Bind
R-pronoun’principle.

Thelexical entryfor eachprepositiorspecifiesvhethelits ARGUMENT-STRUCTURE(ARG-
ST) list containssynserawith CONT valuesof prep-obj which includespersonapronounsand
non-pronounsasin (13), or selectdor itemsof contentr-pro andasaresultcontaina correspond-
ing synsenwith CONT r-pro in SLASH, asin (14):

89


clement
89


(13) [PHON  met
COMPS (1)
DEPS (1)
ARG-ST < [HEAD nour{acc]]>

CONT prep-obj

sLAsH  {}

(14) [PHON mee
COMPS ()
DEPS (@

gap

CONT r-pro

HEAD nouracd
ARG-ST Loc

SLASH {}

SLASH {}

This SLASH membermay be boundby a filler-gap construction,asin (15), or throughan
explicit ‘Bind R-pronoun’principle, which allows a verb with an R-pronounsomeavhereon its
DEPSiIist! to bind a correspondingtem:

(15) Waar denkt Kim aan?
What thinks Kim about

‘What doesKim think about?’(Bouma2000)

(16) [HEAD verb] =

canon
DEPS (...,
< [LOC [CONT r-DfO]] >V[BIND {}}

BIND  {m}

1Boumamanipulatesadverbialsthroughthe DEPSlist, which forms anintermediatdevel betweerthe ARG-ST
andthevalencdists SUBJandCOMPS:
(i) ArgumentStructureExtension

[DEPS @ Iistof(‘adverbial’)]

HEAD verb]:>
[ ARG-ST

(i) ArgumentRealization

[suBJ

[HEAD verb]=> comps [2] & listof(gap-ss
DEPS @2

This providesasinglelist in which agumentsaandadwerbialsareall listedtogether(cf. Boumaetal. (2001)).
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Theprinciplein (16) requireghatonly onesuchdisplacedorepositionaR-pronounmaybein play
in agivensentenceMore thanoneR-pronounmaybe presenbnthe DEPSIist, but only onemay
appeain BIND, preventingaverbfrom bindingmorethanoneextractedprepositionaR-pronoun.
Boumas analysisenablesR-pronounsto “move” out of the selectingprepositionalphrases
andnounphrasesin the sameway that Wh-words participatein dependencieacrossconstituent
boundaries.In somecasesthis is the correctprediction,for examplein (17), in which the R-
pronounis alsoa Wh-word, andassuchmayform adependengwhich spansa clauseboundary:

(17) Waar denkt Jan dat Marie een standbeeldvan gemaakt had?
What thinks Jan that Marie a  statue of made had

‘What doesJanthink that Marie hadmadea statueof?’

However, in (18), we seethatotherR-pronoungmay not “leave” the clause.Undera SLASH
analysis,a separatanechanismis requiredto rule out theseexamples.Thus, collapsingthe Wh-
word and R-pronounmechanismgby using SLASH for both) doesnt explain the distinctionbe-
tween(17)and(18):

(18) *Jan dacht er dat iedeeen tevreden mee was.
Jan thought there that everybody hapry  with was

‘Janthoughtthateverybodywashappy with it.” (Bouma2000)

Waar is both an R-pronoun(andthus selectedby a specialr-selector)anda Wh-word (andthus
travelsoutsideclauses) Boumatreatsthe R-pronounphenomenomsalong distancedependeng
But it may be morehelpful to considelit amediumdistancedependeng sinceit extendsbeyond
adirectly localrelation,but doesnot have therangeof truelong distancedependencies.

In atleastsomevarietiesof Dutch, R-pronoungnay not participatein dependenciespanning
theboundaryof a prepositionaphraseasshovnin (19):

(19) *Ik had er niet op een argumenttegen gerekend.
|  had there not on an amument against counted

‘I hadnotcountedon anargumentagainsit.’” (vanRiemsdijk1978)

ThistoorequiresanindependenimechanisnunderBoumas analysis.

4 Linearization theory

Linearizationtheorywasfirst introducedoy Reapg1993,1996),who proposedanew featureDO-

MAIN. DOMAIN valueswerelists of signs,which hadindependenbrderingconstraintsfrom

which the phonologyof a signwasderied. | will be draving on work by Kathol (1995a,2000),
who combinesDOMAIN andtraditionalnotionsof topologicalfieldsto explain a variety of phe-
nomenan German.In hisformulation,topologicalfieldsareprimitivesin theorderingconstraints
of clause-lgel DOMAIN lists. This approachallows insightsinto German(and Dutch) syntax
which dependon linear orderratherthantree structureto be capturedn HPSG.I alsoadoptthe

division betweersignsandconstructionsntroducedn DonohueandSag(1999)andfurtherelab-
oratedin Sag(2001).

91


clement
91


(20) givesthe OrderingPrinciple proposedby Reape(1996), which links the phonologyof
DOMAIN list memberswith the phonologyof the signitself:

(20) PHON ¢ @,..., D¢, ]

[sign]:'{DOM <[PHON 6], ....[PHON 6]

(DonohueandSag1999)

Thisis theenginebehindthelinearizationconceptallowing manipulationf the DOMAIN list to
be reflectedin the orderingof phonologicalmaterial. In this way the phonologicalstring may be
reshufled without challengingthe treestructurerelations.

Reapes DOMAIN list is somavhatawkward asthe lists arepopulatedby signs,which them-
selvesmay be phrasesith daughtersThuseachDOMAIN elementon a sign’slist is in essence
an entiresyntactictree. In orderto simplify the picture, (21) and(22) shov a reworking of sign
and constructionsuchthat signsaresimpletriples of phonology syntax/semanticanda domain
list:

(21) [sign
PHON list(speeb-s@ment
SYNSEM synsem
DOMAIN list(sign)

(22) [construction

MOTHER sign
| DTRS list(sign)
(DonohueandSag1999)

Ratherthanincorporatingdaughtemelationsinto signs,this structureis built entirely with con-
structiongDonohueandSag1999).

Reapeoroposeshatin theformationof anev DOMAIN list, the DOMAIN valuesof thesigns
may eitherbe appendednto alargerlist (DOMAIN union)or compactedKathol expandson this
ideato proposethatconstructionsnay be partially compactingaccordingto the schemagivenin
(23):

(23) sign dom-obj
p-compactiofd, [2, B]) = [@| SS A < SS >
DOM [g] PHON

A shufle(@], 3], [6]) A joiN,e, (3, [)
(Kathol 1995:307)

Note thattheseHPSG-specifiddeasdrav on the earlieranalysesf Pullum (1982) and Zwicky
(1986),whointroducedheideacf liberatingconstructions.
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Allowing NPsto be generallycompactingbut liberating with respectto R-pronounswould
allow anaccounbf the“mediumdistancedependeng’ behaior discussedh theprevioussection.
The clause-boundingf suchliberationwould be predicted sinceit is at the clauselevel thatthe
linear precedenceulesapplywhichimplementtopologicalfields.

Thedetailsof this analysiswill be presentedn section6. First, however, | will introducesome
additionaldataon theinteractionof the R-pronourer andrelatedphenomenaaninteractionwhich
will provide additionalevidencefor the appropriatenessf alinearizationbasedreatment.

5 Moredata

5.1 Quantitati ve and expletive er

In additionto the R-pronourer, therearetwo otherfunctionsthattheword er senesin Dutch: the
guantitatve (or partitive), which licensesa gappednhounor nounphraseelsavherein the clause,
andtheexpletive, similar to English’s existentialexpletive there.

Thequantitatve er licensesamissingheadnounfrom aquantifiedNP in certainconstructions,
like (24) and(25):

(24) Hoeveel boelen heeft u? 1k heb er*¢ twee
How-mary books have you | have there two

‘How mary booksdoyou have?’ ‘| havetwo!

(25) Ik heb geen boelen over letterkunde maar ik heb er  wel heel wat
| have no books about literature but | have there indeed very mary
over taalkunde
about linguistics.

‘I don't have ary booksaboutliterature,but | have mary aboutlinguistics.
(Geertsetal. 1984)

Like the R-pronourer, the quantitatve er is notfoundin pre-verbalpositionin V2 clausesSince
its badnesshereis notinfluencedby prosodicconstraintsthis appears$o beasyntacticratherthan
phonologicafact.

Unlike the R-pronoun,the quantitatve er doesnot participatein a larger paradigm. In the
exampleswhereer is used,only er appearsHowever, in additionto thoseexamplestherearetwo
constructionsn which a countnounis gapped.In thesecaseshot only is er notrequired,but it is
impossible.Thefirstis gappingasin (26); thesecondnvolvesnon-quantityadjectves,asin (27):

(26) Jan heeft vier boelen en ik drie.
Jan has four books and | three

‘Janhasfour booksand| have three.

(27) Ik heb (*er) nog drie gele
| have (there) still three yellow
‘| still havethreeyellow ones. (vanRiemsdijk1978)
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While a treatmentof thesecompetingconstructionss beyond the scopeof this paper its study
may be usefulin determiningthe exactmeaninganduseof the quantitatve er construction.

Theexpletiveeris similartotheexpletivetherein English,asemanticallylemptyelementvhich
allows verbalargumentsto be demotedn the argumenthierarchy Lik e the Englishversion,the
remainingargumentsareaffectedby thedefinitenessonstraintrequiringthatthey besemantically
indefinite. Unlike its Englishcounterparter may appearwith a wide variety of verbs,including
transitves:

(28) Er blaft een hond.
There barks a  dog

‘Thereis adogbarking.

(29) Ik denk dat er een hond blaft.
| think that there a dog barks

‘| think thatthereis adogbarking.

In exampleslike (29), the expletive may be difficult to distinguishfrom an R-pronounthat has
undegonelocatie inversion. However, the expletive, unlike the R-pronoun,is perfectlyfine in
pre-verbalposition,asin (28).

5.2 Co-occurrenceof functions

In the eventthattwo or moreconstructionsnvolving er arecombinedwithin asingleclausethere
are two possibleresults: doubling, in which both tokensof er are pronouncedasin (30), and
overlap,whereonly onetokenappearsgovering multiple functions(31) and(32):

(30) Het saiijnt dat er €&n er twee gelezen heeft.
It seems that there one there two read has

‘It seemghatoneof themhasreadtwo of those. (Kersten2000b)

(31) Vandaay staan er  weer twee artikels over in.
Today stand there again two articles about in

‘Therearetwo articlesaboultit in thereagaintoday (Geertsetal. 1984)

(32) Ik heb er twee op geleyd.
| have there two on placed

‘I ve puttwo onthere’. (Kersten2000b)
Theco-occurrencéactsmaybeexpressedn threegeneralizations:

1. A token of the R-pronouner may not appeaiin the sameclauseas (doublewith) another
tokenof er.

2. Two tokensof er in successiomrenot permitted.

3. Overlapis permittedif thetokenscouldbeadjacentwerethey bothpresent.
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6 Analysis

6.1 R-pronoun“movement”

| follow Bennis(1986)in classifying R-pronounsas PPs,not NPs. They arelike full locative
prepositionaphrasesn meaning:they areselectedy the sameverbsandprepositionsaandpartic-
ipatein locative inversion. This classificationdoesnot bearsignificantlyon the centralaspectof
theanalysis.

In orderto distinguishthe R-pronounsandthe otherers from eachotherandfrom otherwords,
| introducetwo new binary headfeaturesfor prepositions R-PRO andR. The R-PRO valueis
positive for the R-pronounger, hier, daar, overal, waar) andnegative for everythingelse. The R
valueis positive in wordswhich participatein the non-localdependenciediscussedbove (and
distinguishedrom long distancedependenciebk e Wh-words),andin the function overlapphe-
nomena.Thesearethe R-pronounsxceptwaar, andthe quantitatve andexpletive er. Thetable
in (33) shavs this distribution,and(34) givesthelexical entryfor the R-pronourer:

\ R-PRO + R-PRO —
(33) R+ | er(r-pro),daar, hier er(quant.),er (expl.)
R — waar aan,met

(34) |PHON (en)

prep
HEAD R-PRO +
R +

Thetypeadpositionis dividedinto threesubtypes:
adposition

@ [

preposition postposition r-selector

Postpositiongrenotdealtwith here,but they areincludedon thebasisof thediscussiomregarding
themin vanRiemsdijk(1978).Examplelexical entriesfor a prepositiorandanr-selectoraregiven
in (36)and(37):

(36) [PHON  (me)

prep
HEAD R-PRO —

COMPS HEAD noun>

(37) [PHON (meé
HEAD r-selector

prep
COMPS <HEAD R-PRO + >
R +
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Normalprepositionsvhichare[R-PRO —] and[R —] selecffor nounphrasesvhichare[R-PRO—].
R-selectorspn the otherhand,only selectR-pronouns.

Thesetwo typesarealsodistinguishedy thelevel of compactionn theformationof phrases.
Below areconstraint®nthetheconstructionprepositional-constructioandr-selectorconstruction
detailingthelevel of compactiorappropriateo each.

(38)

prep-cx=-

SS

(0]

MOTHER <
DOM

SS

]

DTRS

<[DOM } [DOM ]>

DOM @Iist([R —])

. |rel-cl
>@|ISt(lTopo nf])

wherelmOlc] = @B

(39) ss @
MOTHER ss [@ |
pomMm { [2],
pom ()
r-selectorcx = -
prep
DTRS <[HEAD r-selectoﬂ, HEAD |R-PRO + >
R +

Prepositionaphrasesare compactedgexceptfor relative clauseswvhich are liberatedand marked
as[TOPON(] (sincethey are mandatorilyextraposedvan Riemsdijk1978)). R-selectorspn the

otherhand,arecompletelyliberating.

(40) and (41) give exampleconstructiondor the phrasesnet Sandyand ermee to showv the

constraintsn practice:

(40)
SS

[HEAD  prep
coMpPs ()

96

MOTHER [PHON M2
DOM < Ss >
|DOoM (4], [5])
PHON (med 1 [PHon (Sandy
HEAD  prep HEAD  noun
SS SS
comps (@) coMpPs ()
DTRS )
PHON PHON
DOM < Ss (6] > DOM < ss >
pom () DOM ()



clement
96


(41) [ HEAD  r-sell |
Ss 1
COMPS ()
MOTHER PHON
DOM < Ss >
poMm (B
[PHON  [Tl(er) 1
[ pHON [4 (mee [ prep
HEAD r-sel HEAD R-PRO +
SS 5 Ss (6]
comps (&) R +
DTRS , 2]
PHON [coMPS ()
DOM < Ss > [ PHON
poM () DOM < Ss (6] >
- ) [poM ()

Thedifferencebetweerprepositionaphraseandnounphraseshowvn in the constraintsabove
predictthat R-pronounswill not be ableto move outsideof a larger prepositionaphrase.lt also
makesa predictionregardingtheinteractionof PPandNP boundariesandthe co-occurrencehe-
nomenantroducedn section5.2. Theanalysisof thesefactswill bediscussedn depthin section
6.3, but the liberation of the R-pronounsby NPsis necessaryor the behaior described.Thus
the constraintsaswritten predictdivergentbehaior for R-pronounswithin a PPthanthosewithin
NPs. For example,an R-pronounwithin a PP may appeaiin the sameclauseasanothertoken of
thesameword, asin (42):

(42) Vandaay staan er  weer twee artikels over het probleem ermee in (de
Today standsthere again two articles about the problem there-with in (the
krant).
newspaper)

‘Therearetwo articlesaboutthe problemwith it in the newspapelagaintoday
(Geertsetal. 1984)

The permeabilityof PPsto R-pronounss a locus of variationwhich hasnot beenfully ex-
plored. Somespealkrsacceptsentencetik e (19), in which anR-pronoundependeng spansa PP
boundaryandothersrejectit roundly. Variationon this pointis easilycapturedoy giving PPsthe
structuregivenbelow for NPs,in which R-pronounsareliberated.Thisis aminor changewhichis
relatively unsurprisingor thereto bedifferenceon. My analysisdoesmalke the claimthatspeak-
erswho find (19) to be badoughtto find (42) good,andvice versa.More researchs necessaryo
determinewhetherthis claimis correct.
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Nounandadjectve phrasesaregenerallycompactingput both of thesdiberateelementswith
positive R values Jeaving themfreeto rearrangeatthe next level:

(43)

noun-Ccx=

DTRS

wherenOlcl = [A[B]

This canbe seenatwork in the constructiorfor the nounphraseer, tweeartikelsover.

(44)

SS

(0]

MOTHER <l
DOM

S
DOM [D]

@Donst(lHEAD s “)

<[DOM } [DOM ]>

HEAD  noun
Ss @fcomps ()
SPR )
MTHR
PHON (tweg @ [g(artikelsover)
DOM < Ss >
pom (], [6])
[ HEAD  noun ]
[ PHON 7 |ss comps ()
Ss SPR (@)
DTRS < PHON , PHON (er) >
DOM <SS > PHON prep
bom () POM <[ss ,SS|HEAD R-PRO  + >
) ) R +

The constraintgyivenin this sectionare someavhat complicated and at presentmustbe stip-
ulateddirectly. This analysisis meantto fit into a larger understandin@f variousphenomenan
Dutchfor which a linearizationapproachis appropriatefor exampleextrapositionandV2 clause
fronting. 1 am hopefulthat future researctwill allow theseconstraintdo be reducedio a more
generaformulation.

6.2 Accounting for Q-er and E-er

| will notbe exploring eitherof thesein depth,andthe quantitatve er in particularhasa comple
syntaxof its own. My treatments aimedat capturingthe basicbehaior of the two words,and
particularlytheirinteractiorwith theR-pronoun Furtherrefinementill undoubtedlybenecessary
to capturethe nuance®f their individual syntax.

Like the R-pronounsthe quantitatve er is selectedby a specialclassof words, in this case
nounsproducedfrom quantity adjectvesthrougha lexical rule. Unlike the R-pronouner, the
guantitatve er is syntacticallyrestrictedto the middle field of the clause. The quantitatve er is
selectedy a noun,usuallyderivedfrom numberwords,asthe examplein (45) shawvs:
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(45) [PHON  (twee)
HEAD  noun

PREP
HEAD R-PRO —
ARG-ST < >
R +

TOPO mf

Like the Englishexistential, the expletive is selectedor by a verh (46) shavs a lexical rule
whichtakesaregularverbandintroducesanexpletive er asthe subject.

(46) [HEAD  existential-verb ]
HEAD verb PREP
SUBJ = | SUBJ < HEAD |[R-PRO — >
COMPS R +
COMPS >

6.3 Co-occurrence

The co-occurrencdactsare formalizedusingtwo constraintson the DOMAIN featureof the fi-
nite clause(47) and(48), anda haplologyrule asan alternationof the orderingprinciple, which
stateghatin the caseof severalconsecutrie ersin the DOMAIN, only oneactuallyappearsn the
phonologyin (49)?

(47) and (48) requirethat an R-pronounandan elementwhich is [R +] in the samedomain
mustbelocatednext to eachother Theconstrainis essentiallythe proximity portionof immediate
precedencasgivenin Kathol (1995). Ratherthandistinguishingprecedencandimmediateprece-
denceastwo independentypesof constraintsprecedencandproximity maybemoreappropriate
asprimitives,with immediateprecedencasmerelythe combinationof the two.

(47) [ PHON
- “l<x <
R-PRO -+

PHON «

(48) [ PHON a] lPHON al
= <X
R-PRO  +

This proximity constraintappliesto the DOMAIN list of a clause,andrequiresthat R-pronouns
must appearadjacentto other signswith positve R valuesandidentical phonologyvalues. As
aresult,all instancef doublingareruled out unlessthe tokensare adjacentor unlessnoneof
thetokensconcernedareR-pronouns.n the latter case doublinginvolving only quantitatve and
expletive er arerightly classedasgrammatical.lt remainsonly to rule out doublingof adjacent

2Er hasa phonologicalalternationbetweener andd’r, which | amfor the presentignoring. This schemawould
needto be modifiedslightly to includethatvariation.
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tokens,andto allow overlapin appropriatecases Overlapis introducedat the phonologicalevel,
by avariationof Reapes OrderingPrinciple:

(49) |PHON ¢ @...0er®...® ¢n

PHON (er)

5 + )EB...,[PHON ¢n]>

DOM <[PHON q&l],...,@ne—list(l

To rule out consecutie ers we needa further constrainton the phonologyof the clauseitself,
disalloving ary examplesof /#er##er#/ Including this asa purely phonologicalconstraint(as
opposedo the DOMAIN, for example)reflectsthe factthatunlike the otheraspect®of er syntax,
the constrainton consecutie tokensdoesnot distinguishbetweenthe differenttypes. It is also
likely thatthe constrainthasa phonologicalmotivation, asthereis a strongcross-linguisticpat-
ternfor languageso avoid consecutie tokensof anlight or unstressedéunctionword (Mennand
MacWhinng/ 1984).

7 Conclusion

Usinglinearizationandpartialcompaction) provide anaccounof R-pronourfmovement’which
predictsthe clause-boundedness$ the dependeng andallows for a straightforvard treatmentof
theidiosyncrasyof prepositionaphrases As such,this analysisis morecomprehensie thanthe
previous SLASH-basedHPSGproposaby Bouma(2000)andrequiredessmachinerythanearlier
transformationahccounts.

Manipulatingthe R-pronounbehaior onthe DOMAIN list alsoallows the analysisto expand
to cover theinteractionbehaior of the R-pronouner with the quantitatve andexpletive ers. The
phenomenorof overlap or function amalgamations explainedthroughlinear precedenceules,
an alternationto the constraintrelating DOMAIN andPHONOLOGY to allow haplology anda
phonologicakestrictionon a sequencef repeateckrs.

Potentialtopicsfor future work include a closerlook at the quantitatve and expletive ers in
their own right, anda comprehensie descriptionof the dialectalvariationwhich impactsvirtually
every aspecbf thesestructures.
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