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In Polish, as in ather languages, predicaive Adjedive Phrases (APs) usually
agreein case with the NP/DP (henceforth: NP) they are predicaed of, asin (1)—

(3).!

Q) Janek jest mity.
JohnNOM is niceNoM
‘Johnisnice’
2 Pamigtam go mitego.
remember:1sG him:Acc niceAcc
‘I remember him asnice’
3 Kilka drzew byto wyrwane z ziemi.
severd: ACC trees:GEN was:3SG.NT torn:Acc from eath
‘A few trees were uprooted.’

In (1), the primary predicaive AP agrees with the nominative NP Janek, in (2),
the secondary predicative AP agrees with the accusative NP go, and in (3), the
primary predicative AP agrees with the accusative Quantifier Phrase (QP) kilka
drzew.

What is unexpeded and pwzing for most theories of case and
predicaion, though, is the posshility of the predicaive AP agreang with the
genitive NP within the acasative QP, asin (4), to be compared with (3).

4 Kilka drzew byto wyrwanych z ziemi.
several: ACC trees:GEN was:3SG.NT torn:GEN from earth

To the best of my knowledge, this optiondity of predicative cae
agreement with QPs has nat been analyzed or even dscussed in the generative /
formal linguistic literature so far. Cases such as (4) constitute a dallenge for
many contemporary syntactic theories, which assume strict locdity of
medanisms resporsible for case marking, cf., eg., the locality of fedure
chedking in Minimalism (Chomsky 199%) and the locdity of subcategorizationin
Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG; Pollard and Sag 199%).

The @m of this paper isto provide asolutionto this puzzle. First, sedion 1
presents ome backgroundassumptions and mentions previous analyses of similar
(but crucialy different) data in Rusgan. Then, section 2 develops an analysis of
data such as (3)—(4), cast in relatively pre-theoreticd terms, and section 3
formali zes aspeds of this analysis in HPSG. Finaly, sedion 4 discuses ome
apparent alternatives to the analysis of sedions 2—3, showing that neither of them
can be sustained.



1 Some background

| assumed above that the QPs in (3)«4) are i) subjeds of predicaive mpuar
constructions, ii) that they are indeed headed by the quantifier, and iii) that the
quantifier (and, hence, the whae QP) beas the accusative case. Assumption i) is
easy to justify: such QPs, athough apparently not marked as nominative, are
subjeds acording to a number of criteria, including their ability to bind subjed-
oriented anaphors and to control participia clauses (Dziwirek 1994,
Przepiorkowski 1999.

The main argument for assumption ii) is distributional: sentences such as
(3)«4) are grammaticd (although they are dlipticd) when the quantifier occurs
in the dsence of the genitive NP, bu not when the genitive NP occurs in the
absence of the quantifier.? Although assumption ii) is widely accepted in Polish
linguistics (e.g., Saloni 1976, Saloni and Swidzinski 1985, Kopcinska 1997,
Przepiorkowski 1999, ou puzzle does not crucialy hinge on it: if Polish QPs
were headed by nours (and, hence, genitive), predicative APs in the acusative, as
in (3), would haveto be explained.

Finally, assumptioniii), controversial because of the passble nominative /
acasative syncretism of such quantifiers, has repeatedly been made in the
literature since Matecki 1863 (cf., e.g., Szober 1928, Schenker 1971 and Franks
1994, 199% and it is exhaustively argued for in Przepiorkowski 1996, 1999,
mainly on the basis of agreement of such quantifiers with accusative, bu not
nominative APs (both attributive and predicaive), and on the basis of non
agreement between such subjed QPs and the verb (as in some other languages,
e.g., lcdandic, Polish verbs always agree with naninative subjeds, but not with
other subjeds).

Although such predicative cae agreament optionality has apparently not
been dscussd in the literature so far, similar optiondity involving attributive
adjedives in Rusdan, illustrated here with the analogous Polish (5), was
considered by Babby (1987, 1988and Franks (1994, 1995.

) Czekato mnie mordercze / morderczych pigé¢ dni.
awaited:3sG.NT me hedic:Acc/ hectic:GEN five:ACC days.GEN
‘Five hectic days awaited me.’

The basic idea of both accourts is that the quantifier assgns the genitive
within a cetain damain, crucially smaller than the whoe QP, and the aljedive
(or *prequantifier’) may move out of this domain to a higher pasition within the
QP before the genitive is asdgned (Franks), or it may optionaly be realized
outside thisdomain in the first place(Babby).

This approadh, althouwgh perhaps satisfadory for (5), canna be extended to
predicative case agreement in (3)—«4): acording to such a putative extension, the
genitive AP in (4) would have to ariginate within the subdanain of the QP within
which the genitive is assgned, move out of it after it recaves case, and



subsequently be lowered to the complement of the copua pasition, an operation
forbidden within the host frameworks of Babby’ s and Franks's anal yses.

The following two sedions present an analysis of case agreement,
acounting both for (3)«4) andfor (5).

2 Case agreement and the specifier-head co-indexation

The data cnsidered abowve call for a lesslocd approach to case agreement, an
approach which alows the predicaive phrase to ‘look inside’ the phrase it is
predicaed of. However, this ‘loosening’ of locdity must be only slight; it must
allow to acourt for cases auch as (3)—(4), bu it shoud na overgenerate.

On the asumption that the genitive NP in (3)—(4) andin (5) is a specifier
of the quantifier, rather than its complement, the main idea of the gproach
propased hereisthis: a predicdive phrase XP agrees with aphrase YP if and orly
if either i) morphaosyntadic fedures of XP agree with morphaosyntadic feaures of
YP, or ii) morphosyntactic features of XP agree with morphaosyntadic fegures of
aspedfier of YP, but only if this gecifier beas the same index (in the sense to be
spedfied below) asthe head of YP.

In terms of Minimalism, this ideamight be implemented by requiring that
the feaure dhedking configuration ke [spedfier, heal], as normally assumed, bu
also exceptionaly alowing ancther feature dedking configuration, [higher
spedfier, lower specifier] (of the same head), provided the lower spedfier and the
head are w-indexed (again, in the sense to be spedfied below). A more explicit
HPSG implementation d thisideawill be provided in sedion 3. In the rest of this
sedion, | will substantiate and justify this approach.

2.1 QP =Q + NP specifier
We have aloped the common assumption that quantifiers are heads of Polish
QPs, bu how shoud their NP dependents be analyzed? Are they complements or
spedfiers?®

It is not clear to me what strong evidence could be given for either
paosition, bu there is ome relatively wegk evidence that such NPs are specifiers:
they pattern with ather specifiers in Polish in exhibiting a mixed pettern of
agreament / non-agreement with the head, instead of the wnsistent non-agreement
pattern o true aguments. More spedficdly, such quantified NPs are genitive
when the quantifier bears the accusative cae, and agreein case with the quantifier
in ather cases, e.g., in dative andin instrumental:

(6) Pomagatem pigciu kobietom / *kobiet.
helped:1sG five:DAT women:DAT / *women:GEN
‘I’ve helped five women.’

(7 Kierowalem pigcioma fabrykami / *fabryk.
managed: 1sG five:INs factories)INS/ *fadories.GEN
‘I'verunfivefadories’



A mixed agreement / nonagreement pattern is aso exhibited by
possessve spedfiers, which agreein case with the possessor heal in case they are
redized as pronaminals, and occur in the genitive otherwise, cf. (8)—9), and by
subjeds of finite verbs, which agree (in person, number, and sometimes in
gender) with the verb when they bear the nominative case, as most subjed NPs
and some subjed QPs (those headed by so-called paucd numerals) do, bu not
when they bear the accusative cae (or no case & dl, as in case of sententia
subjeds), cf. (10—(11).

(8) ksigzka Tomka / z ksiazka Tomka
bookNoOM Tom:GEN / with bookINS Tom:GEN
‘Tom'’s book/ with Tom’s book

9 moja ksiazka / z moja ksiazka
my:NoM bookNom / with my:INS bookINs

(10) Trzg faceci przyszli.
threeNOM guys:NOM came:3PL.MASC
‘Threeguys have mme.’

(1) Pigciu facetow przyszto.
five:ACC guyS.GEN came:3sG.NT
‘Five guys have mme.’

Remognizing the inconclusiveness of this evidence, | will nevertheless
asaume below that NPs combining with quantifiersin Polish are their specifiers.*

2.2 Q and its NP specifier ar e co-indexed
For the purpaoses of this paper, | understand index roughly in the sense of HPSG,
i.e., as a bunde of feaures gender, number and person, playing some role in
semantic interpretation. For example, in HPSG binding is assumed to consist in
the binder and the bindee sharing the same index (cf. Pollard and Sag 1994,ch.6).
Sinceindex is relevant to interpretation, two referential NPs referring to dfferent
entities bea different index values (even though they might have the same
gender, number and person values). Thus, index as construed here crresponds to
the conflation of index and ¢-features of the Government and Binding theory.
What is geda abou Polish QPs is that the head quantifier and the
spedfier NP seem to be a-indexed. How do we know that? The values of
fedures gender and number are dea in case of true NPs, bu not in case of
guantifiers: although many quantifiers have different forms depending on whether
they combine with masculine or feminine NPs (cf. (12)—(13) below), it isnot clear
whether this dioud court as evidence for the quantifiers themselves being
masculine or feminine, and it is even lessclear whether they are plural or singuar
(or perhaps number-lesg. However, since quantifiers head QP subjects (and,
hence, share index values with them), and kinding involves co-indexation, values
of gender and number of a quantifier could be read dff an anapha boundby the



QP healed by that quantifier. Although Polish anaphas do nd morphdogicdly
redi ze these feaures, their emphatic modifiers do:

(12)  Pigciu facetow zobaczylo siebie samych w lustrze.
five:ACC guys:.GEN.PL.MASC saw SELF EMPH:PL.MASC in mirror
‘Five guys saw themselvesin amirror.’

(13) Pigc kobiet zobaczylo siebie same w lustrze.
five:AcCc women:GEN.PL.FEM saw SELF EMPH:PL.FEM in mirror
‘Five women saw themselvesin amirror.’

Now, sincethe enphatic modifier samych in (12) is plural masculine, sois
the anapha siebie and, hence, the QP pieciu facetow must have plural number
and masculine gender (by co-indexing between the binder and the anapha). This
in turn means that the quantifier pieciu has a plural masculine index (by sharing of
index aong the projection path). So, the index (more carefully, gender and
number values within that index) of the quantifier is the same & the index of the
NP, which is visibly plural masculine. Via similar reasoning, bah the quantifier
andthe NP in (13) have the same index values, namely plural feminine.

Sincethe index of the quantifier and that of its NP spedfier systematicdly
co-vary, | assume that the quantifier and the NP adually agreein index, i.e., in
HPSG terms, that they share their index values.

2.3 Co-indexing extendsthe domain of agreement

The maor clam of this paper is that it is exadly this co-indexing between the
quantifier and its NP spedfier that extends the domain of agreement and is thus
resporsible for the optionality witnessed in (3)—(4) and in (5) above, whatever
ultimately the exad medanism relating this co-indexing to the agreament domain
extensionturnsout to be.

Evidence for this clam is provided by constructions which dffer
minimally from QPs in na invalving co-indexing between the head and its
spedfier: if the hypothesis abowe is corred, such constructions shoud na allow
for the optionality of predicative (or attributive) case agreement.

One such similar construction is that invaving a head nounand a genitive
possessve spedfier: sincethe head nounand the possessor are not co-referential,
they bea different index values. As (14) below shows, predicaive AP may agree
only with the nominative head, and nd with the genitive possessr, just as
predicted by the wnsiderations above.

(14 Ksiazka Tomka jest cickawa / *ciekawego.
bookNOM TOmM:GEN isinteresting:NOM / *interesting:GEN
‘Tom’sbookisinteresting.’

A rather idiosyncratic construction which dffers from QPs even more
minimally is the construction d the form cos ‘something’ + genitive AP, e.g., cos



mitego ‘something:NOM niceGEN’. Just as in case of QPs ill ustrated above, this
construction exhibits a mixed agreement / non-agreanent pattern, with the AP
occurring in the genitive cae only when the head cos bears the nominative /
acasative cae;® in other cases the AP agrees with cos:

(15 Widziatem co$ ciekawego / *cickawe.
saw:1sG something:ACcC interesting:GEN / *interesting:AccC
‘| saw something interesting.’
(16) Przygladatem sig¢ czemus ciekawemu / *ciekawego.
observe:1sG REFL something:DAT interesting:DAT / *interesting:GEN
‘I looked at something interesting.’

QPs and cos + genitive AP are gparently the only constructions in Polish
that exhibit this ‘agreement in oldique cases / nonagreament in dred cases
behavior. Nevertheless adopting the common assumption that APs do nd bea
indices, these two constructions differ in that only the former involves co-
indexation, i.e., orly the former shoud allow optionality of case agreement. This
predictionis confirmed:

(17)  Cos cickawego bedzie mile widziane /
something:NOM?/ACC? interesting:GEN be:FUT nicely seen:NOM?/AcC?/
*widzianego.
*Sea:GEN
‘ Something interesting will be well receved.

Because of the otherwise dose paraldism between QPs and cos +
genitive AP constructions in Polish, | view this difference in terms of both co-
indexation and case agreament as relatively strong evidence for the central claim
of this paper, stated at the outset of this ubsedion.

3 Formalization in HPSG

In this sction | provide an analysis of predicative case agreement based on the
considerations of the previous fdion and implemented in Head-driven Phrase
Structure Grammar (Pollard and Sag 199), a mprehensive and formal
constraint-based linguistic theory.® In particular, | will rely here on the underlying
logic for HPSG presented in Richter et al. 1999and Richter 2000.

HPSG alows for a particularly simple implementation d this analysis,
which consists in two parts: the first part states that both predicaive and
attributive modificaion involves case agreement (assuming that the modifier and
its argument are both case-bearing elements), while the second part defines case
agreament in such a way that the a-indexation ketween a heal and its gedfier
extends the domain of case agreement to the spedfier, as discussed abowve.

Figure 1 describes the principle resporsible for attributive case agreement,
whil e Figure 2 describes predicative cae agreement.’



head
CASE — case-agreement ([, [2])

MOD|LOC [ CAT|HEAD|CASE @]

Figure 1: Attributive case agreement

category
CASE

HEAD -
PRD + — case-agreement ([, [2])

SUBJ <[ LOC [ CAT|HEAD|CASE @H)

Figure 2: Predicative case agr eement

Both principles are encoded as implicaional constraints: al objeds
satisfying (being described by) the left hand side of a cnstraint must satisfy its
right hand side. Thus, in case of atributive cae agreament, a head olject
correspondng to a modifier (see the moD feature), such that bath this head oljed
and the modified phrase’s head have caske features, must satisfy the right hand
side of the implicdion, i.e., its CASE value (indicated here by the boxed 1) and the
modified phrase’'s LocAL value (cf. the boxed 2) must stand in the cae-agreement
relation.

Similarly, the constraint in Figure 2 says that, for any category objed
correspondng to a caed predicate (cf. PRD +), such that its subjed has a CASE
feaure, the case value of this predicate and the LocAL value of its subjed (i.e.,
the phrase being predicated of) must again standin the cae-agreanent relation.

This much has to be said in any HPSG treament of case agreament, and
the most straightforward way to proceed further would be to define cae-
agreament as identity of respedive cCAse values of the modifier and the phrase
being modified (predicated of). However, as discussed in the previous sction, we
have to loosen thisrelation alittl e, and thisisdorein Figure 3.

@ = [CAT|HEAD|CASE ] Y
CASE
)

case-agreement ([case, Bllocal) <+ CAT|ARG-ST (

= INDEX

CONT|INDEX

Figure 3: Definition of case agreement

Now, the description in Figure 3 does not correspondto an implicational
constraint, bu rather defines what it means for two oljects to stand in a crtain
relation, ramely, in the cae-agreement relation. What it says is that a case object
(i.e., avalue of the caske fedure) and alocal object (avaue of the LOCAL fedaure)



stand in this relation if either the value of the CASE feaure of the local olject is
simply the case olject, or the value of the case feature of the first argument of the
local object is the case oljed and, additionally, the INDEX value of this first
argument is the same & the INDEX value of the local objed.

It shoud be dea that the first disunct corresponds to the standard
situation where case agreement of two oljeds smply means identification d their
own case values. It isthe second dgjunct that is resporsible for the ‘ extended case
agreement’, as in, e.g., (4) above, where case agreement is redized as the
agreament between ore object’s case value and the case value of the second
objed’s first argument (i.e., specifier in the sense of section 2; cf. nae 3). Note
that the second dsjunct forces the identity of INDEX values of the local olject
(correspondng to the modified phrase) and its first argument (spedfier). This
means that, in case the phrase's gedfier does not bea an index, or has a different
index than this phrase, the second dgjunct will necessarily be false, so that case
agreament is defined by the first digunct, which corresponds to the standard case
agreement. This adieves the dfed of the optionality of case agreement being
contingent uponco-indexation ketween the head and the spedfier.

4 Some (im)possible alternatives

Since it is not clear why exadly co-indexation d a head X of an XP and its
spedafier shoud make this gpeafier available for the purpose of agreament of
ancther phrase YP with XP, it is worthwhile to look for anather, perhaps more
elegant analysis of the optional case agreement data (3)—<4) and (5). This sdion
considers a number of such puative degant alternatives and shows that neither of
them can be sustained.

4.1 Genitive of predication

One putative dternative would be to say that the genitive on the predicaive AP in
(4) is not a result of agreement at all, bu rather a ‘non-agreang’ option;
acording to such an analysis, the predicate may either agreewith the phraseit is
predicaed of or occur in the genitive case.

This analysis would make the wrong prediction that also in ordinary cases
of predicative cae agreement, such as, e.g., (1) abowe, it shoud be possble to
replace the agreeng AP, mify, with the genitive mifego. A refinement of this
aternative, i.e., that such a ‘genitive of predication’ is restricted to quantifier
subjeds would na work either: in colloqua Polish, the paucd numerals dwa
‘two’ to cztery ‘four’, which have dl the syntadic properties of quantifiers (e.g.,
triggering the 3" person singular neuter ‘default’ agreement features on the verb)
but combine with an agreeing (i.e., accusative) NP spedfier, do nd occur with a
genitive predicae, contrary to what this alternative would predict:

(18) (Te) cztery tygodnie byto mordercze / *morderczych.
these:Acc four:AcC weeks:ACC Was: 3SG.NT hectic:Acc/ *hedic:GEN
‘These four weeks were hectic.’” (colloqua Polish)



4.2 QPs as QP/NP-ambiguous

Ancther alternative would pasit a structural ambiguity of quantifier phrases: they
could be headed either by the accusative quantifier, in which case they would
occur with accusative predicates, asin (3), or by the genitive noun,in which case
they would occur with genitive predicates, asin (4).

However, since dtributive adjedives modifying QPs iow the same cae
optionality as predicaive ajectives, this anaysis would make the following
prediction: when such a QP/NP is modified bah by an attributive aljedive and
by a predicative aljective, these aljedives $oud be ather both accusative (in
case the QP/NP is headed by the quantifier) or both genitive (in case it is headed
by the nouwn). This predictionisfalse; cf. (19)—20) below, from Kopcinska 1997.

(19) Leniwe siedem kotow byto $piacych.
lazy:ACC seven:ACC caS:GEN Was.3SG.NT sleqly:GEN
‘Seven lazy cas were sleepy.’

(20)  Leniwych siedem kotow byto $piace.
lazy:GEN seven:ACC cas.GEN was.3SG.NT sleepy:AcC

4.3 QPs as bi-headed

Y et ancther, rather far-fetched alternative would be that Polish QPs are bi-headed,
i.e., that they are simultaneously headed by the quantifier and by the noun. The
QP would then be, in some sense, accusative and genitive & the same time, and
agreang APs could pick any of these values for the purpose of case agreement.
Thiswould aceourt not only for our initial data (3)«4) and (5), but also for (19)—
(20), problematic for the previous alternative.®

One problem with this analysisis technicd: it is not clea how the ideaof
bi-headednesscould be formalized in such a way that both heals contribute their
case values; to the best of my knowledge, al previous analyses of bi-headed
constructions assume that different heads of a cnstruction contribute different
sets of feaures or, when two heads do attempt to contribute values of the same
fedure, orly one of them wins and the other oneis suppressed.

Ancther problem is empirica: if such bi-headed QPs are accusative and
genitive & the same time, they shoud probably be @le to occur not only in
acasative environments, bu also in genitive environments. This prediction is,
however, false; as (21) below shows, a different form of the quantifier must be
used when a genitive phraseis required.

(21) Balem sig tych pigciu / *pig¢ dni.
feaed:1sG REFL these:GEN five:GEN / *five:ACC days.GEN
‘| was afraid of these five days.’



5 Conclusion

In this paper, | have looked at case agreement between predicative phrases and a
class of Quantifier Phrases in Polish, perplexing for current syntadic theories
becaise of its optiondity: a predicaive phrase may agree ather with the
quantifier or with its NP dependent. | have tried to identify the condtion onwhich
such ogiondlity is alowed and | have agued that this condtion is co-indexation
between the quantifier and the NP: | have shown that, in Polish, QPs involve such
co-indexation, and that similar constructions which do nd invdve such co-
indexation do no allow for optionality of case agreement. | have formalized this
anaysisin HPSG and argued against threeapparent alternatives to this analysis.

The last question | would like to briefly address here is, why are such
constructions invalving optionality of predicative cae agreement so rare? One
reason may be that constructions in which the heal and its gecifier 1) are @-
indexed and 2 bea different cases are very rare, and ony in case bath condtions
hold can the optionality of case agreement be observed.

Another posgble reason is more theoreticd. The HPSG anaysis adduced
in sedion 3 implicitly relies on the presence of information abou a heal’'s
dependents on this head's phrasal projedions — this is becaise what is modified
(or predicated o) is a phrase, na a word, and yet the principle in Figure 3
requires that (the local objed being part of) this modified element have the ARG-
st fedure. This implicit assumption is very controversiad within HPSG
theorizing: athough a number of works assume the presence of ARG-ST on
phrases, ather works voicetheir reservation abou this assumption onthe basis of
locdity concerns.

| argue dsewhere (Przepiorkowski 2000 that this soud na be
considered asan ‘al or nathing’ issue, but shoud rather be treaed as an empiricd
question: what kinds of phrases, if any, ‘inherit’ their lexicd daughters argument
structures? It seems that, crosslinguisticdly, only very restricted kinds of phrases
inherit the ARG-ST information from their heads. in French, they would include
what Abelllé and Godard (2000) cdl lite phrases (cf. Abeill & and Godard 2000,
n.9), while in Polish, they would be phrases headed by words which are
semanticdly vaauous, in the sense defined in Przepiorkowski 2000. (Crucially,
quantifiers are semantically vaaious in that sense.)

If these considerations are on the right track, then the exceptionality of
ARG-ST on plhrases provides one more reason for the exceptionality of optional
case agreement of the kind dscussed in this paper: if a phrase does not bear the
fedure ARG-ST, then the second dgjunct in the definition o case-agreement in
Figure 3 isfalse, so the only option left is the standard case agreement defined by
thefirst disunct.

In summary, the analysis provided in this paper not only accourts for the
optionality of predicative and attributive cae agreement in Polish, bu aso
explains why such ogiondlity is crosslinguisticdly extremely rare.



Notes

! Another posshility isfor the predicative AP or NP to occur in the instrumental, so-cdled

‘instrumental of predicaion’. SeePrzepidrkowski (to appea a) on case and predicaion in Polish
in general, and on the distribution of these two ways of case marking of a predicative AP or NP in
particular.

2 In fad, the issue of headedness in Polish QPs is much more cmplex. For example,
assuming Zwicky’'s 1993 fine-grained analysis of headedness in terms of three different but
usually coinciding rotions, namely, head, functor and base, quantifiers are dealy functors,
arguably heads, but they probably should be dasdfied as non-bases, whil e the NPs are bases, but
they are non-functors and they give corflicting results in terms of criteria for headedness (they
may be targets of case agreement with predicative APs, as we have seen above, but they also have
Phrase rank instead of Word rank). Thus, also acording to Zwicky’s classficaion, quantifiers
have more (and clearer) head-li ke properties than their NP dependents.

3 For the purposes of this discussion, | take subjeds and spedfiers to form a natural class
In terms of Minimalism (Chomsky 1995 or Antisymmetry (Kayne 1994, the former are a
subclass of the latter. In terms of HPSG, subjeds and spedfiers are the initial arguments on an
ARG-ST list (ignoring the putative posshility of a head combining both with a subjed and with a
spedfier).

Note that this notion of spedfier isinconsistent with Zwicky’s 1993understanding of this
term: for him, Polish quantifiers, being heads and functors but non-bases (cf. note 2), would be
prototypica cases of spedfiers.

4 Thisissue is acualy irrelevant for the HPSG analysis of sedion 3: whether a quantified
NP is a spedfier or not, it is the sole dependent of the quantifier and, thus, it is the initial element
of this quantifier's ARG-ST.

° Becaise of case syncretism, it is not clea whether cos may correspond to bah the
nominative and the acusative cae, or whether it beas only the acusative cae, as QPs £an to.

6 SeePrzepidrkowski (to appea b) for an accessble tutorial on HPSG.

! These principles are simplified for expository purposes. See Przepidrkowski 1999for full
versions and for discussion.

8 This alternative would be in line with Zwicky’'s 1993 remarks on multiple headedness
“Being H [i.e., head; A.P.] means that both congtituents are morphosyntadic loci with resped to
agreement with...external materia” (p.310).
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