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1 Intr oduction

The Dutch R-pronounsystem,particularly the weak pronouner, is notedfor its complex and
bizarresyntacticbehavior. R-pronounsasaclassparticipatein anunusualtypeof non-localdepen-
dency. TheR-pronouner in particularis unusual.Therearethreedistinctwordser: theR-pronoun,
thequantitativeandtheexpletive. Thethreeof theseinteractwith eachothervia functionoverlap,
allowing multiple functionsto befulfilled by asingletokenof theword.

In sections2 and3, I presentthebasicdataof theDutchR-pronounsandgo over a previous
HPSG-basedproposalfor treatingthemusingthe SLASH feature. I thenintroducethe concept
of linearizationtheoryandexplain its advantagesover a SLASH-basedtreatmentof R-pronoun
dependencies.In section5.1, I describethe behavior of two otherword er andtheir interaction
with the R-pronouner. Finally, I presentan analysisof the R-pronounsandthe otherer-words
basedon linearization.

2 The data: R-pronouns

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

(1) Jan
Jan

woonde
lived

dertig
thirty

jaar
years

in
in

dit
this

huis.
house

‘Janlivedin this housefor thirty years.’�
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(2) Jan
Jan

woonde
lived

hier
here

dertig
thirty

jaar.
years

‘Janlivedherefor thirty years.’

(3) Jan
Jan

woonde
lived

daar
there

dertig
thirty

jaar.
years

‘Janlivedtherefor thirty years.’

(4) Jan
Jan

woonde
lived

er
there

dertig
thirty

jaar.
years

‘Janlivedtherefor thirty years.’

Er is thelight or minor memberof theparadigm,having a comparatively bleachedsemanticsand
anunstressedphonologicalrepresentation.For example,it would beinfelicitousto utter(4) while
pointingat thehousein question,andtheappearanceof er in pre-verbalpositionis restricted.

In addition to carrying locative meaning,R-pronounsserve as the pronounforms usedfor
non-humanobjectsof prepositions.Dutch prepositionsgenerallytake full NPsandthe animate
pronounssuchashaarandmij, asshown in (5):

(5) Kim
Kim

dacht
thought

aan
on

Sandy
Sandy

/
/

haar
her

/
/

het
the

probleem
problem

/
/

*het.
*it

‘Kim thoughtaboutSandy/ her/ theproblem/ *it. ’

In order to usea pronominalfor a non-humanreferent,a specialclassof adpositionwhich
selectsfor an R-pronounmustbe used. Frequentlythe R-selectoris phonologicallyidentical to
thecorrespondingpreposition(aswith aan), but somearedistinguishedformally (e.g. metKim vs.
daarmee). TheR-pronounmayappeareitherdirectly beforetheselectingpreposition,or directly
aftertheverb:

(6) Kim
Kim

dacht
thought

gisteren
yesterday

daar
there

aan.
on

‘Kim thoughtaboutit yesterday.’

(7) Kim
Kim

dacht
thought

daar
there

gisteren
yesterday

aan.
on

‘Kim thoughtaboutit yesterday.’

The R-selectormay be a sisterto the verb, asabove, or it may be embeddedwithin a noun
phraseor adjectivephrase.In thelattercase,theR-pronounstill appearsnext to theR-selectoror
to theright of theverb,creatingadependency acrosstheNPboundary:

(8) Kim
Kim

is
is

er
there

tevreden
happy

mee.
with

‘Kim is happy with it.’
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(9) Maar
But

ik
I

heb
have

er
there

wat
some

moeite
difficulty

mee.
with

‘But I havesomedifficulty with it.’

(10) Hij
He

was
was

er
there

toch wel
still

een
a

beetje
little

trots
bit

op.
proud of

‘He wasstill a little bit proudof it.’ (Bouma2000:17)

Likelocativeprepositionalphrases,R-pronouns,whetheralocativeorapronominal,participate
in locative inversion,andbecomethesubjectof aclause,asin (11):

(11) Daar
There

kocht
bought

Jan
Jan

een
a

huis.
house

‘Janboughta housethere.’

R-pronounsmayalsoserveassyntacticsubjectsin so-called“subjectlesssentences”like (12):

(12) Daar
There

wordt
was

gerookt.
smoked

‘Peopleweresmokingthere.’

Although any of the R-pronounsmay participatein locative inversion,the unstresseder is
preventedfrom occupying thestressedpre-verbalpositionin aV2 clauseonphonologicalgrounds.
Asaresult,it mayonly befrontedin subordinateclauses.In aV2 clauseit mayfunctionasasubject
whenanadverbis frontedto thepre-verbalspot.

The positionalflexibility of the R-pronounspresentsan analytic challengein a framework
without movement,sincethey containdependencieswhich arenon-localbut areclause-bounded.
In thefollowing section,I describetheHPSGtreatmentproposedby Bouma(2000),whichclasses
this phenomenonasa long distancedependency andusesthe SLASH featureto accountfor it.
I thenbring in datarelatingto the non-R-pronounusesof er andpresentan alternative analysis
which useslinearizationdomainsto provide a moresatisfactoryaccountof theR-pronouner and
its interactionswith theotherers.

3 A long-distanceapproach

Bouma(2000)proposesa solution for the prepositionaland locative inversionexampleswhich
treatsall instancesof prepositionalR-pronounsas long-distancedependencies.R-pronounsare
introducedonto the SLASH list andboundoff by verbswith R-pronounadverbialsvia a ‘Bind
R-pronoun’principle.

Thelexicalentryfor eachprepositionspecifieswhetheritsARGUMENT-STRUCTURE(ARG-
ST) list containssynsems with CONT valuesof prep-obj, which includespersonalpronounsand
non-pronouns,asin (13),or selectsfor itemsof contentr-pro andasaresultcontainacorrespond-
ing synsemwith CONT r-pro in SLASH,asin (14):
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(13)
�������������
PHON met

COMPS � � �
DEPS � � �
ARG-ST � � 	 HEAD noun[acc]

CONT prep-obj 
��
SLASH ��

��������������
(14)

���������������������

PHON mee

COMPS ���
DEPS � � �
ARG-ST � � �������

gap

LOC � 	 HEAD noun[acc]

CONT r-pro 

SLASH � � �

� ������ �
SLASH � � �

� ��������������������
This SLASH membermay be boundby a filler-gap construction,as in (15), or throughan

explicit ‘Bind R-pronoun’principle, which allows a verb with an R-pronounsomewhereon its
DEPSlist1 to bindacorrespondingitem:

(15) Waar
What

denkt
thinks

Kim
Kim

aan?
about

‘What doesKim think about?’(Bouma2000)

(16) � HEAD verb���������� DEPS � . . . ,

�� canon

LOC � � CONT r-pro� �� ,. . . �
BIND � � �

� �������� � BIND ����
1Boumamanipulatesadverbialsthroughthe DEPSlist, which formsan intermediatelevel betweenthe ARG-ST

andthevalencelists SUBJandCOMPS:

(i) ArgumentStructureExtension� HEAD verb��� 	 DEPS �  listof(‘adverbial’)
ARG-ST � 


(ii) ArgumentRealization� HEAD verb��� ��� SUBJ �
COMPS � ! listof(gap-ss)
DEPS �  �

� ��
Thisprovidesasinglelist in which argumentsandadverbialsareall listedtogether(cf. Boumaet al. (2001)).
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Theprinciplein (16)requiresthatonly onesuchdisplacedprepositionalR-pronounmaybein play
in agivensentence.More thanoneR-pronounmaybepresenton theDEPSlist, but only onemay
appearin BIND, preventingaverbfrom bindingmorethanoneextractedprepositionalR-pronoun.

Bouma’s analysisenablesR-pronounsto “move” out of the selectingprepositionalphrases
andnounphrases,in thesameway thatWh-wordsparticipatein dependenciesacrossconstituent
boundaries.In somecasesthis is the correctprediction,for examplein (17), in which the R-
pronounis alsoaWh-word,andassuchmayform adependency whichspansaclauseboundary:

(17) Waar
What

denkt
thinks

Jan
Jan

dat
that

Marie
Marie

een
a

standbeeld
statue

van
of

gemaakt
made

had?
had

‘What doesJanthink thatMarie hadmadeastatueof?’

However, in (18), we seethatotherR-pronounsmaynot “leave” theclause.Undera SLASH
analysis,a separatemechanismis requiredto rule out theseexamples.Thus,collapsingtheWh-
word andR-pronounmechanisms(by usingSLASH for both)doesn’t explain thedistinctionbe-
tween(17)and(18):

(18) *Jan
Jan

dacht
thought

er
there

dat
that

iedereen
everybody

tevreden
happy

mee
with

was.
was

‘Janthoughtthateverybodywashappy with it.’ (Bouma2000)

Waar is both an R-pronoun(andthusselectedby a specialr-selector)anda Wh-word (andthus
travelsoutsideclauses).BoumatreatstheR-pronounphenomenonasa long distancedependency.
But it maybemorehelpful to considerit a mediumdistancedependency, sinceit extendsbeyond
adirectly local relation,but doesnothave therangeof truelongdistancedependencies.

In at leastsomevarietiesof Dutch,R-pronounsmaynot participatein dependenciesspanning
theboundaryof aprepositionalphrase,asshown in (19):

(19) *Ik
I

had
had

er
there

niet
not

op
on

een
an

argument
argument

tegen
against

gerekend.
counted

‘I hadnotcountedon anargumentagainstit.’ (vanRiemsdijk1978)

This too requiresanindependentmechanismunderBouma’s analysis.

4 Linearization theory

Linearizationtheorywasfirst introducedby Reape(1993,1996),whoproposedanew featureDO-
MAIN. DOMAIN valueswere lists of signs,which had independentorderingconstraints,from
which thephonologyof a signwasderived. I will bedrawing on work by Kathol (1995a,2000),
who combinesDOMAIN andtraditionalnotionsof topologicalfields to explain a varietyof phe-
nomenain German.In his formulation,topologicalfieldsareprimitivesin theorderingconstraints
of clause-level DOMAIN lists. This approachallows insightsinto German(andDutch) syntax
which dependon linearorderratherthantreestructureto be capturedin HPSG.I alsoadoptthe
divisionbetweensignsandconstructionsintroducedin DonohueandSag(1999)andfurtherelab-
oratedin Sag(2001).
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(20) gives the OrderingPrinciple proposedby Reape(1996),which links the phonologyof
DOMAIN list memberswith thephonologyof thesignitself:

(20) � sign� � ��� PHON " �  $#&%'%'%'#( )"+*
DOM , � PHON " � � , %&%'% , � PHON "+* �.- ����

(DonohueandSag1999)

This is theenginebehindthelinearizationconcept,allowing manipulationsof theDOMAIN list to
bereflectedin theorderingof phonologicalmaterial. In this way thephonologicalstringmaybe
reshuffledwithoutchallengingthetreestructurerelations.

Reape’s DOMAIN list is somewhatawkwardasthelists arepopulatedby signs,which them-
selvesmaybephraseswith daughters.ThuseachDOMAIN elementon a sign’s list is in essence
an entiresyntactictree. In orderto simplify thepicture,(21) and(22) show a reworking of sign
andconstructionsuchthat signsaresimpletriplesof phonology, syntax/semanticsanda domain
list:

(21)
�������
sign

PHON list(speech-segment)

SYNSEM synsem

DOMAIN list(sign)

� ������
(22)

���� construction

MOTHER sign

DTRS list(sign)

� ���
(DonohueandSag1999)

Ratherthan incorporatingdaughterrelationsinto signs,this structureis built entirely with con-
structions(DonohueandSag1999).

Reapeproposesthatin theformationof anew DOMAIN list, theDOMAIN valuesof thesigns
mayeitherbeappendedinto a larger list (DOMAIN union)or compacted.Kathol expandson this
ideato proposethatconstructionsmaybepartially compacting,accordingto theschemagivenin
(23):

(23)

p-compaction( / , 0 , 1 ) 2 / ���� sign

SS 3
DOM 4

�����65 0 � ���� dom-obj

SS 3
PHON 7

����� �5 shuffle( 8 , 1 , 9 ) 5 join:�;�<>= ( 8 , ? )
(Kathol1995:307)

Note that theseHPSG-specificideasdraw on the earlieranalysesof Pullum (1982)andZwicky
(1986),who introducedtheideaof liberatingconstructions.
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Allowing NPs to be generallycompactingbut liberating with respectto R-pronounswould
allow anaccountof the“mediumdistancedependency” behavior discussedin theprevioussection.
Theclause-boundingof suchliberationwould bepredicted,sinceit is at theclauselevel that the
linearprecedencerulesapplywhich implementtopologicalfields.

Thedetailsof thisanalysiswill bepresentedin section6. First,however, I will introducesome
additionaldataontheinteractionof theR-pronouner andrelatedphenomena,aninteractionwhich
will provideadditionalevidencefor theappropriatenessof a linearizationbasedtreatment.

5 Mor e data

5.1 Quantitati veand expletiveer

In additionto theR-pronouner, therearetwo otherfunctionsthattheworder servesin Dutch: the
quantitative (or partitive), which licensesa gappednounor nounphraseelsewherein theclause,
andtheexpletive,similar to English’sexistentialexpletive there.

Thequantitativeer licensesamissingheadnounfrom aquantifiedNPin certainconstructions,
like (24)and(25):

(24) Hoeveel
How-many

boeken
books

heeft
have

u?
you

Ik
I

heb
have

er/* @
there

twee.
two

‘How many booksdoyou have?’ ‘I have two.’

(25) Ik
I

heb
have

geen
no

boeken
books

over
about

letterkunde,
literature

maar
but

ik
I

heb
have

er
there

wel
indeed

heel
very

wat
many

over
about

taalkunde.
linguistics.

‘I don’t haveany booksaboutliterature,but I havemany aboutlinguistics.’

(Geertset al. 1984)

Like theR-pronouner, thequantitativeer is not foundin pre-verbalpositionin V2 clauses.Since
its badnessthereis not influencedby prosodicconstraints,thisappearsto beasyntacticratherthan
phonologicalfact.

Unlike the R-pronoun,the quantitative er doesnot participatein a larger paradigm. In the
exampleswhereer is used,only er appears.However, in additionto thoseexamples,therearetwo
constructionsin which a countnounis gapped.In thesecasesnot only is er not required,but it is
impossible.Thefirst is gapping,asin (26); thesecondinvolvesnon-quantityadjectives,asin (27):

(26) Jan
Jan

heeft
has

vier
four

boeken
books

en
and

ik
I

drie.
three

‘Janhasfour booksandI have three.’

(27) Ik
I

heb
have

(*er)
(there)

nog
still

drie
three

gele.
yellow

‘I still have threeyellow ones.’ (vanRiemsdijk1978)
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While a treatmentof thesecompetingconstructionsis beyond the scopeof this paper, its study
maybeusefulin determiningtheexactmeaninganduseof thequantitativeer construction.

Theexpletiveer is similarto theexpletivethere in English,asemanticallyemptyelementwhich
allows verbalargumentsto be demotedin the argumenthierarchy. Like the Englishversion,the
remainingargumentsareaffectedby thedefinitenessconstraint,requiringthatthey besemantically
indefinite. Unlike its Englishcounterpart,er mayappearwith a wide varietyof verbs,including
transitives:

(28) Er
There

blaft
barks

een
a

hond.
dog

‘Thereis adogbarking.’

(29) Ik
I

denk
think

dat
that

er
there

een
a

hond
dog

blaft.
barks

‘I think thatthereis adogbarking.’

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

5.2 Co-occurrenceof functions

In theeventthattwo or moreconstructionsinvolving er arecombinedwithin asingleclause,there
are two possibleresults: doubling, in which both tokensof er are pronounced,as in (30), and
overlap,whereonly onetokenappears,coveringmultiple functions(31)and(32):

(30) Het
It

schijnt
seems

dat
that

er
there

één
one

er
there

twee
two

gelezen
read

heeft.
has

‘It seemsthatoneof themhasreadtwo of those.’ (Kerstens2000b)

(31) Vandaag
Today

staan
stand

er
there

weer
again

twee
two

artikels
articles

over
about

in.
in

‘Therearetwo articlesaboutit in thereagaintoday.’ (Geertset al. 1984)

(32) Ik
I

heb
have

er
there

twee
two

op
on

gelegd.
placed

‘I’ veput two on there.’ (Kerstens2000b)

Theco-occurrencefactsmaybeexpressedin threegeneralizations:

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

2. Two tokensof er in successionarenotpermitted.

3. Overlapis permittedif thetokenscouldbeadjacent,werethey bothpresent.
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6 Analysis

6.1 R-pronoun “movement”

I follow Bennis(1986) in classifyingR-pronounsas PPs,not NPs. They are like full locative
prepositionalphrasesin meaning:they areselectedby thesameverbsandprepositionsandpartic-
ipatein locative inversion.This classificationdoesnot bearsignificantlyon thecentralaspectsof
theanalysis.

In orderto distinguishtheR-pronounsandtheotherers from eachotherandfrom otherwords,
I introducetwo new binary headfeaturesfor prepositions,R-PRO andR. The R-PRO value is
positive for theR-pronouns(er, hier, daar, overal, waar) andnegative for everythingelse.TheR
valueis positive in wordswhich participatein the non-localdependenciesdiscussedabove (and
distinguishedfrom long distancedependencieslike Wh-words),andin the functionoverlapphe-
nomena.ThesearetheR-pronounsexceptwaar, andthequantitative andexpletive er. Thetable
in (33) shows this distribution,and(34)givesthelexical entryfor theR-pronouner:

(33)
R-PRO A R-PRO B

R A er (r-pro), daar, hier er (quant.),er (expl.)
R B waar aan,met

(34)
������� PHON � er�
HEAD

��� prep

R-PRO C
R C

� ��
� ������

Thetypeadpositionis dividedinto threesubtypes:

(35)
adposition

preposition postposition r-selector

Postpositionsarenotdealtwith here,but they areincludedonthebasisof thediscussionregarding
themin vanRiemsdijk(1978).Examplelexical entriesfor aprepositionandanr-selectoraregiven
in (36)and(37):

(36)
�����������
PHON � met�
HEAD

��� prep

R-PRO D
R D

� ��
COMPS , � HEAD noun�.-

� ����������
(37)

�����������
PHON � mee�
HEAD r-selector

COMPS � ���� HEAD

��� prep

R-PRO C
R C

� �� � ��� �
� ����������
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Normalprepositionswhichare[R-PRO B ] and[R B ] selectfor nounphraseswhichare[R-PRO B ].
R-selectors,on theotherhand,only selectR-pronouns.

Thesetwo typesarealsodistinguishedby thelevel of compactionin theformationof phrases.
Below areconstraintsonthetheconstructionsprepositional-constructionandr-selector-construction,
detailingthelevel of compactionappropriateto each.

(38)

prep-cx �
�����������
MOTHER

����� SS E
DOM � �� SS E

DOM F list( � R D � ) �� �  G list( 	 rel-cl

TOPO nf
 )
������

DTRS , � DOM H � , � DOM I �.-
������������

where J K L = M K N
(39)

r-selector-cx �
��������������
MOTHER

���� SS E
DOM � � , 	 SS E

DOM � � � 
��
�����

DTRS � � � HEAD r-selector� , � ���� HEAD

��� prep

R-PRO C
R C

� �� � ��� �

� �������������
Prepositionalphrasesarecompacted,exceptfor relative clauseswhich areliberatedandmarked
as[TOPOnf] (sincethey aremandatorilyextraposed(vanRiemsdijk1978)). R-selectors,on the
otherhand,arecompletelyliberating.

(40) and(41) give exampleconstructionsfor the phrasesmetSandyandermee, to show the
constraintsin practice:

(40)
�����������������������������

MOTHER

����������
SS O 	 HEAD prep

COMPS ��� 

DOM � ��� PHON �  �

SS O
DOM � 3 , P �

� �� �
� ���������

DTRS �
�������������
PHON � � met�
SS 4 	 HEAD prep

COMPS � 7 � 

DOM � 3 ��� PHON �

SS 4
DOM ���

���� �
� ������������ ,
�������������
PHON � � Sandy�
SS 7 	 HEAD noun

COMPS �+� 

DOM � P ��� PHON �

SS 7
DOM ���

���� �
� ������������ �

� ����������������������������
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(41)
����������������������������������

MOTHER

����������
SS � 	 HEAD r-sel

COMPS ���Q

DOM � � ,

��� PHON 3
SS �
DOM � O �

���� �
� ���������

DTRS � O
�������������
PHON 3 � mee�
SS P 	 HEAD r-sel

COMPS � 4 � 

DOM � 3 ��� PHON 3

SS P
DOM ���

� �� �
� ������������ , �

������������������

PHON 7 � er�
SS 4 ������ HEAD

��� prep

R-PRO C
R C

����
COMPS ���

� �����
DOM � ��� PHON 7

SS 4
DOM ���

� �� �

� �����������������
�

�����������������������������������
Thedifferencebetweenprepositionalphrasesandnounphrasesshown in theconstraintsabove

predictthatR-pronounswill not beableto move outsideof a largerprepositionalphrase.It also
makesa predictionregardingtheinteractionof PPandNP boundariesandtheco-occurrencephe-
nomenaintroducedin section5.2. Theanalysisof thesefactswill bediscussedin depthin section
6.3, but the liberationof the R-pronounsby NPsis necessaryfor the behavior described.Thus
theconstraintsaswritten predictdivergentbehavior for R-pronounswithin a PPthanthosewithin
NPs. For example,anR-pronounwithin a PPmayappearin thesameclauseasanothertokenof
thesameword,asin (42):

(42) Vandaag
Today

staan
stands

er
there

weer
again

twee
two

artikels
articles

over
about

het
the

probleem
problem

ermee
there-with

in
in

(de
(the

krant).
newspaper)
‘Therearetwo articlesabouttheproblemwith it in thenewspaperagaintoday.’

(Geertset al. 1984)

The permeabilityof PPsto R-pronounsis a locusof variationwhich hasnot beenfully ex-
plored.Somespeakersacceptsentenceslike (19), in which anR-pronoundependency spansa PP
boundary, andothersrejectit roundly. Variationon this point is easilycapturedby giving PPsthe
structuregivenbelow for NPs,in whichR-pronounsareliberated.This is aminorchangewhich is
relatively unsurprisingfor thereto bedifferenceson. My analysisdoesmake theclaimthatspeak-
erswho find (19) to bebadoughtto find (42) good,andvice versa.More researchis necessaryto
determinewhetherthis claim is correct.
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Nounandadjectivephrasesaregenerallycompacting,but bothof theseliberateelementswith
positiveR values,leaving themfreeto rearrangeat thenext level:

(43)

noun-cx�
���������� MOTHER

����� SS E
DOM �R	 SS E

DOM F 
��+S G list(

�� HEAD 	 prep

R + 
 �� )
������

DTRS , � DOM H � , � DOM I �.-
� ���������

where J K L = M K N
Thiscanbeseenat work in theconstructionfor thenounphraseer, tweeartikelsover:

(44)
����������������������������������

MTHR

�������������
SS � ��� HEAD noun

COMPS ���
SPR ���

� ��
DOM � � ,

��� PHON O � twee�T 3 � artikelsover�
SS �
DOM � P , 4 �

� �� �
� ������������

DTRS �
���������
PHON O
SS 7
DOM � ��� PHON O

SS 7
DOM ���

� �� �
���������� ,
����������������
SS U ��� HEAD noun

COMPS ���
SPR � 7 �

� ��
DOM �V	 PHON 3

SS U 
 , �
������ PHON � er�
SS W HEAD

��� prep

R-PRO C
R C

� ��
� ����� �

� ��������������� �

� ���������������������������������
The constraintsgiven in this sectionaresomewhatcomplicated,andat presentmustbe stip-

ulateddirectly. This analysisis meantto fit into a largerunderstandingof variousphenomenain
Dutchfor which a linearizationapproachis appropriate,for exampleextrapositionandV2 clause
fronting. I am hopeful that future researchwill allow theseconstraintsto be reducedto a more
generalformulation.

6.2 Accounting for Q-er and E-er

I will not beexploring eitherof thesein depth,andthequantitativeer in particularhasa complex
syntaxof its own. My treatmentis aimedat capturingthe basicbehavior of the two words,and
particularlytheirinteractionwith theR-pronoun.Furtherrefinementwill undoubtedlybenecessary
to capturethenuancesof their individualsyntax.

Like the R-pronouns,the quantitative er is selectedby a specialclassof words, in this case
nounsproducedfrom quantity adjectives througha lexical rule. Unlike the R-pronouner, the
quantitative er is syntacticallyrestrictedto the middle field of the clause.The quantitative er is
selectedby anoun,usuallyderivedfrom numberwords,astheexamplein (45) shows:
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(45)
�������������
PHON � twee �
HEAD noun

ARG-ST � ������ HEAD

��� PREP

R-PRO D
R C

� ��
TOPO mf

� ����� �
� ������������

Like theEnglishexistential,theexpletive is selectedfor by a verb. (46) shows a lexical rule
which takesa regularverbandintroducesanexpletiveer asthesubject.

(46) ���� HEAD verb

SUBJ H
COMPS I

� ��� �
�����������
HEAD existential-verb

SUBJ � ���� HEAD

��� PREP

R-PRO D
R C

� �� � ��� �
COMPS H  I

� ����������
6.3 Co-occurrence

The co-occurrencefactsareformalizedusingtwo constraintson the DOMAIN featureof the fi-
nite clause,(47) and(48), anda haplologyrule asanalternationof theorderingprinciple,which
statesthatin thecaseof severalconsecutiveers in theDOMAIN, only oneactuallyappearsin the
phonology, in (49).2

(47) and(48) requirethat an R-pronounandan elementwhich is [R A ] in the samedomain
mustbelocatednext to eachother. Theconstraintis essentiallytheproximity portionof immediate
precedenceasgivenin Kathol(1995).Ratherthandistinguishingprecedenceandimmediateprece-
denceastwo independenttypesof constraints,precedenceandproximity maybemoreappropriate
asprimitives,with immediateprecedenceasmerelythecombinationof thetwo.

(47) XQYZ[ �� PHON \
R-PRO C ��^]`_a] �� PHON \

R C ���b'cd
(48) XQYZ[ �� PHON \

R C ��e]f_a] �� PHON \
R-PRO C ���b'cd

This proximity constraintappliesto the DOMAIN list of a clause,andrequiresthat R-pronouns
mustappearadjacentto othersignswith positive R valuesand identicalphonologyvalues. As
a result,all instancesof doublingareruled out unlessthe tokensareadjacent,or unlessnoneof
thetokensconcernedareR-pronouns.In the lattercase,doublinginvolving only quantitativeand
expletive er arerightly classedasgrammatical.It remainsonly to rule out doublingof adjacent

2Er hasa phonologicalalternationbetweener andd’r, which I am for the presentignoring. This schemawould
needto bemodifiedslightly to includethatvariation.
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tokens,andto allow overlapin appropriatecases.Overlapis introducedat thephonologicallevel,
by avariationof Reape’s OrderingPrinciple:

(49)
����� PHON " �  g%&%'%h er  i%&%'%j k"+*
DOM � � PHON " � � , %'%&% ,  ne-list( 	 PHON � er�

R C 
 )  l%'%'% , � PHON " * � �
� ����

To rule out consecutive ers we needa furtherconstrainton thephonologyof theclauseitself,
disallowing any examplesof /#er##er#/. Including this asa purely phonologicalconstraint(as
opposedto theDOMAIN, for example)reflectsthefact thatunlike theotheraspectsof er syntax,
the constrainton consecutive tokensdoesnot distinguishbetweenthe different types. It is also
likely that the constrainthasa phonologicalmotivation,asthereis a strongcross-linguisticpat-
ternfor languagesto avoid consecutive tokensof anlight or unstressedfunctionword (Mennand
MacWhinney 1984).

7 Conclusion

Usinglinearizationandpartialcompaction,I provideanaccountof R-pronoun“movement”which
predictstheclause-boundednessof thedependency andallows for a straightforwardtreatmentof
the idiosyncrasyof prepositionalphrases.As such,this analysisis morecomprehensive thanthe
previousSLASH-basedHPSGproposalby Bouma(2000)andrequireslessmachinerythanearlier
transformationalaccounts.

ManipulatingtheR-pronounbehavior on theDOMAIN list alsoallows theanalysisto expand
to cover theinteractionbehavior of theR-pronouner with thequantitativeandexpletiveers. The
phenomenonof overlapor function amalgamationis explainedthroughlinear precedencerules,
an alternationto the constraintrelatingDOMAIN andPHONOLOGYto allow haplology, anda
phonologicalrestrictionon asequenceof repeateders.

Potentialtopicsfor future work includea closerlook at the quantitative andexpletive ers in
theirown right, andacomprehensivedescriptionof thedialectalvariationwhich impactsvirtually
everyaspectof thesestructures.
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