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Editorial Statement

1. Purpose
The aim of Snippets is to publish specific remarks that motivate research or that make theoretical
points germane to current work. The ideal contribution is brief, self-contained and explicit. One
encounters short comments of this kind in earlier literature in linguistics. We feel that there no
longer is a forum for them. We want Snippets to help fill that gap.

2. Content
We will publish notes that contribute to the study of syntax and semantics in generative grammar.
The notes are to be brief, self-contained and explicit. They may do any of the following things:

• point out an empirical phenomenon that challenges accepted generalizations or influential
theoretical proposals;

• point out unnoticed minimal pairs that fall outside the scope of any existing theory;

• point out an empirical phenomenon that confirms the predictions of a theory in an area where
the theory has not been tested;

• explicitly describe technical inconsistencies in a theory or in a set of frequently adopted
assumptions;

• explicitly describe unnoticed assumptions that underlie a theory or assumptions that a theory
needs to be supplemented with in order to make desired predictions;

• call attention to little-known or forgotten literature in which issues of immediate relevance
are discussed.

We also encourage submissions that connect psycholinguistic data to theoretical issues. A proposal
for a pilot experiment in language acquisition or language processing could make for an excellent
snippet.

The earliest Linguistic Inquiry squibs exemplify the kind of remark we would like to publish.
Some of them posed unobserved puzzles. For instance, a squib by Postal and Ross in Linguis-
tic Inquiry 1:1 (“A Problem of Adverb Preposing”) noted that whether or not we can construe a
sentence-initial temporal adverb with an embedded verb depends on the tense of the matrix verb.
A squib by Perlmutter and Ross in LI 1:3 (“Relative Clauses with Split Antecedents”), challenging
the prevailing analyses of coordination and extraposition, noted that conjoined clauses, neither of
which contains a plural noun phrase, can appear next to an “extraposed” relative that can only
describe groups. Other squibs drew attention to particular theoretical assumptions. For instance,
a squib by Bresnan in LI 1:2 (“A Grammatical Fiction”) outlined an alternative account of the
derivation of sentences containing believe and force, and asked whether there were principled rea-
sons for dismissing any of the underlying assumptions (among them that semantic interpretation is
sensitive to details of a syntactic derivation). A squib by Zwicky in LI 1:2 (“Class Complements
in Phonology”) asked to what extent phonological rules refer to complements of classes. None of
these squibs was more than a couple of paragraphs; all of them limited themselves to a precise
question or observation.

iii



3. Submission details
Snippets is an electronic journal. We will solicit submissions twice a year. The submissions that we
accept will be posted on the journal website approximately 3 months after each deadline, and all
accepted submissions will remain permanently on the website. Snippets is intended as a service to
the linguistics community. Consequently, authors are advised that, when they submit to Snippets,
we understand them as allowing their submission to be reproduced if published. At the same time,
the rights for the published snippets themselves will remain with the authors. As a result, citation
of Snippets material will have to indicate the author’s name and the specific source of the material.

We will accept electronic submissions at the address snippetsjournal@gmail.com. Electronic
submissions may take the form of (a) the text of an e-mail message, or (b) an attached file. The
attached file should be a simple text file, a Word file (Mac or Windows), a Rich Text Format (RTF)
file, or a PDF. The files must be anonymous, but must be accompanied with information about the
authors: name, affiliation, and (postal or electronic) address. Submissions can be of any length
below 500 words (including examples), with an additional half page allowed for diagrams, tables,
and references. The submissions may not contain footnotes or general acknowledgments, except
acknowledgements of funding sources, which must be credited in a line following the references.
Authors who wish to acknowledge language consultants are allowed but not required to do so. We
will not consider abstracts.

4. Editorial policy
Submissions will be reviewed by our editorial board and review board, and review will be name-
blind both ways. While we guarantee a response within 3 months of the submission deadline, we
will not necessarily provide more than a yes/no response to the submitter. We allow resubmission
(once) of the same piece.

This statement reproduces with minor modifications the editorial statement in Issue 1 of Snippets
(January 2000), edited by Carlo Cecchetto, Caterina Donati and Orin Percus.
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No two complementizers are the same: Insights from Greek*

Nikos Angelopoulos · CNRS/Cote d’Azur University
Anastasia Tsilia · Massachusetts Institute of Technology

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.7358/snip-2026-049-ange

Languages are often assumed to be economical, disfavoring true redundancy where two distinct
forms serve an identical function. The complementizers oti and pos in Modern Greek (MG) present
a prima facie challenge to this assumption, as they are analyzed as being in free variation. This
paper contests this view, and challenges existing accounts of why oti but not pu can combine with
a definite article.

MG has the complementizers oti, pos and pu, where the first two are allegedly in free variation,
and in complementary distribution with the factive complementizer pu (e.g., Christidis 1982, 1986;
Roussou 1992, 1994, 2010; Varlokosta 1994; Angelopoulos 2019 a.o.):

(1) ipe
said.PST.3SG

oti/pos/*pu. . . .
that

‘said that. . . ’

Oti and pos have been treated as semantically identical, since they combine with the same kind of
verbs and nouns (Angelopoulos, 2019). Although they are often interchangeable, we show that, in
fact, they are not in free variation. A previously unnoticed fact about pos is that it patterns with pu
in being incompatible with the definite article to. This is shown in clausal subjects as in (2), which
contrasts with (3), and in complements of prepositions as in (4).

(2) (*To)
DET

pos/pu
that

kerDise
won.PST.3SG

o
DET

PanaTinaikos
Panathinaikos

stenaXorise
saddened.PST.3SG

ton
DET

Jani.
Yanis.ACC

‘That Panathinaikos won saddened Yanis.’

(3) To
DET

oti
that

kerDise
won.PST.3SG

o
DET

PanaTinaikos
Panathinaikos

stenaXorise
saddened.PST.3SG

ton
DET

Jani.
Yanis.ACC

‘That Panathinaikos won saddened Yanis.’

(4) Ine
is.PRS.3SG

protaTlitis
champion.NOM

ektos
apart

tu
DET

oti/*pos/*pu
that

ine
is.PRS.3SG

fititis.
student.NOM

‘He is a champion apart from being a student.’

What pos and pu have in common is that they are also wh-items when stressed (how and where
respectively). However, when they are wh-items, they can be nominalized, as well as be comple-
ments of prepositions.

*While working on this paper, Nikos Angelopoulos received financial support from the Marie Skłodowska-Curie
fellowship ‘Form-Meaning Mappings in Language’ (Project ID: 101147196). We thank Sabine Iatridou and David
Pesetsky for their feedback. Both authors contributed equally.
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So, there are environments where we can use oti but not pos. Thus, they are not in free variation.
But pos is not a more restrictive oti either; Pasquereau (2018) shows that oti as opposed to pos is
dispreferred when a polar response particle is embedded in the complement clause:

(5) Someone asked if Thomas is coming to the party. Someone else answers:
O
DET

aDerfos
brother

tu
his.GEN

mu
me.DAT

ipe
said.PST.3SG

pos/??oti
that

ne/oXi.
yes/no

‘His brother told me that he will (not) come.’ (Pasquereau 2018, fn.10, p.36)

It has been argued that pu is not compatible with the definite article, because pu itself carries a
[+definite] feature (Roussou, 1994). This was meant to explain both the factivity of pu-complements
as well as the incompatibility of pu with the definite article.

However, under the same analysis, pos lacks the [+definite] feature, as it is not necessarily fac-
tive. So, it cannot account for the newly observed incompatibility between the definite article and
pos. Additionally, pu lacks the [+definite] feature in many dialects, such as Northern Greek, Thra-
cian, Western Macedonian, Tsakonian, Corfiot, Livisiot, and Italiot (Nicholas, 1998, 2001, 2005;
Christidis, 1982; Roussou, 2010), as it’s not factive in them; in fact, Tsilia (to appear) argues it is
anti-factive. In all these dialects, despite not having a [+definite] feature, pu is still incompatible
with the definite article. This as well as the incompatibility between the definite article and pos
suggest that it is not the [+definite] feature that is driving the ungrammaticality of *to pos/pu.

We showed that oti and pos are not in free variation, and are in fact distinct, and we suggested
that, given these data, we should re-think where the incompatibility between the definite article
and pu stems from.

References
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A hitherto unnoticed sloppy reading of proper names

Ido Benbaji-Elhadad · Massachusetts Institute of Technology

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.7358/snip-2026-049-benb

Mina, a staunch Republican, thinks Trump could not be any better than he is and Obama could
not be any worse. In Hebrew, (1) is an acceptable albeit somewhat cheeky summary of Mina’s
opinions, and six of thirteen English speakers we consulted similarly accepted (2a-b).

(1) Im
If

Trump
Trump

lo
NEG

haya
been

Trump,
Trump,

hayity
would.1SG

uli
maybe

ohev
like

oto
him

paxot,
less,

aval
but

im
if

Obama
Obama

lo
NEG

haya
been,

∆, hayity
would.1SG

ohev
like

oto
him

yoter
more

(2) a. If Trump hadn’t been Trump, I might’ve liked him less, but. . .
b. %If Obama hadn’t ∆, I probably would’ve liked him more.

(3) ∆ = been Obama

One occurrence of “Trump” in (1-2) c-commands the other, so the two cannot co-refer without
violating binding condition C. Indeed, while the first occurrence of the name is referential, picking
out the individual Donald Trump, the second seems to be used predicatively to denote the property
of being Trump-like. Most surprisingly, (1-2) truthfully represent Mina’s opinions only if the
ellipsis site is resolved as in (3), contributing not the property of being Trump-like, but rather that
of being Obama-like. In other words, the predicatively-used name must have a sloppy reading.

Yet, while pronouns have sloppy reading under ellipsis and contrastive focus (4a-b), names
generally do not (5a-b) (Geach, 1962; Witten, 1970). Notably, even some English speakers who
find (2a-b) odd, still find sloppy ellipsis-resolution there easier than in (5a-b).

(4) a. Jie saw her parents. Aya also did ∆. (∆ = see Aya’s parents)
b. Only Jie saw her parents. No one else saw their own parents.

(5) a. Jie’s mother thinks Jie left. Aya’s mother also does ∆. (∆ ̸= think Aya left)
b. Only Jie pities Jie. #No one else pities themselves.

Examples (1-2) differ from other known exceptions to the generalization that names and other
non-pronominal referring expressions lack sloppy readings. For instance, Roeper (2006) notes that
the name in the contrastive focus structure in (6) can be understood sloppily, with the sentence
meaning roughly “only Jie (in the photo), looks like Jie (now)” (cf. Bassi 2019). But the example
does not generalize beyond contrastive focus to ellipsis (7), even in a structure parallel to (2a-b),
like (8).

(6) In this old photo, only Jie looks like Jie. No one else looks like themselves.

(7) In this photo, Jie looks like Jie. Jan doesn’t ∆. (∆ ̸= look like Jan)
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(8) If Jie hadn’t still looked like Jie, I wouldn’t have recognized her in this photo. #If Jan
hadn’t ∆, I would’ve. I’ve known him for years.

Note further that the sloppily-interpreted name in (6) is not used predicatively, unlike those in (1-2).
This also sets our cases apart from another potentially-related case involving epithets, which to-
gether with names are often treated as prototypical referring expressions, but that unlike other such
expressions do exhibit sloppy readings (Potts et al., 2009). For instance, (9)—due to a reviewer—
can convey that no-one who visited Bill said Bill was happy.

(9) Everyone who visited John said the damn fool was happy,
but no-one who visited Bill did ∆.

The epithet here is individual-denoting, with its referent presumably varying between antecedent
and ellipsis site, whereas in our cases of sloppily-interpreted names, it is a property that is subject
to this variation.

Here is a first stab at describing the features of (1-2) that render their sloppy interpretation
available. Having the sloppily-interpreted name occupy a predicative position is necessary, but
insufficient; (10) lacks a sloppy reading, despite extensive evidence in Matushansky 2008 that
the complement position of naming verbs like “name” or “baptize” is predicative. Rather, the
predicatively-used name must contribute a particular property, that of exhibiting typical behavior
or character traits of its contextually salient bearer. And even that is not enough. Counterfactual-
ity, too, seems necessary; non-counterfactual (11) lacks a sloppy reading, despite the appropriate
predicative use of the name “Clinton” (counterfactuality, rather than intensionality more generally,
seems required, as can be deduced from the inability of the attitude “think” in (11) to license the
reading).

(10) Donald named his kid Donald. Obama didn’t ∆. (∆ ̸= name his kid Obama)

(11) In the final debate, Trump wasn’t Trump. (He behaved different than he typically does.)
And I think Clinton wasn’t {✓Clinton / #∆}, either. (Her behavior was also completely
atypical.)

Why these features should conspire to give rise to sloppy readings, I do not know. For now, a
descriptive generalization is the best I can do.

References
Bassi, Itai. 2019. Sloppy non-pronominals, focus, and the representation of variable binding. Tel

Aviv University Linguistics Colloquium Handout.
Geach, Peter. 1962. Reference and generality. Cornell University Press.
Matushansky, Ora. 2008. On the linguistic complexity of proper names. Linguistics and philosophy

31:573–627.
Potts, Christopher, et al. 2009. Expressives and identity conditions. Linguistic Inquiry 40:356–366.
Roeper, Tom. 2006. Not only I: Notes on the syntax of focus binding. Studia Grammatica 63:353–

366.
Witten, Edward. 1970. Pronominalization: A handbook for secret agents. Unpublished ms., Bran-

deis University, Waltham, MA.

5



Ido Benbaji-Elhadad
ibenbaji@mit.edu
Department of Linguistics and Philosophy
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
U.S.A

6



More masquerading Double Object Constructions: an insight
into Afrikaans Differential Object Marking

Theresa Biberauer · University of Cambridge, Stellenbosch University, Univer-

sity of the Western Cape & CRISSP KU Leuven

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.7358/snip-2026-049-bibe

Afrikaans, uniquely within Germanic, exhibits Differential Object Marking (DOM):

(1) a. Ek
I

sien
see

alweer
already

*(vir)
for

jou/Marie!
you Marie

‘I’m seeing you/Marie again!’
b. Ons

us
ken
know

nie
not

(vir)
for

daardie
that

mense/
people

sulke
such

droogte
drought

nie.
POL

‘We don’t know those people/such drought.’

Here the indirect object-marking preposition vir (‘for’) obligatorily (1a) or optionally (1b) marks
direct objects.

DOM is a long-standing property of spoken varieties of Afrikaans (den Besten 2000), and it
is distributionally widespread, being compatible, either obligatorily (1a) or optionally (1b), with
the full range of potentially DOM-marked nominals identified for other languages (Biberauer to
appear). Like other grammaticalized DOM-markers (see i.a. Fábregas 2013 on Spanish a), DOM-
marking vir synchronically lacks properties associated with lexical-P vir (Molnárfi 1999, 2002).
(2), for example, shows that it cannot be stranded, unlike lexical-P vir (stranded Ps surface in
modified form, as in Dutch; see de Vos 2013)

(2) a. Ek
I

het
have

die
the

boek
book

vir
for

Marie
Marie

gegee.
given

> Wiei
who

het
have

jy
you

die
the

boek
book

voor
for

ti gegee?
given

‘I gave the book to Marie.’ ‘Who did you give the book to?’
b. Ek

I
het
have

vir
for

Marie
Marie

gesien.
seen

> *Wiei
who

het
have

jy
you

voor
for

ti gesien?
seen

‘I saw Marie.’

The question that now arises is what DOM-marking vir is, if not a P. Double Object Constructions
(DOCs) flag a partial answer, while also highlighting a previously unnoticed pattern.

(3) demonstrates that Afrikaans exhibits the dative alternation:

(3) a. Jan
Jan

gee
give

die
the

boek
book

vir
for

Marie.
Marie

‘Jan gives the book to Marie.’ (prepositional dative/PD)
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b. Jan
Jan

gee
give

Marie
Marie

die
the

boek.
book

‘Jan gives Marie the book.’ (DOC)

Like English (Bruening 2010, 2018), Afrikaans has idioms that require the DOC:

(4) a. Gee
give

[DP hom]
him

hel!
hell

“Give him hell!” (DOC)

b. *Gee
give

hel
hell

[PP vir
for

hom]!
him

“Give him hell!” (PD)

Strikingly, these DOC-requiring idioms optionally permit vir-marking on the indirect object:

(5) Gee [DP (vir) hom] hel! (cf. (4a))

That this is indeed DOM-marking on an indirect object and that it is more widely available in
DOC-structures is evident from the contrast between (6) and (7):

(6) a. Jan gee vir Marie die boek. [putative DOM-marked DOC; see (3b)]

b. *Wiei
who

gee
give

Jan
Jan

voor
for

ti die
the

boek?
book

Intended: “Who does Jan give the book?”

(7) a. Jan gee die boek vir Marie. [PD=(3a)]

b. Wiei
who

gee
give

Jan
Jan

die
the

boek
book

voor
for

ti?

‘Who does Jan give the book to?’

P-stranding, which is possible in PDs ((7b); see also (2a)), is, just like DOM-marking vir-stranding
(see (2b)), barred where the recipient is a vir-marked first object (6b). Apparently, then, DOM-
marking vir has undergone downwards grammaticalization, becoming an unstrandable part of the
nominal functional structure and differentially marking not just (inter)subjectively prominent direct
objects, but also indirect objects.

Its precise nominal identity remains to be uncovered. One analysis that presents itself is that vir
is a dative case marker, but this is hard to reconcile with well-known typological case hierarchies,
since Afrikaans lacks genitive case marking, and the only case-marked forms in the language are
a few pronouns which distinguish between a nominative and a generalized oblique form.

A note on the Afrikaans data in this Snippet:
Unless otherwise indicated, all the Afrikaans data has been constructed by the author, a native-speaker.
Although none of the data is in any way controversial, it has been systematically checked with and verified
by further native-speakers who speak a range of Afrikaans varieties.
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PRO’s ϕ-features in the Two-Tiered Theory of Control*

Dmitry Ganenkov · Institute of Linguistics, Russian Academy of Sciences

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.7358/snip-2026-049-gane

Landau’s (2015) Two-Tiered Theory of Control (TTC) postulates two layers in the derivation of
control. Predicative control is established via predication between the controller and the predi-
cate denoted by the complement (present in attitude and non-attitude complements). Logophoric
control (LC) is only found in attitude complements. LC adds a CP with pro in its specifier, which
plays a double role: it establishes predicative control with the FinP containing PRO, and it is locally
bound by the matrix controller, as in (1) (Landau 2015, 44).

(1) variable binding

[vP DP v0 [VP V [CP pro C0 [FinP PROi_[ϕ: _ ] Fin0 [TP ti T0 [vP ti v0 VP ]]]]]]

predication

Landau (2015, 55-56) argues that the TTC rules out overt ϕ-features on the embedded verb in LC,
in two steps. Assume that embedded T is born with valued ϕ-features. By Agree, it values PRO in
Spec,vP, which serves as a source of ϕ-features for pro in Spec,CP via predication between pro and
FinP. In order to derive a control interpretation, pro must be locally bound by the matrix controller.
Local binding, however, depends on Feature Transmission from the binder to the bindee. Since
pro already has its ϕ-features valued, the binder (matrix DP) fails to transmit its ϕ-features to the
bindee (pro); no control relation can be formed; see (2).

(2) ϕ-feature valuation by variable binding ϕ-feature valuation by Agree
x

[vP DP v0 [VP V [CP pro C0 PROi_[ϕ: a ] Fin0 [TP ti T0
[ϕ: a ] [vP t i v0 VP ]]]]]

ϕ-feature valuation by predication

Assume now that the embedded T head is generated with unvalued ϕ-features. The embedded
FinP is a complement to the phase head C and thus constitutes a Spell-Out domain. Following (3),
T’s ϕ-features must be valued within FinP’s Spell-Out domain.

(3) Morphological condition on pronouns and functional categories (Landau 2015, 52):
At Spell-Out, pronouns and functional categories must be valued.

Assuming that Feature Transmission is impossible post Spell-Out (Chomsky 2000, 2001), T’s ϕ-
features cannot be valued, leading to a crash, as in (4) (the box shows the Spell-Out domain).

*This research was supported by project FMNE-2025-0011, carried out at the Institute of Linguistics, Russian
Academy of Sciences.
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(4) ϕ-feature valuation by variable binding ϕ-feature valuation by Agree

[vP DP v0 [VP V [CP pro C0 [FinP PRO i Fin0 [TP ti T0
[ϕ: X ] [vP ti v0 VP ]]] ]]]

ϕ-feature valuation by predication: too late

Landau argues these considerations exclude ϕ-inflected complements in LC.
In what follows I demonstrate that the logic Landau develops to derive the ban on [+Agr] in

LC yields undesired results when applied to [-Agr] LC complements. Let us consider [-Agr] LC
complements. According to (3), pronouns must have their ϕ-features valued before Spell-Out.
PRO is a minimal pronoun and thus requires valuation. However, the controller, again, belongs to
a higher domain than PRO and is not present when PRO is sent to Spell-Out.

(5) ϕ-feature valuation by variable binding

[vP DP v0 [VP V [CP pro C0 [FinP PRO i_[ϕ: X ] Fin0 [TP ti T0
[ϕ: X ] [vP ti v0 VP ]]] ]]]

ϕ-feature valuation by predication: too late

The argument does not rest on the choice between the strong and the weak PIC. Under the weak
PIC (Chomsky 2001), Spell-Out of FinP is delayed until the next phase head (matrix v) merges,
affording additional derivational time. But LC predicates embed LC complements freely: in (6),
two CP phases separate the controller from the innermost PRO, which still has to be spelled out
before the ϕ-valued DP controller is merged.

(6) Johni claimed [CP to hope [CP PROi to be rich]].

Note also that relaxing the phase boundary would undermine Landau’s argument against [+Agr] in
LC in (4), since the controller’s ϕ-features could reach PRO and embedded T before Spell-Out.

The result is PRO can’t have valued ϕ-features even in uninflected LC complements. The
condition in (3) might only apply to overt elements but not to PRO: PF may be derived without
PRO’s ϕ-features because PRO is silent. This, however, implies that PRO’s ϕ-features may never
be overtly expressed in LC, which excludes patterns well attested cross-linguistically, as in (7)-(9).
Thus, the TTC apparently leaves no way to derive an attitude complement with PRO’s ϕ-features
expressed overtly.

(7) Agreeing adjectival predicates and floating quantifiers
Ólaf
Olaf.ACC

langar
longs

ekki
not

til
for

[að
to

PRO vera
be

ríkur]
rich.NOM

‘Olaf doesn’t want to be rich.’ (Icelandic; Sigurðsson 2018, 407)

(8) ϕ-inflected locally bound anaphors
John promised [PRO to behave himself]

(9) Overt controlled subjects
Juliai
Julia

prometío
promised

[hacer
to.do

ellai/∗ j
she

los
the

deberes].
homework

‘Julia promised to do the homework herself.’ (Spanish; Landau 2015, 80)
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Coordinate structure pied-piping in historical English
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Based on data like (1), it is widely claimed that a wh-phrase cannot pied-pipe a coordinate structure
(see, e.g., Ross 1967, Postal 1972, Cable 2010, Al Khalaf 2015, Fortuny 2024).

(1) *[Which girl and Samuel] do you think are lost? (adapted from Fortuny 2024:233)

This note documents an apparent source of counterexamples to this claim. Consider (2), from
George Eliot’s Middlemarch (1871–1872) (emphasis added).

(2) ...Mr. Casaubon shrank nervously from communicating on the subject with Sir James
Chettam, between whom and himself there had never been any cordiality. . .

In (2), the wh-expression whom appears to pied-pipe not only a preposition (between), but also an
embedding coordinate structure (whom and himself ). While (2) is, for me, strikingly ungrammat-
ical, additional examples suggest that the phenomenon it represents is productive in the writings
of at least some 19th century authors, both British (2)–(4) and American (5). Taken together, (2)
above, and (3) and (4) below, show that the non-wh conjunct can take the form of a reflexive pro-
noun, a non-reflexive pronoun, or a full NP, respectively. Moreover, (5) shows that the pied-piped
preposition need not be between.

(3) ... I will relieve you of a visitor with whom I well know you have nothing in unison, and
between whom and you there is an impassable space. (A Tale of Two Cities, Charles
Dickens, 1859)

(4) ... he hastened back to Rachel, between whom and the physician a long consultation had
taken place during his absence. (Aaron the Jew, B. L. Farjeon, 1895)

(5) He introduced me to his wife (a daughter of Lord Crewe), with whom and himself I had
a good deal of talk. (Passages from the English Notebooks, Nathaniel Hawthorne, 1870)

While (prepositional) pied-piping is documented as a marker of literate style in the history of
English (Biber and Finegan 1989, Denison 1999), I am unaware of any previous discussion of
coordinate structure pied-piping. Conceivably, this phenomenon could have emerged as a strategy
to avoid an otherwise unsalvageable Coordinate Structure Constraint violation (with or without
prepositional pied-piping); compare (5) with the hypothetical variants in (6)–(7).

(6) *He introduced me to his wife..., with whom I had a good deal of talk and himself.

(7) *He introduced me to his wife..., whom I had a good deal of talk with and himself.
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Many open questions remain concerning generalizability. Among them: (i) Does coordinate struc-
ture pied-piping always co-occur with prepositional pied-piping? (ii) Does it only occur in the
formation of (non-restrictive) relative clauses? (iii) Is the wh-expression always the first conjunct?
(iv) Is the wh-expression always whom? (v) In the history of English, how restricted is this phe-
nomenon in terms of time, place, and register?

Concerning (v), I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for conducting a preliminary search of
the Penn Parsed Corpora of Historical English (Kroch et al. 2025), revealing that the phenomenon
occurs as early as Middle English but becomes more frequent by the 16th century. The corpus data
furthermore suggest that while the answers to questions (i)–(iii) above may be “yes”, the answer
to (iv) is “no”: cases in which the wh-expression is which or whose are also found. An example
with which is supplied in (8).

(8) the pissing of blood, and such like, for which disease and all other you may finde assured
cures in a little booke I published, called Cheape and good. [markham-1615-e2-h]

Regarding theoretical implications: accounts of the putative ban on coordinate structure pied-
piping vary (see references above). Taken at face value, the data in (2)–(5) and (8) suggest that,
whatever the right account is, it needs to be relaxed. Just how relaxed it needs to be depends on
the answers to the questions in (i)–(v) above.

Sources for quoted literary material
(2): https://www.gutenberg.org/files/145/145-h/145-h.htm
(3): https://www.gutenberg.org/files/98/98-h/98-h.htm
(4): https://www.gutenberg.org/cache/epub/42972/pg42972-images.html
(5): https://ibiblio.org/eldritch/nh/pfenb01.html
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English plural -s vs. Spanish plural -s*

Richard S. Kayne · New York University
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Both English and Spanish have a pronounced plural morpheme that is in general -s. As is well-
known, English has irregular plurals such as people, children, men, women, oxen. Spanish is
strikingly different from English in this respect:

(1) Spanish has no irregular plurals ending in a segment different from -s.1

Put another way, Spanish has the following property:

(2) If there is a pronounced nominal plural morpheme in Spanish, that morpheme is invariably
-s

That is, Spanish has no plurals of the people, men, children... sort. Why should English and
Spanish differ in this way? In line with comparative syntax work, we will not look toward the
logically possible, yet insufficiently ambitious, answer of the ‘That’s just how it is’ sort. Instead,
we can and must ask what other differential properties of English and Spanish the above fact about
plurals might be related to.

What comes initially to mind is the fact that English plural -s is typically absent in deverbal
compounds such as:

(3) Mary is an avid magazine(*s)-reader.

as opposed to the non-compound:

(4) Mary is an avid reader of magazine*(s).

Such compounds have no word-for-word counterparts in Spanish (whose compounds of the V-N
type have no missing plural -s). If we take this English/Spanish contrast concerning compounds
to be closely related to the earlier one concerning plurals, we are led to the conclusion that an
English irregular plural like children must be part of a compound. More specifically, we are led
to the possibility that children (and the same for other such English plurals) must be analyzed as a
compound as follows (capitals indicate silence):

(5) children-BEINGS

with the silence of BEINGS licensed by a plural selectional feature on children, in a way akin to
how a feature of English few licenses silent NUMBER (as in Kayne 2005), and with the licenser
(children) asymmetrically c-commanding the licensee. In this way, we reduce the absence of -s in
children to the absence of -s in (3).

*I am grateful to Carolina Fraga for helpful discussion and for detailed comments on an earlier draft.
1Or -es. I’m also setting aside here the voicing assimilation found in English.
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At the same time, we account for the fact that Spanish lacks plurals comparable to children
in terms of the fact that Spanish lacks compounds of the (3) sort, the assumption being that a
compound of the sort seen in (5) is the only way in which English and Spanish could possibly
reach an irregular plural like children. This leads in turn to the following conjecture:

(6) Irregular plurals of the children sort involve a silent nominal, in all languages.

Other languages will of course need to be examined in future work, keeping in mind that (6) leads
to thinking that English -en is not a plural suffix in the same sense as -s (for detailed discussion,
see Collins and Kayne 2023, sect. 4.4).

The key idea, namely that plurals like children are compounds part of which is silent, has been
presented using (3) as a relevant type of compound. Yet there is another type of compound in
English that may in fact be closer to children, and that shows the key property of the obligatory
absence of plural -s:2

(7) What made you invite all those linguist persons?

(8) *What made you invite all those linguists persons?

with the absence of -s in (7) arguably of the same ilk as its absence in (3). Of importance is the
fact that the closest Spanish counterpart of (7), as given in (9), acts differently from English with
respect to -s:

(9) ¿Qué
what

te
you

hizo
made

invitar
invite

a
to

esas
those

personas
persons

lingüistas?
linguists’

insofar as dropping the -s on lingüistas in (9) is not at all possible.
Thus, thinking of children as lacking -s in exactly the same way that linguist lacks -s in the

compound in (7) allows reducing the absence of an irregular plural like children in Spanish to the
impossible absence of -s in Spanish in (9), with children now to be understood, parallel to (7), as:

(10) children PERSONS

A reviewer notes the existence in Spanish of compounds such as (11), whose plural is (12), in
which cama has no plural -s, much as in English (13).

(11) coche cama (‘car bed’ = ‘sleeping car’ = ‘bed-car’)

(12) coches cama

(13) Bed(*s)-cars are usually quite comfortable.

This point of similarity between English and Spanish leads us to conclude that the kind of com-
pound that children is traceable back to, as in (7) and (10), is quite distinct from that of (13), so
that the Spanish examples in (11) and (12), while of interest in their own right, are not directly
relevant to the absence in Spanish of irregular plurals such as children. The difference may be
that compounds of the (11) and (12) type contain a silent preposition (that is not present in (7) and
(10)):

(15) coche(s) P cama
2Both this English example and its Spanish counterpart seem best if taken to express a negative emotion like

sarcasm (in English, with strong stress on linguist).
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Indirect Objects as Islands for Wh-Subextraction
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Under the small-clause analysis of the Double Object Construction (DOC), the two objects in (1)
form a small clause, with the Indirect Object (IO) as its subject and the Direct Object (DO) as its
predicate (Beck and Johnson 2004; Harley 2002; Kayne 1984).

(1) John gave [IO Mary] [DO a book].

One piece of evidence for this analysis comes from the observation that, unlike the DO, the IO
prohibits wh-subextraction.

(2) a. * Who did John give [IO a friend of ] [DO a book]?
b. What did you give [IO John] [DO a book about ]?

This IO–DO asymmetry is expected under the small-clause analysis, since subjects of small clauses
generally block wh-subextraction, unlike typical objects.

(3) a. * Who did you consider [SC [a friend of ] satisfied]?
b. Who did you visit [a friend of ] yesterday?

Although the wh-subextraction pattern is compatible with the analysis that treats the IO as a small-
clause subject, it is also compatible with an alternative analysis: the IO is intrinsically an island
for wh-subextraction. To evaluate this alternative, a web-based acceptability rating experiment
was conducted (n = 64), testing whether wh-subextraction from IOs is possible in both DOC and
the Prepositional Dative Construction (PDC) in (4), where the IO is not typically analyzed as a
small-clause subject.

(4) John gave [DO a book] to [IO a friend of mine].

In a 2×3 within-subjects factorial design, Construction Type (DOC vs. PDC) and wh-Subextraction
Site (NoExtraction vs. IO vs. DO) were manipulated as independent factors. A total of 24 stimulus
sentences were constructed, with representative examples provided in Table 1.
Rating scores were z-transformed to standardize responses (Schütze et al., 2014). The data were
analyzed using a linear mixed-effects model (Baayen et al., 2008), with Construction Type and
Wh-Subextraction Site as fixed effects, and participant and item as random intercepts. The model
revealed significant main effects of Construction Type (β = 0.40, SE = 0.12, χ2(1) = 4.3, p <
.05) and Wh-Subextraction Site (χ2(2) = 257.5, p < .001), as well as a significant interaction
between the two factors (β =−0.89, SE = 0.17, χ2(4) = 296.4, p < .001). Pairwise comparisons
showed that, in both DOC and PDC, sentences involving wh-subextraction from the IO were rated
significantly lower than those involving wh-subextraction from the DO (p < .05; see Figure 1).
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Condition Example
DOC/NoExt Did you give [IO a friend of John] [DO a book about history]?
DOC/IO Who did you give [IO a friend of ] [DO a book about history]?
DOC/DO What did you give [IO a friend of John] [DO a book about ]?
PDC/NoExt Did you give [DO a book about history] to [IO a friend of John]?
PDC/IO Who did you give [DO a book about history] to [IO a friend of ]?
PDC/DO What did you give [DO a book about ] to [IO a friend of John]?

Table 1: A sample set of stimuli

Figure 1: Mean acceptability scores (z-score).

These results indicate that the unacceptability of wh-subextraction from the IO in (2a) arises not
because the IO in DOC is a small-clause subject, but because IOs are intrinsically islands for wh-
extraction. Consequently, these results weaken this specific argument for analyzing IOs as small-
clause subjects, although they do not challenge the small-clause analysis of DOC itself, which can
be supported by other independent evidence.

We suggest that the islandhood of IOs follows from independent properties of IOs. One pos-
sibility is that wh-subextraction is permitted from NPs bearing structural case but blocked from
those bearing inherent oblique case (Gallego and Uriagereka, 2007; Lohndal, 2011) and IOs in
both DOC and PDC bear inherent oblique case (Kayne, 1984; Den Dikken, 1995). Another possi-
bility is that wh-subextraction is constrained by semantic properties of the DP, such as animacy or
the argument structure of the head noun (Davies and Dubinsky, 2003).
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Adverbial modification and anti-rogativity
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Why is (1) ungrammatical?

(1) *Ayesha believes who won the match. (cf. Zuber 1982)

One influential approach (Mayr 2019, sec. 4.3.2; Theiler et al. 2019, sec. 3.1.5; Roberts 2019,
674) explains its ungrammaticality with two assumptions:

(i) Believe has an excluded middle presupposition, which also explains why believe is neg-
raising, to the effect that believe’s external argument is opinionated about the question its
embedded clause denotes;

(ii) If an utterance contains a clausal constituent with (a logical skeleton with) presupposed
content p and at-issue content a, it’s ungrammatical if p ⊆ a (the presupposition entails the
at-issue content) or p∩a = /0 (the presupposition is inconsistent with the at-issue content).

These assumptions are then used as follows. By (i), (1)’s presupposed content is that Ayesha is
opinionated about the question of who won the match. But, that’s also (1)’s at-issue content. So,
its presupposed content is a subset of its at-issue content. So, by (ii), (1) is ungrammatical.

Manner adverbs raise a challenge for this approach. Take:

(2) *Bastian mistakenly believes who won the match.

where mistakenly gets a manner reading (rather than a clausal one) and entails that Bastian believes
in a mistaken way (not that it’s a mistake for Bastian to believe). (Kubota 2015 1024-5 discusses
manner and clausal readings.) (2) is ungrammatical, just like (1). Yet (2)’s presupposed content
isn’t a subset of its at-issue content, nor is their intersection empty. (2)’s presupposed content is
that Bastian is opinionated; its at-issue content is that he’s opinionated in a mistaken way.

Now, if Bastian believes who won the match were a clausal constituent of (2), we could explain
(2)’s ungrammaticality. But on mistakenly’s manner reading, mistakenly modifies the VP believe
who won the match before we get a clause. So, (2)’s only clausal constituent, besides (2) itself,
is who won the match. But that constituent’s presupposed content (that someone won the match)
isn’t a subset of its at-issue content (a set of propositions); and even if the intersection of these
contents is empty, that can’t explain (2)’s ungrammaticality because it would make any utterance
containing who won the match ungrammatical.

One reply to my challenge says (2) is ungrammatical because the VP believe who won the
match is (cf. Champollion 2015), or is extendable into, a clausal constituent whose presupposed
content is a subset of its at-issue content. However, this predicts the utterances in (3) to be un-
grammatical, although the first is generally felicitous and the second only odd if contextually un-
supported (Roberts 2019, 676).
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(3) A: I can’t believe who won the election.
B: [I]F can believe who won the election.

Another reply says (2) is ungrammatical because mistakenly’s manner reading modifies believe’s
presupposition so that mistakenly believe presupposes that its external argument is mistakenly opin-
ionated about the question its embedded clause denotes. Given this, (2)’s presupposed content is
a subset of its at-issue content. However, since believe’s excluded middle presupposition explains
why it’s neg-raising, this reply requires making mistakenly believe neg-raising too. Yet (4) doesn’t
trigger an inference that Bastian mistakenly believes that Ayesha didn’t win the match (Heycock
2005, 371).

(4) Bastian doesn’t mistakenly believe that Ayesha won the match.

Clearly, the replies just discussed aren’t exhaustive. Still, their problems illustrate why (2)’s un-
grammaticality is a significant datum for understanding believe’s anti-rogativity.
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