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

      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 [DP D > A > N > DPGEN]. 
Determiners, quantifiers, and adjectives agree for φ-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. Brugè 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: ta+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 ta (i) can co-occur and (ii) may be adjacent 
 
Call the two occurrences of the demonstrative DEMHI (1) and DEMLO (2). Panagiotidis agrees 
with this analysis, but throws up the question why the demonstrative may move. Answer: 
 
(5) a. DEMHI: deictic interpretation (which is encoded in the nominal left periphery) 
 b. DEMLO: 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. # [vP John v0 [VP likes-V0 John ] ] 
 b. # [TP him T0 [AgrOP him AgrO0 [vP softly [vP him v0 [VP kissed-V0 her ] ] ] ] ] 
 c. # [TopP who Top0 [FocP who Foc0 [TP Mary T0 detests … (who) ] ] ] 

  [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 |α| in (10) to be a contextual index of head A: 
 
(10) [AP|α|  XP  A0

|α|  …  [ZP|α|  XP  …  ] ] 
         
 
 
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. Θ-Domain: part of the derivation where thematic relations are created (vP) 
 ii. Φ-Domain: part of the derivation where agreement properties are licensed (TP) 
 iii. Ω-Domain: part of the derivation where discourse information is established (CP) 
 
Replace |α | then in (10) by |Θ | for thematic, |Φ | for agreement, and |Ω | 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 Output 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 AI 
 per Prolific Domain ΠΔ, unless duplicity yields a drastic effect on the output. 
 i. An AI of O in a given ΠΔ is an occurrence of O in that ΠΔ 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 
  3 
    ZP     Y' 
       3 
   Y0max      XP 
     2   3 
 X0    Y0 ZP      X' 
         3 
         X0      … 
 
 
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. [Seineni Vater], den  mag jederi  Junge. 
   his.ACC father  RP.ACC likes every  boy 
  ‘His father, every boy likes.’ 
 b. [CP seinen Vater C0 [TopP den mag-Top0 [TP jeder Junge T0 … ] ] ] 
 
The CLDed XP and the resumptive pronoun RP are in the same Prolific Domain (ΩΔ). 
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. [Seini  Vater], jeder*i/k Junge  mag   den/ihn. 
   his.NOM father  every  boy  likes   RP/him.ACC 
  ‘His father, every boy likes him.’ 
 b. [CP sein Vater [CP C0 [TP jeder Junge mag-T0 den/ihn… ] ] ] 
 
By CDE, this difference can be understood as the result of Copy Spell Out (‘‘) in CLD, 
changing the PF-matrix of the lower of the two copies that are in the same Prolific Domain: 
 
(17) [CP seinen Vater C0 [TopP seinen Vater  den mag-Top0 [TP jeder Junge T0… ] ] ] 

Traditional approach to head movement 
viz. X0-adjunction (see Ian Roberts’ talk 
earlier this afternoon for comprehensive/ 
critical discussion of current arguments). 
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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: 
 
   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 local 
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. [Über  [Bundeskanzler Schröder]i demi    seinei Fehler]    haben wir geredet. 
   about   Chancellor    Schröder   RP    his  mistakes    have we  talked 
  ‘About Chancellor Schröder’s mistakes, we talked.’ 
 
 b. [Peteri demi  seini  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. 
(ii) 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 D0 plays the “nominal role” of C0 (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  >   vP 
 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. CPΩΔ >  AgrPΦΔ  >   vPΘΔ 

 b. DPΩΔ >  AgrPΦΔ  >   nPΘΔ 

 
[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. If all 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 Ω-Domain: 

• a topic position (22) preceding the demonstrative (cf. the unacceptability of (23)); 
• the position of the demonstrative itself (DEMHI in (1), encoding deictic force); 
• the position of the article (“low OP-position” — cf. Rizzi’s Fin/lowest C0).  
 
(22) [tis     epohis]  afta   ta  fenomena     [tis  epohis] 
  the.GEN   age.GEN DEM   the  phenomena 
 
(23) *afta    [tis   epohis]   ta  fenomena     [tis  epohis] 
 DEM      the.GEN  age.GEN   the  phenomena 
 ‘these phenomena of our times’ 
 
We ignore the positions of quantifiers (ola ‘all’): (NB: no occurrence within the Φ-Domain!) 
 
(24) (?ola)  [tis epohis]  (√ola)  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. [ΩΔ  …  afta …  [ afta  ta  [ΦΔ nea [ afta  [ΘΔ fenomena ] ] ] ] ]    [= (1)] 
 b. [ΩΔ  …  OP …  [ OP   ta  [ΦΔ nea [ afta  [ΘΔ 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: 

  II   the nature of the article 
  IIII  an ontology of Copy Spell Out 
  IIIIII cross-linguistic expectations/outcomes 
 
II  — 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’   [ι-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 φ): 
 
(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 aftos ([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 φ-
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 φ-features participates in feature checking. 
 
Whichever our assumptions about the locus of interpretable φ-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 φ-features entering in Agree and checking relations. 
 
 
IIII  — Ontology of movement dependencies (PF doesn’t like any Domain-internal identity): 
 
(30) a. [ XP … [ … XP … ] ] 
 b. [ OP … [ … XP … ] ] 
 c. [ XP … XP  YP… ] 
 d. [ OP … OP  YP… ] 
 
 
IIIIII — 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    OP  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 Ω-Domain (Greek) 

Beginnings of a cross-linguistic account (√Macedonian, √Romanian — ?Irish Gaelic): 
 
(32) [ΩΔ ovoj     [ moj-ov [ ovoj  ov  [ΦΔ ovoj  [ moj   [ΘΔ moj    [ ostrov ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 
      DEM  my                 island 
 ‘this island of mine’ [Macedonian] 

Interesting outcome: any syntactic 
object underlies the PF-condition of 
CDE, even phonetically null material 
(cf. old evidence for traces/copies…) 
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(33) [ΩΔ teatru-l  [ acesta  [ acesta  ul  [ΦΔ teatru  [ frumos  [ acesta  [ΘΔ teatru ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 
      theater-the    DEM             nice 
 ‘this nice theater’ [Romanian] 
 
(34) *(an)  fear seo 
    the  man DEM 
 ‘this man’ [Irish Gaelic] 
 
 
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. 
 
 
References 
Abney, Stephen. 1987. The English Noun Phrase in Its Sentential Aspect. Doctoral dissertation, 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge. 
Adger, David. 2003. Core Syntax. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Aoun, Joseph & Elabbas Benmamoun. 1998. Minimality, Reconstruction and PF-Movement. 

Linguistic Inquiry 29, 569-597. 
Aoun, Joseph & Lina Choueiri. 2000. Epithets. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 18, 1-

39. 
Aoun, Joseph, Lina Choueiri, & Norbert Hornstein. 2001. Resumption, Movement and 

Derivational Economy. Linguistic Inquiry 32, 371-403. 
Baker, Mark. 1997. Thematic Roles and Grammatical Categories. In Liliane Haegeman, ed. 

Elements of Grammar: Handbook of Generative Syntax. Dordrecht: Kluwer, 73-137. 
Bernstein, Judy. 1997. Demonstratives and Reinforcers in Romance and Germanic Languages. 

Lingua 102, 87-113. 
Bernstein, Judy. 2001. The DP Hypothesis: Identifying Clausal Properties in the Nominal Domain. 

In Mark Baltin & Chris Collins, eds. The Handbook of Contemporary Syntactic Theory. 
Oxford: Blackwell, 536-561. 

Boeckx, Cedric. 2003. Islands and Chains. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Boeckx, Cedric & Kleanthes K. Grohmann. 2004. Sub-Move: Towards a Unified Account of 

Scrambling and D-Linking. In David Adger, Bernadette Plunkett, & George Tsoulas, eds. 
Peripheral Positions. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 241-257. 

Boeckx, Cedric & Kleanthes K. Grohmann. Forthcoming. Left Dislocation in Germanic. In 
Werner Abraham, ed. Focus on Germanic Typology. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag. 

Brugè, Laura. 1996. Demonstrative Movement in Spanish: A Comparative Approach. University 
of Venice Working Papers in Linguistics 6, 1-53. 

Campbell, Richard. 1996. Specificity Operators in SpecDP. Studia Linguistica 50, 161-188. 
Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework. In Roger Martin, David 

Michaels, & Juan Uriagereka, eds. Step by Step. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 89-155. 
Cinque, Guglielmo. 1994. On the Evidence for Partial N-Movement in the Romance DP. In 

Guglielmo Cinque, Jan Koster, Jean-Yves Pollock, Luigi Rizzi, & Raffaella Zanuttini, eds. 
Paths towards Universal Grammar. Studies in Honor of Richard S. Kayne. Washington, DC: 
Georgetown University Press, 85-110. 

Cinque, Guglielmo. 1999. Adverbs and the Universal Hierarchy of Functional Projections. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Macedonian: Possessive-movement into Ω-Domain (see 
also Grohmann & Haegeman 2003), then anti-local DEM-
movement OP and subsequent morpho-phonological effect. 
Romanian: Similar, except N-raising (possibly to a topic-
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…?)? 



Copy Spell Out as a Minimally Specified Form 10 

Giannakidou, Anastasia & Melita Stavrou. 1999. Nominalization and Ellipsis in the Greek DP. 
The Linguistic Review 16, 295-331. 

Giusti, Giuliana. 1997. The Categorial Status of Determiners. In Liliane Haegeman, ed. The New 
Comparative Syntax. London: Longman, 95-123. 

Grohmann, Kleanthes K. 2003. Prolific Domains. On the Anti-Locality of Movement 
Dependencies. To appear with Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Grohmann, Kleanthes K. & Liliane Haegeman. 2003. Resuming Reflexives. Proceedings of the 
19th Scandinavian Conference of Linguistics. Nordlyd 31.1, 46-62. 
[http://www.ub.uit.no/munin/nordlyd] 

Haegeman, Liliane. 2004. DP Periphery and Clausal Periphery: Possessor Doubling in West 
Flemish? Relating Nominal Periphery to Clausal Periphery. In David Adger, Cécile de Cat, 
and George Tsoulas, eds. Peripheries. Dordrecht: Kluwer, 211-239. 

Hale, Kenneth & Samuel Jay Keyser. 1993. On Argument Structure and the Lexical Expression 
of Grammatical Relations. In Kenneth Hale & Samuel Jay Keyser, eds. The View from 
Building 20. Essays in Honor of Sylvain Bromberger. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 53-110. 

Hornstein, Norbert. 2001. Move! A Minimalist Theory of Construal. Oxford: Blackwell. 
Horrocks, Geoffrey & Melita Stavrou. 1987. Bounding Theory and Greek Syntax: Evidence for 

Wh-Movement in NP. Journal of Linguistics 23, 79-108. 
Kayne, Richard S. 1993. Toward a Modular Theory of Auxiliary Selection. Studia Linguistica 

47, 381-405. 
Kayne, Richard S. 2002. Pronouns and Their Antecedents. In Samuel David Epstein & T. Daniel 

Seely, eds. Derivation and Explanation in the Minimalist Program. Oxford: Blackwell, 133-
166. 

Lees, Robert & Edward Klima. 1963. Rules for English Pronominalization. Language 39, 17-28. 
Lidz, Jeffrey & William J. Idsardi. 1997. Chains and Phono-Logical Form. In Alexis 

Dimitriadis, Hikyoung Lee, Christine Moisset, & Alexander Williams, eds. Proceedings of 
the 22nd Annual Penn Linguistics Colloquium. University of Pennsylvania Working Papers 
in Linguistics 5.1, 109-125. 

Panagiotidis, Phoevos. 2000. Demonstrative Determiners and Operators: The Case of Greek. 
Lingua 110, 717-742. 

Panagiotidis, Phoevos. 2002. Pronouns, Clitics and Empty Nouns: ‘Pronominality’ and Licensing 
in Syntax. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Platzack, Christer. 2001. Multiple Interfaces. In Urpo Nikanne & Emile van der Zee, eds. 
Cognitive Interfaces. Constraints on Linking Cognitive Information. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 21-53. 

Poletto, Cecilia. 2000. The Higher Functional Field. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Pollock, Jean-Yves. 1989. Verb Movement, UG and the Structure of IP. Linguistic Inquiry 20, 

365-424. 
Radford, Andrew. 1999. NP Shells. Unpublished manuscript, University of Essex, Colchester. 
Ritter, Elisabeth. 1991. Two Functional Categories in Noun Phrases: Evidence from Modern 

Hebrew. In Susan Rothstein, ed. Perspectives on Phrase Structure. New York: Academic 
Press, 37-62. 

Rizzi, Luigi. 1997. The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery. In Liliane Haegeman, ed. Elements 
of Grammar: Handbook of Generative Syntax. Dordrecht: Kluwer, 281-337. 

Roussou, Anna. 1991. Nominalized Clauses in the Syntax of Modern Greek. UCL Working 
Papers in Linguistics. 3, 77-100. 

Roussou, Anna & Ianthi-Maria Tsimpli. 1994. On the Interaction of Case and Definiteness in 
Modern Greek. In Irene Philippaki-Warburton, Katerina Nicolaidis, & Maria Sifianou, eds. 
Themes in Greek Linguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 69-76. 

Shlonsky, Ur. 1992. Resumptive Pronouns as a Last Resort. Linguistic Inquiry 23, 443-468. 
Szabolcsi, Anna. 1994. The Noun Phrase. In Ferenc Kiefer & Katalin É. Kiss, eds. The Syntactic 

Structure of Hungarian. Syntax and Semantics 27. New York: Academic Press, 179-274. 
Ticio, Emma. 2003. On the Structure of DPs. Doctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut, 

Storrs. 
Uriagereka, Juan. 1999. Multiple Spell Out. In Samuel David Epstein & Norbert Hornstein, eds. 

Working Minimalism. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 251-282. 


