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ITOJIYCBA3AHHBIE JEUKTHUKH B PYCCKOM A3BIKE

A.b. TuckuH
HayuoHatvHulil uccsiedosamestbcKull yHugepcumem «Bovlcuias wkos1a SKOHOMUKUY —
Cankm-ITemep6ype / HHcmumym JiuHegucmuueckux uccyiedogaruti PAH

AnHoTanus: CeasaHHBIMU JeiikTukamu (fake indexicals, FI) Ha3piBaoTCA
CBA3aHHBIE MECTOMMEHU:A, YbH Mop@doJiornieckre Npu3HaKu He BHOCAT ce-
MaHTHUYeCcKoro BkJIada B (okycHble ajnbTepHaTtuBbl. Hampumep, Tosbko A
3HAI0, YMO Yy MeHA 8 KapMaHe MOXeT OBITh MOHATO TakK, YTO APyrue He 3Ha-
10T, YTO y HUX (TPeThUX JIWII, a He NIePBOro) B KapMaHe. HekoTopblie aBTOPHI,
npeuiarawomnie obbsacHeHusa FI (A. Kpatiep, 3. BypmOpaHa), UCXOOAT U3
CyILeCTBOBaHMA [BYX KJIACCOB MECTOMMEHHUIL: CBA3aHHBIE OPOXKIAITCA KaK
MHHUMaJIbHble — 6e3 IPU3HAKOB U MOJIyYaloT UX JIMIIb MOpdOCHHTaKCHye-
cKkU (IIyTéM corjlacoBaHMA C aHTelleJeHTOM WJIM aHaJIOTUYHBIX IPOLECCOB),
HO He ceMaHTUYeCKH; HeCBA3aHHbIe IOPOXIAIOTCA C MprU3HaKaMu. MbI oka-
3BIBAEM, YTO B PYCCKOM fA3BIKE BO3MOXHBI MIpeJJIOKEHU ¢ JBYMsA YacTUIa-
Mu Hamnonobue Tosreko Kama o0Ha 3Haem, umo el 2080pums, B KOTOPHIX OJ-
HO U TO )Xe MeCTOMMeHNe UHTepIpeTHpyeTcs 6e3 KoBapbHpOBaHUA OTHOCU-
TeJIbHO aJIbTepHATHUB, aCCOIMHUPOBAHHBIX ¢ OyrpKaiel yacTulel, HO ¢ KO-
BapbHpOBaHNEM OTHOCUTEJIBHO aJIbTE€PHATUB, aCCOLUMPOBAHHBIX C YacCTU-
I[ell Bhbllle B CTPyKType. i1 CTOPOHHUKOB MHUHMMAaJIbHBIX MeCTOUMEHUI
3TO O3HayaeT MPOTHBOpeure (MIpHU3HAKU ecTh Ha OoJjiee paHHeEM 3Tane IO-
CTPOEHHUs CTPYKTYPBI, HO 3aTeM OHH Hcue3aioT). MBI paccMaTpuBaeM U Ba-
PUAHTHL aHaJIk3a TaKUX CTPYKTYp: Ha OCHOBe CBA3BIBaHHA (HOKYCOM U C TO-
MOIIBI0 MMUTHPYIOIIETO €ro HyJIeBOTO ollepaTopa, MO3BOJIAIIIEr0 He Io-
CTyJIMPOBATh MMPOCONYECKN He3aMeTHBIN POKyC.

KiioueBbie cJIOBa: @-TIpU3HAaKW, MUHHNMaJIbHbI€ MECTONMEHUA, pYCCKI/Iﬁ
A3BIK, CBA3bIBAHME, CBA3aHHbIE }leﬁKTI/IKI/I, CI)OKYCHI)Ie YaCTHUIbI
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Abstract: There are several rival theories of fake indexicals, i.e. bound
indexicals (prominently pronouns) whose @-features do not semantically
contribute to focus alternatives (e.g. Only Mary did her homework, John
didn’t do his). According to Minimal Pronoun theories (such as Kratzer’s or
Wurmbrand’s), bound pronouns are Merged without ¢-features and acquire
them under binding via agreement-like processes, while free (including
coreferential) pronouns have their features lexically. I show that in Russian,
examples with two alternative-introducing operators can be constructed
where the pronoun is interpreted strictly w.r.t. the lower operator but slop-
pily w.r.t. the higher one, thus leading to a contradiction on the Minimal
Pronouns analysis. I suggest a way to analyse such cases using Focus Bind-
ing assuming a (dubious) unpronounced focus on the pronoun, and a modi-
fication of that account where the role of focus is played by a null but seg-
mental operator.
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1. Introduction

Most prototypical uses of indexicals, such as 1%- and 2"-person pronouns,
words for ‘here’ and ‘now,” and grammatical features such as the present tense,
fit into the picture offered by Kaplan [1977/1989]: their reference is neither
completely fixed (such as for proper names) nor world-dependent (such as e.g.
for definite descriptions) nor dependent on a pointing gesture (such as for de-
monstratives) but rather determined by context, which is modelled as a tuple of
parameters, including the speaker, the hearer, the time and place of utterance
and perhaps a few more. Given that nothing in a sentence can manipulate the
actual circumstances of the speech situation, indexicals are predicted to have
invariable meaning once those circumstances are settled.

There are two major classes of exceptions from this picture. One is consti-
tuted by phenomena of indexical shift, also known as secondary deixis [Apres-
jan 1986] or narrarive projection [Paducheva 1996]. E.g. in (1), which can be
true if the father said something like I lived here, the first-person pronoun ’iin
refers not to the actual speaker but rather to the author of the reported speech
act, as if an “embedded context” were introduced by the matrix verb.

(1) Nez Perce (<Penutian)
Na-’toot-am  hi-i-cee-ne pro [ kine ’iin tewyenik-O-e].
my-father-ERG  3SUBJ-say-IMPERF-REM.PAST ~ 1SG here 1SG live-P-REM.PAST
‘My father told me he used to live here.’ [Deal, to appear]

Another exceptional class, whose hallmark is co-variate (bound) interpreta-
tion, consists of Fake Indexicals (FIs), that is, uses of indexicals licensed by
focus' where the indexical @-features (such as person, number, or gender) are
not interpreted in the focus alternatives — i.e. in the propositions resulting
from the substitution of the focused constituent with other elements of the
same type. For instance, on the relevant (co-varying) interpretation (2) presup-

! Examples of co-variate uses of indexicals not licensed by focus are known, e.g. We all
sometimes believe that we’re the only person in the world (Uli Sauerland’s example from [Schlenker
2004]), where the plural on we in the embedded clause is licensed by the antecedent in the
main clause but cannot be interpreted lest a contradiction with the only person should arise.
However, many theories of FIs are based on a semantics for focus and thus can hardly
accommodate such uses. Helpfully, Roberts [2020] argues that such examples can be analysed
given a particularly weak presuppositional semantics for pronominal features, so that e.g. we
only presupposes the existence of a group containing the speaker, not that this group contains
more than one individual, let alone that more than one individual are involved in each alter-
native. Then alleged FI uses not cooccurring with focus can be treated as fully semanticised.
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poses that Mary did her own homework (so that the [FEM] feature on her can be
interpretable w.r.t. the presupposition) and asserts the negation of all relevant
alternatives (not entailed by Mary did her homework), e.g. Jane did her own
homework, John did his own homework etc. In other words, the alternatives to
Mary need not be female, nor does (2) assert that no alternative to Mary was
both female and own-homework-doer; thus we know [FEM] is not interpreted in
the focus alternatives.?

(2) Only MARY, did her, homework.

Among the existing approaches to the problem of FIs, some attempt to ex-
plain how the @-features of the pronoun, while present and interpretable, do
not project to focus alternatives [Jacobson 2012; Sauerland 2013]. At least one
theory [Maier 2008] relies on a non-compositional mechanism (Higher-Order
Unification) for the reconstruction of the property negated of the alternatives
to Mary in (2), which does not require stipulating semantic emptiness for -
features. Another, [Bassi 2021], argues that pronouns are retrieved from the
lexicon without features (which precludes their interpretation in an architec-
ture where the input for interpretation is the syntactic tree) and acquire them
post-syntactically basing on the real-world properties of the referent or, in the
bound case, of the range of the corresponding variable.

In this paper, the main argument will be directed against yet another ap-
proach to FlIs, the so-called Minimal Pronoun theory [Kratzer 2009; Wurm-
brand 2017]. This is where the idea of pronouns (albeit bound ones only) being
born without features originates from; but, unlike Bassi, those authors consider
p-features of pronouns to be a merely syntactic phenomenon which arises due
to agreement with the antecedent or via a chain of agreement-like operations.

In brief, my argument will be as follows. According to Minimal Pronoun ap-
proaches, either a pronoun is free and its -features are interpreted, or it is
bound and its features are pure “agreement” (in an extended sense). However,
cases can be found where the same pronoun is non-covariate (strict) w.r.t. the
nearmost alternative-inducing operator but co-variate (bound) w.r.t. to a
higher such operator (this will be demonstrated using examples from Russian,
although analogous configurations are to be expected in other languages). In

2 Here and elsewhere, small caps stand for (focal) prosodic accenting. Boldface is used to
highlight parts of sentences pertinent to the theoretical point being made, regardless of their
prosody.
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such a structure, a Minimal Pronoun theorist would have to admit that -
features present on the pronoun at the point where the lower operator is
merged, disappear or get replaced when the higher operator is added. Such a
deletion operation is undefined in the Minimal Pronoun framework, thus the
framework is inadequate as it stands. Rather than abandon the idea of feature-
less pronouns, I suggest that all pronouns be conceived of as syntactically and
semantically featureless [Bassi 2021] and sketch two closely related analyses
for the Russian data. One involves an invisible focus feature on the pronoun
and the mechanism of Focus Binding [Kratzer 1991; Biiring 2016], whereby
two foci in the same sentence can co-vary and associate to the same particle.
Another imitates the effect of focus binding with a segmental (although null)
operator.

The rest of the paper has the following structure: Section 2 introduces the
main approaches to FlIs in fuller detail; Section 3 presents Russian counterex-
amples to the Minimal Pronoun approach; Section 4 discusses the theoretical
options able to account for the counterexamples; Section 5 concludes.

2. The minimal pronoun approach and its rivals

Recall from our discussion of (2) above that the main challenge for any account
of FlIs is to explain why the semantic effect of pronominal® features is not visi-
ble in the focus alternatives (whether it is visible in the non-alternative part of
the meaning is hard to tell because the antecedent, such as Mary in (2), already
puts the same semantic restriction in place). Perhaps the simplest option is to
maintain the semanticity of pronominal features by assuming that they intro-
duce presuppositions [Sudo 2012] such as the referent being female or singular
or the referent including the speaker, to the effect that FI uses of pronouns are
semantically treated on a par with ordinary uses. This path is taken by [Jacob-
son 2012; Sauerland 2013; McKillen 2016], which of course means they have
to explain why the presuppositions are not effective in the focus alternatives.
Sauerland’s solution is to point out that ¢-features are “purely presupposi-

3 Most accounts of FIs are directed principally at pronouns and agreement. However, some
mention the same features on noun phrases — whether lexical (Merkel ist die beliebteste
Kanzlerin aller Zeiten ‘Merkel is the most popular chancellor[FEm] of all times,” which can be
used to compare Merkel to male chancellors [Yatsushiro, Sauerland 2006; Adamson 2021]) or
grammatical (Alex is the only one here who made up the story she told, which is acceptable even if
the alternatives to Alex told each more than one story [Bassi 2021]).
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tional”, i.e. their semantic contribution is limited to being partial identity func-
tions whose output is defined iff the input matches the condition (e.g. is fe-
male, singular, etc.), and to allow such meanings to avoid percolating to alter-
natives.

Alternatively, the features may be deprived of any semantic contribution to
begin with, so that the issue of their non-interpretation specifically in focus
alternatives does not arise. There are at least two ways to achieve this. One,
adopted by [Bassi 2021], is to relegate the determination of the pronoun’s fea-
tural composition to the post-syntactic stage while maintaining that semantic
interpretation takes off immediately after the syntactic component has pro-
duced a structure. The features (and consequently the exponence) of the pro-
noun will be determined in the phonological component by what the pronoun
actually refers to. E.g. the only factor relevant for why the pronoun in (2) sur-
faces as her is that Mary is female (and not even that the word Mary is gram-
matically marked as feminine); focus alternatives simply do not matter. Were
the pronoun bound by a quantificational antecedent, such as no girl in (3), the
relevant parameter would be the range of the pronoun in its “local context”: if
(as restricted by the binder) it only ranges over females, her will be chosen, but
if there is at least one male (with a different antecedent, e.g. no student or even
no boy), the pronoun will be realised as their or his.

(3) [No girl], did her, homework.

Because of the pronoun not having any @-features in the lexicon or syntax,
Bassi’s model is in a sense a Minimal Pronoun approach, but it lacks the dis-
tinction between full-fledged and minimal pronouns characteristic of Kratzer’s
and Wurmbrand’s versions.

The other way is chosen by Minimal Pronoun accounts sensu stricto. Some
pronouns are believed to originate with their features in place; those will be
free, although sometimes coreferential with other nominals, e.g. under the
reading of (2) on which Mary did her own homework and no other relevant
individual did Mary’s homework. Other pronouns are inserted into the tree
without determinate features, which then have to be valued via some agree-
ment-like mechanism. On Wurmbrand’s [2017] analysis, the process is indeed
agreement with the antecedent: e.g. Mary in (2) values the gender feature on
the pronoun, which is then spelled out as her. On Kratzer’s [2009] earlier ac-
count, not informed by the same set of empirical considerations as Wurm-
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brand’s,* stricter locality is enforced: while the relation between T and the trace
of the subject in (2) is indeed that of agreement, the identity of features be-
tween that trace and the v head (which, unlike the pronoun, is born with fea-
tures) is checked under predication, and the remaining link (between v and the
pronoun) is established through the specialised mechanism of “feature trans-
mission under binding” [cf. Kratzer 2009: 230, (86)]:

4@ [ Tiy.mma L [Only Mary,, . ool Vig . a1 Lvp do- ming, . 1’s homework]]].

| | . |

It is this connexion of the pronoun to v as its immediate source of ¢-features

that will be interpreted as binding by semantics; therefore, minimal pronouns
can only be bound.

3. Russian semi-fake indexicals

3.1. How to build a counterexample

In common parlance, we distinguish between free and bound pronouns. How-
ever, more technical definitions [e.g. Biiring 2005] speak of a pronoun as
bound (having a binder) or free (not having a binder) within a given domain,
such as the smallest predicative configuration (subject-predicate configuration)
containing the pronoun or the smallest containing finite TP. E.g. in (5), her is
free in its “tense domain” (i.e. within the node marked as TP), which accounts
for the possibility of a pronominal rather than a reflexive being used, but bound
by Mary in the widest syntactically relevant domain, which is the whole sentence.

(5) Mary, said that [, Kate, praised her, .,].

In such terms, being bound simpliciter means being bound at least in some
domain, and being free means not being bound in any domain.

Similarly, there is hidden quantification in our common discourse about
strict and sloppy interpretations: we call a reading strict if it does not co-vary
with any operator (e.g. if (2) is understood to mean that others did not do
Mary’s homework) and sloppy if it co-varies with at least one operator (e.g. her

* Wurmbrand takes German data like ...weil <unser Sohn [cannot be bound by uns]> nur
uns <unser Sohn [can be bound by uns] > versorgt ‘...since our son is only taking care of us’ as
indicative of the role of c-command, rather than particular heads like v, in the establishment of
binding relations.
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on the FI reading of (2)).> However, the distinction between two kinds of pro-
nouns stipulated by Minimal Pronoun theorists — full-fledged (and therefore
free) vs. minimal (and therefore bound on every use) — is categorical, no pro-
noun can be both or neither.

It is this tension between the two distinctions that will allow us to construct
a counterexample to Minimal Pronoun theories. To do so, we will need to find
a case where a pronoun is in the scope of two operators capable of inducing co-
variation. Given that FIs are licensed by focus, the operators will have to quan-
tify over alternatives. Moreover, the pronoun will have to be fixed in reference,
i.e. strict, w.r.t. the closer operator, but co-variate, i.e. sloppy, w.r.t. the one
that is further away. Assuming bottom-up processing, this means that the pro-
noun will have to be born with features so that its reference could be stable
across the alternatives quantified over by the lower operator, but it must lose
those features to acquire them back from the binder above the lower operator

in order to be interpreted as bound and co-varying with the higher operator:
(6)  Oppigne: binder, [ Opyyy., binder, ... pronoun, ...]

Given that features can be acquired but not lost,® such a configuration is not
possible under Kratzer’s or Wurmbrand’s assumptions; if such data exists, those

assumptions must be revised.

3.2. Building a counterexample

My evidence along the aforementioned lines comes from Russian. Consider (7)
in the scenario in (8).

(7) Tolko Katja ODNA”  zndjet, cto jej govorit’.
only Katya:Nom alone  know:PRS:3sG  what:ACC ~ she:DAT say:INF
‘Only Katya alone knows what she has to say.”

> I am grateful to Mikhail Knyazev for help with this formulation of my idea.

¢ Unlike on Kratzer’s or Wurmbrand’s account, features can be deleted under binding (and
consequently remain uninterpreted) under the approach in [von Stechow 2003] and presup-
positions of features can be deleted under binding according to [Charnavel, Sportiche 2023].
Evaluaion of those proposals goes beyond the scope of the present paper.

7 According to Nikolaeva [2013: 257], although qualified by Pekelis [2021], accenting is a gene-
ral property of the postposed lexeme odin in question (as opposed to the numeral odin ‘one’ etc.).

8 As explained below, the two particles, tol’ko and odin, make mutually independent
semantic contributions to (7), which is crucial for the argument in this section. In many other
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(8) The class has been rehearsing the same play for months, so that almost
each character’s lines are by now known by someone else apart from the
kid playing that character. Except for the lead, Katya, whose lines are too

long to be memorised by anyone but herself.

Some speakers judge (7) true in (8). For it to be true, the following has to
obtain:

(a) Katya is the only one who knows what Katya has to say:
i. Katya knows Katya’s lines;
ii. no one else knows Katya’s lines;

(b) every peer of Katya’s, say Sasha (who can be male or female), is not
the only one who knows what Sasha has to say:
i. Sasha knows Sasha’s lines;
ii. some peer of Sasha’s, say Valya (who also can be male or female),

knows Sasha’s lines.

Given this, the pronoun jej ‘her’ is strict w.r.t. odna ‘the only one’ but sloppy
w.r.t. tol’ko ‘only.” Such cases are usually not discussed in studies of FIs,’ and I
am not aware of any existing term for them.'’ Therefore I suggest to call them
semi-fake indexicals (SFIs), doing justice to their co-varying with only some of

the operators they can theoretically depend on.

cases, Russian allows for pleonastic uses of focus particles [Nikolaeva 2013: 258ff.], e.g. in
Odin tol’ko Gagarin dolZen byl poletet’, no Titov takZe naxodilsja v avtobuse ‘Only Gagarin was
supposed to fly [into space] but Titov was also in the bus’ (Lev Danilkin, 2011; from the
Russian National Corpus). As far as I can tell, this phenomenon does not lead to interpretations
in question here and is syntactically different from particle doubling in German, as in Warum
nur bin ich nur so langsam? ‘Why the hell am I so slow’ [Bayer 2020: 57], where the two copies
are usually not adjacent. It also differs from the split expression of focus in South Asian
languages, where one particle adjoins to the focused constituent and another occupies a high
position in the clause [Yip 2023, 2024].

° That said, Adamson [2021] discusses a German example with two alternative-introducing
operators — eingzig ‘only,,’ and erste ‘first’ — to show that the [FEM] feature of the noun cannot
scope between them (#‘Among the first presidents, she is the only one who both is female and
resigned’): Sie ist die einzige erste Prdsidentin, die zuriickgetreten hat ‘Sie is the only first
president[FEM] who has resigned.’

19 The extraordinary syntactic and semantic complexity of SFIs makes deliberately finding
them in actual texts, let alone a successful corpus study, improbable. However, combinations of
two alternative-introducing operators (even apart from the cases discussed in fn. 8) without a
pronoun of interest do occasionally occur, e.g. ...Eto Ty dumajes’, ¢to ty odin umnyj, a drugije
duraki ‘It’s you who think that you’re the only clever one here and the rest are fools’ (Google).



2025, TOM 8, BBIII. 1 TUITOJIOTHA MOP®OCHUHTAKCUYECKNX ITAPAMETPOB 121

The pattern of SFIs is not unique to the syntactic configuration in (7), where
both particles associate with elements of the same chain of movement (the sub-
ject Katja and its VP-internal trace). In the scenario in (10), the sentence (9)

also has a true interpretation for some speakers.

(9) Tol’ko Katja dumajet, ¢to (ona) ODNA znajet,
only Katya:Nom think:PRs:3sG  that she:Nom alone  know:PRS:3sG
cto jej govorit’.

what:Acc  she:DAT say:INF

‘Only Katya thinks that she alone knows what she has to say.’

(10) Katya thinks highly of herself and considers her lines too difficult for any-
one else. Everyone else modestly thinks that their lines are not too diffi-

cult and someone else must have memorised them.

According to Shushurin [2017], the omission of the subject (or, in Shushu-
rin’s terms, using a null subject) in the subordinate clause may have an effect
on interpretation, which I leave for further research. When present, the subject
in (9) is intended to be interpreted as bound by Katja. Here as well, the pro-
noun jej is strict w.r.t. odna but sloppy w.r.t. tol’ko, which makes it an SFI.

As slight variants of both (7) and (9), the SFI pronominal can be replaced

with the reflexive:!!

(11) Tol’ko Katja ODNA  pomnit svoju rol’.
only Katya:Nom alone  remember:PRS:3SG REFL:POSS:ACC:SG  part:ACC:SG

‘Only Katya alone remembers her role.” (to be evaluated in (8))

! The reflexive being strict w.r.t. odna means that the reflexive is coreferential with, rather
than bound by, its antecedent. Although they are often absent from textbook presentations of
binding theory, they have long been known [e.g. Dahl 1973; Reinhart 1983] in the context of
strict/sloppy readings, e.g. John voted for himself and so did Fred (Dahl’s example), where Fred
can be understood as having voted for John (strict) or for Fred (sloppy). On the assumption
that ellipsis requires (a sufficient degree of) structural identity between the licensor and the
elided constituent, the former reading requires himself to be merely coreferential with John in
the licensing clause so that the ellipsis site could contain him (or Fred with “vehicle change,”
[Fiengo, May 1994]) coreferential with the subject Fred. The distinction between bound and
coreferential reflexives is meaningless on an account not relying on structural differences for
the different reconstruction options for ellipsis sites and focus alternatives, as exemplified by
[Maier 2008].
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(12) Tol’ko Katja dumajet, ¢to (ona) ODNA pomnit
only Katya:Nom think:PrRs:3sG  that she:Nom alone  remember:PRrS:3sG
svoju rol’.

REFL:POSS:ACC:SG  Part:ACC:SG
‘Only Katya thinks that she alone remembers her role.’” (to be evaluated in

(10))

The Russian reflexive possessive svoj as such is “uninteresting” for the study
of SFIs as it has no -features, but the availability of (11)—(12) raises an ele-
gance issue: were Minimal Pronoun theorists right, we would need not only a
separate lexical entry for the minimal pronominal but also one for the mini-
mal reflexive; such proliferation of lexical entries should be avoided where
possible.'?

So far, it might have appeared as if adverbial (floating) odin is necessary for
semi-fake interpretations. However, its syntactic position and peculiar prosodic
properties allow for a semantic analysis under which it is not really a focus par-
ticle, i.e. does not make use of the alternatives in the denotation of its prejacent
(the presupposed part is underlined):

(13) [oding,,] = AMPAx.P(x) \ Vy(y = x = —P(y))

Unless cases of SFIs are found in other environments, the plausibility of the
analysis in (13) weakens the reasoning above considerably as (7) and its kin no
longer contain two focus-sensitive operators. To this potential criticism I re-
spond by providing an apparently acceptable — although artificial — example
from Russian where both particles precede their associated foci: (14), to be
evaluated against the scenario in (15), which has the same structure as (8).

(14) Daze Y dumajes’, ¢to tol’ko ty znajes’,
even yowsG think:Prs:2sG that only youw:SG  know:PRs:2SG

kuda ty ides”.
where  you:sG  go:PRS:25G
‘Even you think that only you know where you are going.’

12 Languages like English, where reflexives have @-features but are morphologically composed
of personal pronouns and a reflexive morpheme, are not subject to the same reasoning.
However, Bassi’s [2021: 121] account promises to dispense altogether with reflexives as a
separate lexical class because it views reflexivity itself as a feature which gets a positive value
whenever the pronoun is in a particular syntactic configuration with a suitable antecedent.
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(15) You think: “I know where I am going but no one else know where I am
going”; Petya even more clearly and expectedly thinks: I know where I am

going but no one else know where I am going.”

4. Towards an analysis

4.1. Focus binding

To avoid semantic issues, I adopt Bassi’s [2021] post-syntactic analysis of -
features: jej is feminine because the only individual in the non-focal range of
the variable corresponding to jej is Katya, and she is female (and her name is
grammatically feminine'®). However, even so an explanation is needed for the
ability of jej to selectively associate with the higher of the two alternative-
introducing operators in the sentence.

Selective association with focus has been known at least since the 1980s. In
Krifka’s [1991: 21] (16), even could, due to its syntactic position, associate with
water but doesn’t; the resulting meaning is that the class of water-only drinkers

is so wide as to even include John.
(16) Even™ JOHN,, drank only™ WATER,.

An intuitively appealing analysis of selective association, here marked by fo-
cus (F) indexing, was proposed by Kratzer [1991; see also Biiring 2016: §10.5]:
instead of Rooth’s [1985] sets of alternatives as focus semantic values, a fo-
cused expression turns into a variable of the appropriate type which is then
quantified over by the associating particle with the same index. To avoid con-
flation with ordinary binding, the value for the variable is provided by a spe-
cialised parameter of interpretation called focus assignment (h, to be distin-
guished from the ordinary assignment g), through manipulation of which the

meaning of the particle is realised.

3 It is immaterial for our present needs whether the post-syntactic source of pronominal
gender is the referent’s sex or the antecedent’s grammatical gender, but the issue becomes
relevant for a more general discussion of FIs in languages with arbtrary nominal classes such as
Russian with its gender system. One approach would be to ground the choice of pronominal
features in the properties of the referent but include the grammatical features of its most
salient name among those properties [Dowty, Jacobson 1989].
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4.2, Silent foci?

However, in (7), (9) or (11)-(12) there is no focus on the SFI pronoun.'*
Whether this fact precludes application of Focus Binding depends on one’s
stance on the possibility of “silent” foci — either pronounced with regular
prosody or altogether elided. (Almost) unmarked foci, known as second
occurrence foci (SOF) and detected by the presence of a particle which needs a
focused constituent to associate with [Biiring 2015], occur within a given
constituent in the scope of another focused constituent, e.g. juice in (17)
(Biiring’s example), which, although associated with only, is within the given
VP and a sister to another focus, (even) JOHN. (Note that an “unmarked focus”
is not a contradiction in terms on an approach where focus is first and foremost
a feature present in syntax, which can be interpreted by semantics and by pho-
nology, or, in some cases, ignored by the latter.)

(17) (Many people only drank juice at John’s party.) Even™ JOHN;, only™ drank
juiceg, at his party.

It is not clear if (7), (9) or (11)-(12) fit the definition of SOF: tol’ko Katja can
be a topic rather than a focus given that Russian topics can associate with par-
ticles [Yanko 2001], and the two alleged foci (on Katja and on jej) are
coindexed. On the other hand, some authors believe in silent foci apart from
SOF and exactly under coindexing. For one, Kratzer’s proposal was originally
directed at Tanglewood examples, where ellipsis is even required for the perti-
nent co-variate reading:

(18) (You’re wrong to claim that I went to [each place], because you went there,.)
I only™ went to TANGLEWOOD;, because you did go-to-Tanglewood,..

According to Kratzer, it is due to coindexing between the two instances of
Tanglewood that they can co-vary, and co-indexing with focus indices requires
bearing focus, even in the ellipsis site. More relevantly, under the approach of
[Bassi 2019] my in the LF for the FI reading of (19) would be focus-coindexed
with the subject trace although neither bears prosodic focus marking (and the
trace never can).

(19) I am the only one who did my homework. (Others didn’t do theirs.)

4 An anonymous reviewer for the TMP conference reports the possibility of focusing the
pronoun, which, however, does not change either acceptability (which is not very high for the
reviewer either way) or interpretation.
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Given silent foci, the analysis of (7), and by analogy of (9) and (11)-(12), is
relatively straightforward. I adopt Bassi’s [2021] parsing of sentences with fo-
cus particles accompanying the subject, where the particle scopes over the
whole sentence at LF:

(20) Tol’ko" [, Katja, , N, [ODNA™t, .4 znaet, Cto jej, r, govorit’]].

Assuming that adverbial odin has the same semantics as tol’ko and binds a
focus variable, we can leave jej unbound by but coreferential to Katja in (20).
Then odna will presuppose that Katya knows what g(2) (= Katya, due to nor-
mal coindexing) has to say and deny that any other value of F8 except for Ka-
tya knows what g(2) = Katya has to say. Tol’ko will make all of the above a
presupposition and further deny that any other value of F7 except for Katya has
the same property (of uniquely knowing what F7 has to say). This corresponds
to the SFI reading:

21) [A7)]F" = [TPI" A VI ~,, h(~[TP[*") =
= Katya knows what ¢(2) has to say /\
N Vh” ~g h(h”(F8) = Katya — h”(F8) does not know what g(2) has
to say) A\
Vh ~ h(h’(F7) = Katya — h’(F7) knows what h’(F7) has to say A
N\ Vh” ~p h'(h”(F8) = Katya — h”(F8) does not know what h”(F7)
has to say))

4.3. A segmental solution

The reluctance to admit silent foci is nevertheless understandable, and for their
opponents let me present an alternative analysis. Furthermore, Bassi’s [2019]
version of Focus Binding attempts to avoid overgeneration by stipulating that
“F-coindexation is only possible if the F-coindexed phrases are structurally
identical, though [he] won'’t try to derive that”; meanwhile, Katja and jej are F-
coindexed despite being structurally distinct. (Assuming an “E-type” analysis of
her, namely that it is a full DP containing an elided instance of Katja, would be

of little help as it would violate Condition C, being in the scope of Katja'®.'®

1> Although see [Roeper 2006].

16 Bassi’s requirement of structural identity is probably untenable for FIs with full DPs as
antecedents, given that the antecedent will inevitably have more structure than the
Condition C-obeying pronoun (F-)bound by it. Such cases of Fls exist because even with a 3™
person antecedent, a pronoun can be a FI w.r.t. number or gender.
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This makes a solution independent of Focus Binding desirable. While I will not
present a fully general and elegant solution in this paper, here is an option.
Assume the existence of a null operator, called the modulator y, which syntacti-
cally combines with a DP and additionally bears a focus index; the result of the
operator composing with its argument DP is the focus meaning of that DP, i.e.
the value of the corresponding focus variable under the current focus assign-
ment h with the presupposition that this value is identical to the value assigned
by the ordinary assignment g to the index on the DP:

(22) [[ys jej.11%" = [VEJ, 7]¢" = h(F7), defined iff h(F7) = g(2)

With this modification, the LF for (7) is as given in (23) and the semantic in-

terpretation remains as in (21).
(23) Tol’ko" [, Katja, , N, [ODNA™t, s znaet, cto [, jej,] govorit’]].

The lexeme y is of course dubious, but hardly more so than e.g. the substitu-
tion operator in the semantics of propositional attitude reports [Percus 2020].
Additionally, SFI readings being relatively marginal, it is plausible that the ma-
chinery required for their derivation is in some sense peripheral for grammar

or used as a last resort.

5. Conclusion

The main aim of the present paper was to establish the existence of counterex-
amples to the Minimal Pronoun theorist’s tenet that there are two mutually
irreducible kinds of pronouns. The counterexamples came from Russian, where

)

some speakers accept “intermediate,” or semi-fake indexical, readings of pro-
nouns in the context of two focus particles. I have also shown how such read-
ings can be accounted for in a system with post-syntactic ¢-features and Focus
Binding (or a null operator to its effect).

There are a few issues with both the argument and the analysis presented
above. Most obviously, it is not clear why languages should have modulators.
furthermore, on the technical side, letting jej to be coreferent to Katja without
binding goes against economy constraints such as Be Bound or Be Disjoint!
[Kehler, Biiring 2008], although the semantic effect of semi-fakeness unachiev-
able by other means may vindicate non-economical stuctures. A more compre-

hensive treatment of this issue will hopefully be attempted in future work.



2025, TOM 8, BBIII. 1 TUITOJIOTHA MOP®OCHUHTAKCUYECKNX ITAPAMETPOB 127

Finally, as pointed out to me by an audience member at the TMP conference,
a complete theory of FIs must account both for bound pronouns in focus con-
texts and for sloppy readings of such pronouns under ellipsis (24), where a sig-
nificant degree of parallelism between the ellipsis site and the licensor is typi-
cally assumed.

(24) Mary did her homework. John didn’t A.
(@) can mean: ‘John didn’t do John’s homework’
(b) by parallelism: the ellipsis site must be identical to the licensor
(c) but John = Mary
(d) from (b), (c): the LF of the licensor is “Mary A, [t, did her, home-
work]” (binding)
(e) from (d): heris a FI

However, as far as the current proposal goes, coreference rather than binding
is assumed between the pronoun and its (ultimate) antecedent, which may lead
to wrong predictions concerning the availability of SFI readings in discourses like

(25) Katja ODNA  zngjet, cto jej govorit’,
Katya:Nom alone  know:PRs:3sG  what:AcC  she:DAT say:INF

a Masa net.
but Masha:NOM not

‘Katya alone knows what she has to say but Masha doesn’t.’

Abbreviations

1, 3 — 1%, 3" person; ACC — accusative; DAT — dative; ERG — ergative; IMPERF — imperfective;
INF — infinitive; NOM — nominative; P — Nez Perce “P aspect”; PRS — present tense; REFL:POSS —
possessive reflexive; REM.PAST — remote past; SG — singular; SUBJ — subjunctive.
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