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1 Introduction

We want to offer an analysis for Greek nominal demonstrative structures which

O derives the distributional properties of demonstrative and article,
@® develops recent theoretical proposals deriving locality relations,
© and allows a comparison across unrelated languages.

Proposal: The article is a grammatical formative inserted into the derivation as the spelled out
copy of an anti-locally moved demonstrative within the left periphery of DP.

If correct, this offers further evidence for the operation Copy Spell Out, which applies to
movement dependencies in too close a relationship (Anti-Locality) — and the case of such
(Greek) “demonstrative doubling” in particular may shed some light on what such spelled out
copies must look like: they are minimally specified forms provided by the grammar.

2 Demonstrative Issues within the Greek DP
Nominal expressions in Greek have the general surface structure [pp D > A > N > DPggnl.
Determiners, quantifiers, and adjectives agree for ¢-features (gender, number) and Case.

Panagiotidis (2000): analysis for co-occurrence of overt demonstrative and apparent article.

(1) afta ta nea fenomena [DEM >D > A >N]
DEM.NEUT.PL the.NEUT.PL  new.NEUT.PL phenomenon.NEUT.PL

(2) ta nea afta fenomena [D>A>DEM > N]
the.NEUT.PL new.NEUT.PL DEM.NEUT.PL phenomenon.NEUT.PL
‘these new phenomena’ [Case = NOM/ACC]

(1) is the result of demonstrative raising in order to give the DP a deictic interpretation (3);
alternatively (2) a null demonstrative operator occurs resulting in an anaphoric reading (4).
(See e.g. Bruge 1996, Bernstein 1997, Giusti 1997 on DEM-raising in Romance and beyond.)
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(3) [afta [ta [nea [afta [fenomena]]]]]
DEM the new phenomena

4 [OP |ta [nea [afta [fenomena]]]]]
the new DEM  phenomena

* base-generated position of DEM: within the nominal middle field (agreement layer):
demonstrative in base shows up between adjective and noun (outside nP/NP)

* no remnant movement analysis: fa+nea don’t form one constituent, so that D+A alone could
never move, and too many unmotivated steps would have to be assumed

» demonstrative afta and apparent article ¢a (i) can co-occur and (ii) may be adjacent

Call the two occurrences of the demonstrative DEMy; (1) and DEMyo (2). Panagiotidis agrees
with this analysis, but throws up the question why the demonstrative may move. Answer:

(5) a. DEMpy;: deictic interpretation (which is encoded in the nominal left periphery)
b. DEM;o: anaphoric interpretation (hence an anaphoric demonstrative operator)

Panagiotidis’ analysis invokes two additional ingredients

(6) a. Demonstrative-Criterion [Spec-head relation between identical [+th]-elements]
b. “Demonstrative Article” [definite and expletive + a new demonstrative article]

We’ll (i) argue against any criterion-based approach (cf. Campbell 1996) and (ii) propose an
analysis which doesn’t posit a new type of article (pace Roussou & Tsimpli 1994).

3 Intermezzo: The Anti-Locality Hypothesis
3.1 “Too Close” or Anti-Local Dependencies

Desideratum:

The structure of grammar is determined by (virtual) conceptual necessity (Chomsky 1995).

Consequence:
Much of GB-machinery should be reconsidered (Hornstein 2001).

Regarding ungrammaticality of (7a-c): explore the possibility of an alternative explanation, i.e.
one without evoking filters of sorts (such as Theta Criterion, Case Filter, Affect Criteria, etc.):

(7) a. * John likes.

b. * Him kissed her.
c. * Who, Mary detests?

Under the copy theory of movement, take (8) to be the structures at the relevant points:
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(8) a.# [,pJohn v’ [yp likes-V® Joha ] ]
b. # [1p him T° [agop Bim AgrO° [,p softly [,p hisa V" [vp kissed-V' her 1111
c. # [topp Who Top® [rocr w0 Foc” [1p Mary T° detests ... (whe)]]]

[This is only a sample of imaginable derivations; many more can be construed, all very bad.]
Starting point for purely syntactic explanation for this ungrammaticality (Grohmann 2003):

(9) Anti-Locality Hypothesis
Movement must not be too local.

In structural terms, “too local” or anti-local describes a dependency between two positions that
is/are contextually related or identical; take |a in (10) to be a contextual index of head A:

(10) [apey XP Ay ... [zp 32 ... 1]
t " |

3.2 Prolific Domains and Exclusivity
To handle the relevant contextual information, Grohmann introduces Prolific Domains:

(11) Prolific Domain
A Prolific Domain is a contextually defined part of the computational system,
i. which provides the interfaces with the information relevant to the context and
ii. which consists of internal structure, interacting with derivational operations.

A natural implementation of contextual information would be clausal tripartition into three
Prolific Domains: a thematic, an agreement, and a discourse domain (cf. Platzack 2001).

(12) Clausal Tripartition
i. ®-Domain: part of the derivation where thematic relations are created (vP)
ii. @-Domain: part of the derivation where agreement properties are licensed (TP)
iii. Q-Domain: part of the derivation where discourse information is established (CP)

Replace |a| then in (10) by |®| for thematic, |®| for agreement, and |Q2| for discourse context.

[Grohmann (2003): dynamic approach to the computation viz. multiple Spell Out (Uriagereka 1999),
where each Prolific Domain forms a part of the derivation where Spell Out applies and the information gets
shipped to the PF- and LF- interface components (cf. the notion of a “phase” in Chomsky 2000 et seq).]

One minimalist criterion that all conditions, operations, and principles must abide by is that they
follow from Bare OQutput Conditions (Chomsky 1995). With the abolishment of the GB-levels
of D- and S-structure, many of the standard conditions don’t follow from Bare Output
Conditions (e.g. Theta Criterion, Case Filter, Affect Criteria, and so on for (7a-c)).

Let’s then formulate a single condition that does:
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(13) Condition on Domain Exclusivity (CDE)
An object O in a phrase marker must have an exclusive Address Identification Al
per Prolific Domain ITA, unless duplicity yields a drastic effect on the output.
i. An Al of O in a given ITA is an occurrence of O in that TTA at LF.
ii. A drastic effect on the output is a different realization of O at PF.

The CDE applies to all and only XP-dependencies within a Prolific Domain, but it allows head
movement (which changes the PF-matrix of the two heads involved by definition):

(14) YP
7P Y' Traditional approach to head movement
/\ viz. X’-adjunction (see Ian Roberts’ talk
yOmax XP earlier this afternoon for comprehensive/
/\ /\ critical discussion of current arguments).
X’ Y’ zp X'
X

3.3 Exclusivity and Copy Spell Out

A further prediction of the CDE: if an anti-local dependency involves two different PF-
matrixes, the dependency should be well-formed. Take contrastive left dislocation (CLD):

(15) a. [Seinen; Vater], den mag jeder; Junge.
his.ACC father RP.ACC likes every boy
‘His father, every boy likes.’
b. [cp seinen Vater C° [opp den mag-Top” [1p jeder Junge T° ... ]]]

The CLDed XP and the resumptive pronoun RP are in the same Prolific Domain (QA).
Moreover, (15) allows a bound variable reading and aside from such absence of Weak
Crossover effects, CLD displays other signs of reconstruction of the left-dislocated phrase
(presence/absence of Condition A/C effects, idiom chunks, etc.).

All this and more stands in sharp contrast to hanging topic left dislocation, as in (16):
(16) a. [Sein; Vater], jedersyx Junge mag den/ihn.
his.NOM father every  boy likes  RP/him.ACC
‘His father, every boy likes him.’
b. [cp sein Vater [cp C° [1p jeder Junge mag-T° den/ihn... ]]]

By CDE, this difference can be understood as the result of Copy Spell Out (‘9°) in CLD,
changing the PF-matrix of the lower of the two copies that are in the same Prolific Domain:

cp seinen Vater C° [topp en mag-Top® [rp jeder Junge T...
(17 [ inen Vater C° [1opp setnenMater © d Top® [1p jeder J T...11]
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3.4 Remarks on Resumption

If RPs in left dislocation structures can be reasonably analyzed as a derivational result, rather
than fully lexical items part of the numeration/lexical array, two relevant questions arise:

O Do we find other instances of resumption that could be analyzed as Copy Spell Out?
® Do we find other occurrences of pronouns that could be understood as resumption?

Claim: Resumptive elements are grammatical formatives that are inserted to legitimize a
dependency whose members would otherwise be too close/too far away to be licitly licensed
(reminiscent of a Last Resort approach to resumption as proposed in e.g. Shlonsky 1992).

[The pronoun-qua-grammatical-formatives view has recently been integrated into a derivational approach
for local anaphors by Hornstein (2001). (See also Lidz & Idsardi 1997, Kayne 2002 for proposals in the
same spirit, and Lees & Klima 1963 for historical precursors; for other instances of resumption, see e.g.
Aoun & Benmamoun 1998, Aoun & Choueiri 2000, and Aoun, Choueiri, & Hornstein 2001, Boeckx 2003.).
As relevant for the Anti-Locality Hypothesis: reflexives are employed to legitimize a too-close dependency.
Construal is taken as base-generation (but see Boeckx 2003, Boeckx & Grohmann 2004, forthcoming).]

The discussions elsewhere (Grohmann 2003) cover a wider range of cases, including /ocal
reciprocals and reflexives in double object constructions, ECM-structures, small clauses. All
this might be barking up the wrong tree, but we take it as an interesting alternative and apply
it to the nominal layer (fitting in with Grohmann & Haegeman 2003 and Ticio 2003).

4 Greek DP: Demonstratives, Articles, and Anti-Locality
4.1 The Clausal-DP Hypothesis

Grohmann & Haegeman (2003): application of Anti-Locality Hypothesis to nominal layer. One
obvious similarity between nominal and clausal constructions concerns left dislocation:

(18) a. [Uber [Bundeskanzler Schroder]; dem; seine; Fehler] haben wir geredet.
about Chancellor Schréder RP  his  mistakes have we talked
‘About Chancellor Schréoder’s mistakes, we talked.’

b. [Peter; dem; sein; lockeres Mundwerk]
Peter RP his loose  gab
‘Peter’s quick tongue’

(i) If CLD involves Copy Spell Out in clausal layer, it should also do so in nominal layer.
(i1) If Copy Spell Out in clause is due to CDE, DPs should also be sensitive to the CDE.

Since Abney’s (1987) DP-Hypothesis and Ritter’s (1991) suggestion of agreement-related
Num(ber)P within DP, much evidence has been collected to align nominal DP-structure to
clausal CP-structure, where D" plays the “nominal role” of C° (e.g. Horrocks & Stavrou 1987,
Kayne 1993, Cinque 1994, Szabolcsi 1994, Bernstein 2001, Haegeman 2004); let’s now replace
NumP by AgrP (do same with TP) and adopt “little n”” (Radford 1999, Adger 2003):
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(19) a. clausal structure: CP > AgrP> P
b. nominal structure: DP > AgrP > nP

If vP denotes the domain of thematic relations, AgrP of agreement properties, and C/DP of
discourse information, a first approximation would be to assign the same Prolific Domains:

(20) a. CPqy, > AgrPy,, > VvPg,
b. DP,, > AgrP,, > nPg,

[Just as these functional projections have been finer articulated in the clausal layer (e.g. Pollock 1989, Hale
& Keyser 1993, Baker 1997, Rizzi 1997, Cinque 1999, Poletto 2000), so have they in the nominal layer.]

4.2 Analysis: Anti-Local DEM-Movement and Copy Spell Out
Now we can formulate the main problems with Panagiotidis (2000) as follows:

(21) a. [Ifall Affect Criteria could and hence should be dispensed with (section 3.1 above), so
should the Demonstrative-Criterion (independently of independent shortcomings).

b. The purported demonstrative article can’t be motivated (it has no morphological
distinction or properties) nor does it do anything (the demonstrative is still present).

Considering the basic ideas behind his analysis correct, let’s phrase it differently. For starters,
we can observe that (at least) three positions are needed within the Greek nominal Q-Domain:

* a topic position (22) preceding the demonstrative (cf. the unacceptability of (23));
» the position of the demonstrative itself (DEMyy; in (1), encoding deictic force);
« the position of the article (“low OP-position” — cf. Rizzi’s Fin/lowest C°).

(22) [tis epohis] afta ta fenomena [es—epohis]
the.GEN age.GEN DEM the  phenomena

(23) *afta  [tis epohis] ta fenomena [es—epohis]
DEM  the.GEN age.GEN the  phenomena

‘these phenomena of our times’
We ignore the positions of quantifiers (o/a ‘all’): (NB: no occurrence within the ®-Domain!)

(24) (2ola) [tis epohis] (Vola) afta (?ola) ta (*ola) nea (*ola) fenomena (?ola)
‘all these new phenomena of our times’

The apparent article is the Copy Spell Out of an anti-locally moved demonstrative (overt
pronoun / covert operator), a grammatical formative homophonous with the definite article.

(25) a. [gp ... afta ... [afta D ta [,y nea [afta [o, fenomena]]]]] [= ()]

b. [gn ... OP ... [OR D ta [, nea [ afta [o, fenomena]]]]] [=(2)]
high OP low OP
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4.3 Consequences and Extensions

We want to zoom in on three points of interest:

I the nature of the article
IT an ontology of Copy Spell Out
II1 cross-linguistic expectations/outcomes

I — Note that we don’t need to assume a third type of article: it’s neither a definite (26a) nor an
“expletive” article (26b), nor is it a demonstrative article — it’s a grammatical formative.

* Giannakidou & Stavrou (1999): an intensionality operator analysis of “expletive” articles

(26) a. Northern Greek: u skilus ‘the dog’ — Catalan: el gos ‘the dog’ [DEF]
b. Northern Greek: i Yans ‘(the) Yannis> — Catalan: en Joan ‘(the) Joan’  [1-OP]

As far as grammatical formatives go, homophony with the article is the perfect candidate: it’s a
minimally pronounceable form with just the agreement markings needed. Here’s some more.

In the languages reviewed (Greek; below: Spanish, Macedonian, Romanian), the DEM’s Copy
Spell Out has the form and the feature specification of the article. This is the minimally
pronounceable form for PF purposes, the interface forcing Copy Spell Out in the first place.

Nevertheless, something more needs to be said on the matter, namely on which features must
necessarily be expressed on the Copy Spell Out. Consider the demonstrative afta, used in the
Greek examples above. Let’s assume this form marks the following features (incl./beyond ¢):

(27) afta: [DEIC] [PL] [NEUT]
Its Copy Spell Out marks only [PL] [NEUT]:
(28) ta: [PL] [NEUT]

Nevertheless, it is not obvious that both [PL] and [NEUT] should be expressed on the minimally
specified form. Indeed, an alternative pronounceable form, marking just [NEUT], exists:

(29) to: [NEUT]

This is used as an elsewhere form in the singular and taking CP complements (Roussou
1991). The question, in other words, is how underspecified a minimally specified form can be.

(Defining the appropriate form of the grammatical formative has nothing to do with segmental, surface similarities:
the Copy Spell Out of affos ([DEIC] [SG] [MASC] [NOM]) is o ([SG] [MASC] [NOM]). Something else is at work here.)

The DEM’s [DEIC]| feature is never part of the grammatical formative. This is so because
[DEIC] is LF-interpretable; Copy Spell Out is a PF-driven process and no gratuitous proliferation
of interpretable features in grammar is allowed anyway, on the grounds of Full Interpretation
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and Inclusiveness (Chomsky 1995). Why then is it necessary to express the full range of ¢-
features — as a glance at the contrast between ta and to as the Copy Spell Out of afta reveals?

= The reason seems to be that the full set of ¢p-features participates in feature checking.

Whichever our assumptions about the locus of interpretable ¢-features in the DP (see
Panagiotidis 2002: 18-29), it is indeed the case that [PL] [NEUT] participate in Agree relations,
whereas [DEIC] does not. Hence, PF needs all the features entering into Agree / checking
relations to be expressed on the grammatical formative in order to correctly identify both the
position and the identity of the anti-locally moved DEM whose place it is holding.

= A ‘too underspecified’ form such as to [NEUT] would disrupt this process.

Underspecification: The grammatical formative of DEM must be the minimally specified form
bearing the full set of ¢-features entering in Agree and checking relations.

IT — Ontology of movement dependencies (PF doesn’t like any Domain-internal identity):

(30) a. [XP...[...%R..]] Interesting outcome: any syntactic
b. [OP...[...XP...]] object underlies the PF-condition of
c. [XP..XRP2YP...] CDE, even phonetically null material
d. [OP..OP SvP. 1 (cf. old evidence for traces/copies...)

IIT — Regarding demonstrative structures across languages, this analysis makes an interesting
(because testable) prediction: the “doubling” article should never be a “real” article.

By analyzing demonstrative operator and deictic demonstrative as one and the same
element, we capture another interesting fact: whether the demonstrative is DP-initial or post-
adjectival (1)-(2), the article has to show up, unlike the comparable situation in Spanish (31).

(31) a. ese (*el) phenomeno
b. OP ©R2 el (*nuevo) phenomeno (nuevo) ese (nuevo)
the new phenomenon DEM

Parameter (rough characterization):

The overt DEM stays in the lower, the covert DEM moves to the higher OP-position (Spanish)
vs. the overt & covert DEM move from lower to higher OP-position within Q-Domain (Greek)

Beginnings of a cross-linguistic account (\Macedonian, VRomanian — ?Irish Gaelic):

(32) [ox0voj [moj-ov [eve; D ev [4 ovej [#ej [ontmei [ostrov]]]]]]]
DEM  my island

‘this island of mine’ [Macedonian]
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(33) [on teatru-l [ acesta [ aeesta D u [, teatrn [ frumos [aeesta [g teaten [ ]]]]] ]
theater-the DEM nice
‘this nice theater’ [Romanian]

Macedonian: Possessive-movement into 2-Domain (see
also Grohmann & Haegeman 2003), then anti-local DEM-

(34) *(an) fear seo movement OP and subsequent morpho-phonological effect.
the man DEM Romanian: Similar, except N-raising (possibly to a topic-
‘this man’ [Irish Gaelic] position; cf. Grohmann & Haegeman 2003 for Germanic).

Irish Gaelic: Could this be related to other properties of the
language (cf. agreeing types of Comp # anti-locality...?)?

5 Conclusion

A “curious” co-occurrence of demonstrative and article in nominal demonstrative structures:
the article is a grammatical formative, derivationally introduced as the Copy Spell Out of the
anti-locally moved demonstrative (operator), with initial cross-linguistic appeal / applications.
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