ARHONTO TERZY

Locative Prepositions and
Place

1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to investigate the behavior of localive P(preposition)s
and offer an account of their not yet fully understood syntactic properties. Locatives
are those prepositions that pose various problems for treating all Ps alike along the
functional vs. lexical dimension and, in particular, for considering all Ps to be func-
tonal elements (Grimshaw 1991; Baker 2003; Botwinik-Rotem 2004). It comies as
nio surprise, therefore, that Van Riemsdijk (1990, 1998) considers locative Ps to be
semifunctional. On the other hand, for Den Dikken (2003) and Svenonius (2004),
locative (and directional} Ps—iz English, Dutch, and German at least—are lexical
heads associaied with a number of functional projections on a par with verbs and
nouns. Finally, some proposals hinge on the lexical nature of locative Ps in a different
manner, namely, by considering them to be nominals of some type; see Bresnan
(1994) for English, Mardcz (1984) for Hungarian, Cellins (2004} for Nluw, and Aboh
(this volume) for Gbe. What seems to follow from the above, therefore, is that,
although 1t is difficult to pin down the exact status of locatives, general trends emerge
nomnetheless: First, while therc is a tendency to consider locatives lexical elements, it
bas been difficult to deny their functional component. Furthermore, when it cowes to
their lexical stalus, various similarities between locatives and nouns have been
pointed out not only within what we tend to think of as exotic languages but also
within languages of Eurepe. The account I propose here sheds light on these issues
and offers a new analysis of the behavior and the syntactic structure of focative Ps.
Based imitially on empirical evidence from Greek, I argue that locatives indeed
have a lexical component, stemming from the fact that they are the modifiers of a
lexical element, in particular, of a nonphonologically realized noun that T call Place
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and whose presence in the syntactic structure gives locatives a nominal flavor,
Although it is beyond the scope of this chapier 6 juvestigate ihe semnantic content of
Place, it appears to denote the physical space surrounding (he reference landmark
(i.e., what is considered the ground argument of the locative}. This physical space
becomes narrower when Place is modified by the locative, while it remains less pre-
cise when a locative medifier of Place is missing. I further claim that the DP contain-
ing Place is the complement of a functional bead, P, and thal the lauer is what
contributes the functional makeup of locatives and bence their overall oscillating
status along the functional/lexical dimension.

My intention, of course, is 1o demonstrate that the structures [ propose and justify
for Greek hold for other Janguages as well, and for this reason I investigate Spanish and
English locative Ps. I demonstrate that Spanish is a language whose localives behave
very similarly (o those of Greele. When English enters the picture, it complicates things,
while at the same time il poses inferesting yuestions with respect o the relationship
locatives have with their complements. Naturally. this is the issve I subsequently ad-
dress. [t follows from the claims outlined earlier that whal appears io be the object of
locative Ps is the possessor of the uaprenounced noun Place, an oulcome that I elabo-
rate in this work. English presents a inore complicated picture than Greek and Spanish
in this respeci and raises quesiions as o wheiber the object of the locative participates
in a possession or in a partitive relation with Place. T explore this question and concjude
that there is no sufficient and convincing evidence to support the laiter idea,

In the second section of the chapter I present the empirical evideuce {rom Greek
on which my claims are based. I demonsirate that locatives share the distribution of
adjeclives and propose a nominal structure that contains them (in which struciure
locatives modify the unpronounced noun Place) and is the complement of a P func-
tional head. in the same section [ present instances in which Place is not modified by
a locative element {with the consequence that location is conveyed. in a less precise
manner). The third section discusses locatives in Spanish and demonstrales how the
current proposal is preferable to previous accounts at both the empirical and the con-
cepiual levels. Section 4 discusses English and dedicales a subsection 1o ihe relation
af locatives with their complements. The fifth section presents my conclusions.

2. Greek locative Ps

Greek locative Ps are encountered in two syntactic frames, which constitute the em-
pirical bulk of this study. In the first frame, locatives are followed by a smalier P,
which is referred 10 here as “light P and intreduces the object of localives with ac-
cusative case. There are two such light Ps, se and apo, and they are both encountered
in a number of other environments on their own as well.! This frame is often referred
to as a corniplex preposition in the Greek literature (Theophanopoulou-Kentou 1992),
a term that I also employ bere.

(1) a. Stathika piso  apo u Mada,
stood-15 behind apo  the Mary-ace
‘1 stood behind Mary.'
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b. Kathomun epang sion 0.
was-sitling-15 on se-the Peler-acc
‘T was sitting on John.'

In the other syotactic {rame, localives are foliowed directly by their complement,
which now carties genitive case, however, and can appear only as a clitic. In other
words, a full DP as the immediate complement of locatives is not allowed, as is illus-
trated 1n €2).

(2) a Stathika piso  tis/*tis Marias.
stood- s behind she-cl-gen/the Mary-gen
‘1 stood behind her/Mary.’
b. Kathomun cpano  tu/*m Pelru.
was-sitting-1s on he-cl-gen/the Peter-gen
‘I was sitting on him/Peter '

Tor a third frame, one can potentially consider the one in which locatives are not
followed by a complement; see (3). Because of the existence of (his frame, locatives
are also referred to as intransiiives prepositions and/or as adverbs in the traditional
Greek literatare (Tzartzanos 1943/1990).2

(?) a. Stathika piso.
stopd s behind.
'T stood behind.’
b. Kathomun epana.
was-silting-1s on
T was silting on.”

In what follows I start with the second frame in which locatives are encountered, as
it reveals more about their structure.

2.1, (Genitive) clitic complentents: Locaiives and the nomioal domain

The [act that the clitic complement of locatives carries genitive case (2) and that
genilive is the case associated exclusively with complements of nominals in Modern
Greek constituies (he first indication that Greek locatives may be part of some noin-
inal structure,® The construal of locatives with genitive complements does not mean
that the locative per se is some type of noun, however, and it is precisely this point in
which the present account differs from previous accovnts that altribute nominal prop-
erties 1o Jocative Ps. To anticipate the central claim of this section, I argue that loca-
tives are the modifiers of nouns {of some special type, as we will see) by virtue of the
fact that their distribution is similar to thal of adjectives in the nominal domain (see
also Terzi 2007).
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The similarities in disiribution between Jocatives and adjectives emerge once we
compare the distribulion of complements of locatives (either clitics or full DPs) with
the complements of nouns (possessor clitics or full DPs) in the presence of an adjec-
uve. In Greek, possessors can be found in two positicns in the neminal domain in the
presence of an adjective: The possessor can either follow the noun, in the form of
a clitic or as a full DP, (4a), or it can follow the adjective, but only in the form of a
clitic {(4b):

{4) a To oreo spiti tw/iu Petru,
the nice  house he-cl-gen/the-gen Peter-gen
b To oreo tw/*w Pelru spiti.
the nice he-cl-gen/the-gen Peler-gen house
‘His/Peter’s nice house.’

The urgrammatical second part of (4b) was gramunatical in eatlier siages of Greel;
see (5). Furthermore, during the same (zarlier) stages of ihe language, locatives could
be followed by a genitive DP as well, (6), whereas only a genitive clitic can im-
mediately follow them in contemporary Greek, as is illustrated in (Za-b),
repealed here:

(3) To proion tis tragodias meros.
the first  the-gen tragedy-gen parl
(Arnisiophanes, Frogs 11209

“The first part of the tragedy.”

(6) estratopedefsanso ekso s poleos .
camped-3p outside the-gen cily-gen
(Xenophon, Hellenica 5.2.25)

“They camped oulside the city.”

(2) a. Stathika piso  tis/*tis Marias.
stood-1s behind she-cl-gen/the Mary-gen
‘I stood behind her/*Mary.”
b. Kathgmun epanc u/lu Petru.
was-sitting-15 on he-cl-genfthe Peter-gen
'l was sitting on himn/Peler.’

The similarity between the two domains continues in the sense that the genilive DP
complements of locatives ceased 1o exist during the same period in which DP posses-
sors ceased Lo ocour after an adjective in the nominal domain, namely, from around
the twelfth to the sixiecnth centuries (see Alexjadon 2005 and Theophanopoulou-
Kontou 2000Q respectively).

1 propose that we can make sense of the synchronic and diachroic distributional
similarities between locatives and the extended nominal domain if we cansider Joca-
tives 1o be part of a structure similar to that of nominals. Rathec (han considering
locatives to be nouns, however, I am claiming that they are modifiers of nouns and,
in particulas, of a very specific type of noun. Their status as modifiers follows from
the fact that they share the disiribution of (attributive) adjectives, that is, of elements
that ase typical modifiers of nouns.” I propose therefore that locatives modify a noun
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thal 15 not phonologically realized, one that | call Place. This noun is the head voun
of a DP with an empty determiner, as seen in (7). The small clause we also see in (7)
is the styucture 1 tentatively adopt for nominal possession; see Den Dilcken (1998,
1999) since I hold thal what susfaces as the complement of the locative is the
possessor of Place:’

(7 bsc lore (o epano [x [wr Place}]]] e [pp td]]]

an he-cl-gen

Remember from (4) that the possessive clitic may surface in two positions in the
neminal domain, namely, following either the adjective or Lhe noun. Ideally, one
would expect the same to hold for locatives if we adop( (7) as their structure. 1t is not
necessarily the case that the situadon should be identical in the domain of locatives,
however, since, when follewing the noun (i.e.. Flace), clitics would have to cliticize
on a nonphonclogically realized element, but the latler is nol a legitimate host for
clitics.® [ propose therefore that the genitive clitic in {7) obligalotily moves from the
position after Place Lo the position after the locative. Once we hold that the position
at which clitics surface when they follow locatives is the one after the locative rather
than the one after Place, we can account for additional similarities between the clitic
complements of locatives and the possessors of mainstrean DPs in further support
of the proposed structure in (7). We have no reason to assume movement of the
possessive clitic from the postnominal te the postadjectival posilion in the DP
domain since clitics can appear cither after the noun, as in (4a), or after the adjective,
as in {4b). Moreover, each of these positions in the DP is associated with different
properties with respect to animacy restrictions imposed on clitics, as we will see
shortly.

One of the advantages of considering clitics that fullow locatives to surface
at the position afler the locative rather than after Place, namely, al a position
counterpari to the postadjeciival position in the DP, is that a full DP complement
of localives is not expected 1o be possible, as in (2) (just a5 a possessor full DP
cannot replace a possessive clitic after the adjective jn the nominal domain,

(4b)).

Moreover, if we consider clitics that follow lecatives to be the counterparts of
clinies thar follow adjectives, we car account for one more property exhibited by
clitics in this pesition. Alexiadou and Stavrou (1999) have observed that, when pos-
sessive clitics follow the adjective, they can refer only to an animale entity, in con-
trast to the possessive clitics that follow the noun, (8a) vs. {(8b). The authors associaie
animacy with higher positions for clitics in the DP structure:

(8) a O uwuelos tu odigos
the crazy his driver
‘his crazy driver’
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b. O trelos odigos
the crazy driver his
‘his/its crazy driver

As (9) demonstrales, clitics that fullow locatives aie also subject 1o aninacy resiric-
dons. Hence, the clitic in (9a) cannot refer to ‘the church,” although the context is
entirely appropriate. On the other hand, the full pronoun, associated with the complex
preposition framie, is petfectly accepiable when referring to “the church,” (9b). This
finding indicates that clitics following locatives are also placed in a higher position
in the structure, in line with my claim that they occupy the position after the localive
rather than the position afler Place.

(%) a *I Elent perimene brosta apo tin eklisia, ke i Maria mesa tis,.
tbe Eleni was-waiting in-froot of the church and the Mary inside she-cl-gen

b. I Eleni perimenc brosta apo tin eklisia ke i Maria mesa se afti,.
the Fleni was-waiting in-front of the church and the M. inside se she-pron.-ace
‘Elen: was waiting in front of the church, and Mary inside it

A word of clarification is in order at ttus point: A number of Greek speakers, although
agreeing with the judgments in (9), can accept clilics consirued with prepositions
even when they refer 10 an inanimale entity, especially in contexis such as in (10b):

(10) a. Ides tin efimerida?

saw-2s the newspaper *Did you see the newspaper?’
b. MNe, kathome epano s,
yes, sit-1s on it-cl-gen “Yes. I am siiling on it.’

I believe that the mixed judgments with respect to the animacy of the clitics
reflect precisely the sieps of the analysis [ am advocating. If we asswme that there
are two positions for possessive clitics in the nominal domain, a higher gne (hat
is associaled with anjmacy restrictions and a lower one that is not (Alexiadou and
Stavrou 1999), i1 is plausible thal, when & clitic moves [rom the lower Lo the
higher position, it demonstrates behavior which refiects the different properties of
each of the two positions with respect to animacy. Since no comparable mixed behavior
is demonsirated in the nominal domain with respect Lo animacy, il is possible that
both positions for clitics are base generated in nominals. On the other hand, the
obligatory movement of the clitic from the lower to the higher position in the domain
of locatives follows from the fact that clitics canrot be hosted by a nonphonologi-
cally realized element such as Place?.

To suwnmarize, in this section [ have accumulated empirical evidence in {avor of
the claim that the syntactic structure of Greek locatives invelves some type of nomi-
nal, in particular, that it paraliels in several ways the stucture of a DP in the presence
of an adjective that modifies its head noun. 1 have proposed that this parallelism sug-
gests that locatives resemble adjectives in that they also mmodify a noun, the noun
Piace. The latter is a nonphonolegically realized lexical element, and the DP in which
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it is contained has a noiphonolegically realized determiner as well. Moreover, whal
appears to be the complement of the locative is the possessor of Place. I do not ad-
dress the semantics of Place in this chapter. | believe, however, that it follows natu-
rally from the syntactic structure T have proposed, that Place denctes the physical
space surrounding the ground (i.e., the landmark for location or €lse what appears o
be the object of the locative). It also follows, I believe, that what locatives achieve by
modifyirg the noun Place is to resirict the range of its reference and hence Lo restct
the physical space denoted by it to, let us say, the front, the back, and so on {of the
ground argument). We will see the consequences of this modification in subsequent
sections, when we investigate structuses in whuch Place 1s not modified.

The similarities between locatives and adjectives are striking, especially in view
of the fact that Greek locatives do not carry nominal/adjectival {or any other) inflec-
tional morphology and do not derive from nouns historically (see Skopeteas 2002,
2006, for ancient Greek locatives). It is nevertheless a behavior consistent with the
general cross-linguisuc observation that locatives have some type of nominal flavor,
an observation that is not always precisely articulaied or comrectly argued for,
however?

201 The P, _functional head

There are reasons 1o believe that considering (7) io be the full structure of Greek
locatives 15 not sufficient. This is so because, if the structure of locatives were just
that of an adjectival element modifying an (unpronounced) noun, locatives woutd nol
be modified by adverbs and degres plwases such as akiivos ‘righi/precisely’ since
these do not modify adjeclives.

(11)  *Towvivlio ine aknvos kokino/megalo
the book 15 right red/ig.

Nevertheless, akrives can modify locatives, as the following cxample demonstrates:

(12) O Peuos kallise akrivos dipia/brosta/piso mu.
the Peler sat right  beside/in freni/behind me

This modification possibility, which is available to locatives, leads me to propose thal
the nominal structure of which locatives are a part is in turn the complement of a
(nonplionclogically realized in this case) furctional head, P :

(3) - Lopree Lpree # Lo Lop L Piso fis ( [, Place) ]I (e # [ 51103
behind she-cl-gen

Hence, modifiers such as akrives modify PP . rather than the locative, conceivably
occupying the specifier position of PP _.

There is one more piece of empirical evidence in favor of taking the DP that
contains Place (¢ be ihe complement of P, _.* Let us consider an adverb such as
diametrika 'diamerrically,” which can modify adjectives:
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(14)  Exi diametrika anditheti apopsi.
have-3s diametrically opposed view
‘She/he has a diametrically opposite view.”

Il we modify the locative with diametiika, il has (o follow racher than precede
akrivos’

(13) a Kathotan akrivos diameuika piso mu.
was-sitting fght diamelncally behind me
L. 7'Kathotan diametrika akrives piso mu.
was-siting diametrically right behind me

The order of these adverbial modifiers and the fact that only diametrika can modify
adjectives (hence locatives as well, according to my claims) is consistent with ihe
structure in (13). In (13}, a DP whose head noun is Place is the complement of the
functignal head P . Therefore, it is lower in the structure than P . As aresult, the
modifier of (the modifier of) Place appears lower in the structure than the modifier
of P, and we get akrivos ‘right’ > diametrika “diametrically’ but not the reverse
order.

In conciusion, what I have argued for so far and is subsumed under (13} is that
there is both a Jexical and a functional component (o the structure of Greek localives.
The functional companent is contributed by the head P that I proposed 1n this sec-
ton, and the lexical component is contributed by the (unprongunced) noun Plare. |
believe that, if T am on the right track, the cumrent proposal is in the spirit of Yan
Riemsdijk (1990, 1998), who considers locatives (0 be semilexical. One of the ad-
vaniages of the proposed analysis is that it demystifies the notion “semilexical,” sug-
gesting that it reflects the simultaneous presence of both a lexical and a functional
element. Greek instantiates both components via the morphosyntactic distributional
evidence | have presented. An additional advantage of the proposed analysis, also
made readily available via the empirical evidence from Greek, is that lpcatives are
part of a nominal structure in a very specific way (i.e., not by being rouns but by
modifying a noun). As a result, the curren( analysis also sheds light on the nominal
flavor ofien associated with localives.

Before closing this section let me alsc note that by considering the unpronounced
noun Place as one of Lhe core ingredients of my analysis, my proposal shares a
number of similarities with recent views of Noonan {2005 and this volume) on the
structure of locative and directivnal prepositions and particles, with particular refer-
ence 1o German, Noonan also proposes a silent PLACE and considers the comple-
ment of Lhe locative preposition to be the possessor of PLACE in various insirnces.
Although a valid comparison of the two views deserves more space than this chapter
allows, iet me direct lo a couple of points with respect to which the two propusals
differ: Although 1 do not assume any special structure between P, and Place, Noonan
takes PLACE o be associated with a special PlaceP projection, embedded in one
more projection, R, P The latter is what hosts dr-shadow Ps in German, one of
whose properties is 10 contribute a specific spatial interprelation of the locative. As |
demonsirate in subsequent sections, I consider specific spalial interpretation (o 1esult
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directly from the locaiive’s modification of Place. At the same time, { have not found
evidence for the nich structure that surrounds PLACE in Noonan's proposal. It would
be inleresling to see, therefore, whether ihe simpler structure thal I advocate is in a
posilion to acconunodate Noonan's facts in a satisfactory manner. This is a task
undoubtedly worth considering in the futvre.

With this in mind, let us now tura o the other frame 1 which Greek localives are
encountered, the complex preposition struclure.

2.2. The complex preposiuion structures

I mentioned in the introduction thal, in the complex preposition frame, Greck
locatives are followed by the prepesitions se or apo, which are followed by the
DP complement of the locative, now with accusative case.” Note that T use the
term complemenr of the locative in a broad sense since, according to the propesed
analysis, what is standardly taken to be the syntactic complement or the ground
argwment of the localive is considered the complement (or argument) ol Place.

¢1} a Swihika piso  apo i Maria.
stood-1s behind apo the Mary-acc
‘I stood behind Mary.”
b. Kabomoun  epano ston  Petro.
was-sithing-is on  se-the Peter-acc
‘1 was sitting on John.'

Some locatives are construed wilh either se or apo wilh no obvious difference in
meaning, while others are construed only with ape.'® Alternatively put, while all
locatives are followed by apo, not all of them can be followed by se.

(16)  a. (e)pane sefapo 'on’t above,” b. mese sefapo ‘inside’ ! from wilhin,” ¢. &rasta sefapa
‘in front of,” d. konda se/? 7ape ‘near,’ e. dipla se/apo 'beside’

(7 a. kato apo/*se ‘under,’ b. efso apo/Tse “outside,” ¢. piso apo/*se "hehind,’
P .
d. makria apor*se ‘away, e aristera apo/*se ‘lelt,’ [ deksia ape/*se ‘'right’

I propose that the structure of complex prepositions is not much different from that
of the gemutive clitic frame, (13} (see also Terzi 2007). In fact, it is essentiaily the
same, with the difference that the empty P that heads (he small clause is now lexical-
ized by one of the (wo Light Ps:

OBY o Lpioe [ 9 Lse [y @ L PiSO Placel] [, apofse {, i Maria]]]]]
behind apo/se  the Mary-acc

11 15 not clear how (13) and (18) are relaled and whether they are indeed related trans-
formaticnally. The idea that the complex preposition in (18) derives from the clitic
suucture in {13) via the process of predicate inversion (which would atwribute apo
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and se the status of linkers, a familiar concept in other languages; see Den Dikken
and Singhapreccha 2004 for a recent thorough study) is noi on the nght ack, as |
have demonsirated in Terzi (2007)."

Botwinik-Rotem and Terzi (2008) propose that the light Ps (olowing Greek
(and Elebrew) locatives are responsible for checking the case feature of the DP com-
plement of the locative. In Greek, this is a consequence of the fact that the lacalive,
by virive of being an XP meodifier, is not able 1o check the genitive case of the DP
{nor can the nonphonelogically realized Place or its delerminer).'?

Consistent with this proposal is the observation thai Lhe light Ps do not have
semantic content. Terzi (2007) demonstrates thal se never has senantic contenl when
fellowing locatives, while apo carries semanlic content only in two instances: when
it follows epano (16a) and when in follows mesa (16b) (see also note 15). Interest-
ngly, in precisely these two contexts ape cannoi be omilted. as a result of which the
geniuve clitic frame is not available.

2.3 The Preposition se and the realization of F,

Al this point it is worih considering another syntactic frame in which the light P se
oceurs. In the following example se can be employed on its own to convey location:

(19) Toviviioinesto  grafio.
the book is  se-the desk
"The book is on the desk.”

Thus, (19) is similar in meaning to (20);

{20) To vivlio ine epano sta grafio.
the book is  on se-the desk
‘The book is on the desk.’

Examples (19) and (20) are not identical in meaning, however: There is a literal ia-
terpretaiion of location in (20) that is missing in (19). In ather words, while (19) can
be true even if the beok is in one of the drawers of the table, this cannot be (he case
in (20). Likewise, {21) is true even if Peter bad been ar the balcony of the house when
the earthquake took place, while this is not the case in (22):

(21) OPetrositansto  spiti  olan egine o sismos.
the Peter was se-the house when happered the earthguake
‘Peter was in the house when the earthguake oceurred” or
‘Peler was at hoine when the earthquake oecurred ”

(22) O Petros itan mesa sio spili otan egine o sismos.
the Peler was in  se-the house when happened the earthquake
‘Peter was in the house when the eatthquake occurzed.”
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I claim that the different inlerpretations of location in (19}, (21}, (20), and (22)
reflect, first, a different syntactic status of se. While in the latter two sentences se
simply checks the case of (he complement [P, in the first two seniences se lexicalizes
P
Loc

In carlier stages of this work I held that the structure of (19) (and (21)) was as in
(23), namely, ihat the F___ head, pbonclogically realized by se. was immediately

followed by its DF complement:

(23} Lo [ s {peto trapezi]]]
5 the table

A crucial difference between (23) and (13), therefore, is that (he DP with Place as its
head noun is not part of (23). By atiributing the locative se of (19) and (21) he
structure in (23) I aimed (o capture two facts: first, the literal interpretation of loca-
tion in (20) and (22), which [ took 10 be related Lo the fact that its structure is as shown
in (13) (namely, 1t includes Place). That is, | took the literal interpretation to be re-
lated to the presence of the unpronounced noun Place and its referential properties,
and since no such noun was present in (23), the literal interpretation of location was
missing from both (19) and (21). T also meani to account for the fact that those loca-
Lives whose structure contains Place do not have to have an overl complement {just as
nouns do nol have o be followed by their overt complements). Remember that
the locatives in (20} and (22) are also able to occur without a complement, as 1s
illustrated mn (3) and (25}, a possibility thal is not available for se, (24):

(24)  *0 Petros itan se olan egine 0 sismos.
the Peter was se when happened the earthquake
‘Peter was in when (he earthquake occutred.”

(25) O Petros llan mesa olan cgine o sismos.
the Peler was inside wher happened the carthquake
‘Peter was inside when the earthquake cccurred.’

Tnow believe that this was not the right direction, however, for two reasons. First, it
is nol clear how the presence of Place (or else the presence of a noun and its associ-
aied referential properties alone} is able to explain the literal interpretation of location in
(20) and (22) (in contrast to the more geperal interpretation in (19) and {21)). More-
over, it 1s not satisfactory (o ascribe two different syntactic structures 1o locatives,
one with Place and the other without, especially after having argued explicitly for the
existence of such a (nonphonologically realized) noun and having claimed thal the
behavior of locative Ps derives o a large extent from the combination of this lexical
element with a functienal ope.

What I propose instead is that, when the preposition se is used alone to convey
locatiou, it also takes a DP complement whose deterniner is nonphonologically re-
alized and whose head noun is Place. Hence, the structure of the locative PP in (19)
and (21} 15 as in (26):
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(20) . [pree Lpooe 58 L fp @ [ Place)] [, 2 [, t0 trapezi}il]
onfat the iable

We fiod a number of welcome results if we replace (23) with (20). First, we obtain a
uniform account of the structure of localives, nainely, thai all locatives consist of a
head P that takes as its complement a DF containing the nonphoaologically real-
ized noun Place. Moreover, associating (19) and (21) with the structure in {26}, we
end up in a better position (o explain the literal interpretation of location in senteuces
such as those i (20} and (22). Localion, as expressed m (20) and (22), 1s actually
narygwer o more precise (rather than more literal) thap in (19) and (21) not because
of the presence or absence of Place bui because Place is modified in the fivst pair of
sentences but not in the second. Following ideas of Chierchia and Turoer (1988), as
adopted by Baker (2003) in his discussion of adjeclives, I consider (atiributive) mod-
ification o be the conjunction of the predicaie that corresponds (o the noun (Place)
and the predicate that corresponds to the adjective (locative). As a consequence. niesa
(Place) “inside,” for instance, is somethung that is both mesa ‘inside’ and Place. In
other words, the teference of Place becomes more precise when modified by a loca-
tve by virtue of the fact that it is narrowed down since il is now the result of its inler-
section with the Jocative. In contrast, when location is expressed by se alone, as in
(19) and (21), Place is not modified; hence, its interpretation (or else the physical
space surrounding the ground) is not the result of inlersection with some locative
element and it is less narrow. it is conceivable that the interpretation of location in
such cases is left to pragmalics or language use. Notice thal se has a socmehow
different interpretation in (19} than in (21), presumably related to the fact thal the
ground is a desk in (19) but a house in (21).

The second issue, namely, that only the modifier-iype locatives can stand with-
out a complement, is mere difficult to answer under the current proposal, and I leave
il aside for the time being. A fact that is worth pointing out, however, is that not all
modifier-type locatives are able to stand without a complement to Lhe same exlent
and under identical conditions. Moreover, even locatives of the P, type can ocour
without a complement: If we consider the English locative in, for instance, to be
comparable {0 se in (24) in the sense of being a P, _head as well, as will einerge from
the discussion of English in section 4, we see that it can be employed without an
uvert complemeat, (27), in contrast to Greel, (24):

(27)  Peter was in when the earthquake occurred.

Moreover, there can zlso be morphophonological reasons that do not allow a locative
to cccur without a complement. Such is the case with the majority of Hebrew loca-
tives, which are construct states, as Bolwinik-Rotem and Terzi (2008) argue.

3. Spanish locative Ps

With the above in mind, let us now torn to Spanish, a language willi locatives that
share a number of properties with those of Greel. Al the descriptive Jevel al least,
Spanish locatives have alsc been called intransitive Ps and even adverbials."?
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Campos (1991) notices that Spanish locatives, to which he refers as substansive
prepoxitions, can be siranded and wonders whether this is 2 manifestation of the
P-stranding phenomenon of the Germanic languages:

(28) . De qué edificio, estd cerca ( la facullad?
‘“What building 1s the school near (to)?

b. La pastelera de lg cual vivo detrds t es buenisima

“The pastry shop behind which T live is excellent.’

He concludes that this is not so and also that, although structares like the preced-
ing involve movement, il is comparable to movement offfrom nominals, ag
in (29

(29 a. Dequé bbio no sabes por qué censuraron la resefia £?
of which book, don't you know why they censored the review ¢
b. De cudl luja, no sabes por qué estd orgullosa L 7
of which daughter, you don't know wihy she is proud t,

In order to support his arguments, Campos utilizes the claims of Plann (1983), who
considers Spanish locatives +N neutralized categories. Plann notices similarities that .
locatives share with both nouns and adjeclives, and since the common propesty of
these two lexical categories is the binary distinctive feature +N (Chomsky 1970, she
concludes thal they are specified for +IN byt only for +MN- -hence, the term +V neu-
tralized caiegories.

While I agree with Campeos in that extractions such as those in (29), which are
also possible m Greek, are not instances of P-swanding, I do not agree with the
details of his analysis, nor do I find the term newrralized categories appealing.
Apart from the fact that the latter term does nol make much sense theoretically, it
also follows from the wrong considerations, namely, from counsidering that Span-
ish locatives share similarities with novns (in addition (u adjectives). Such beliefs
are based on misleading evidence, however, which may be justified if it predated
the work on the full structure of DPs initiated by Abney (1987) and Szabolsci
(1983). Examples such ag the following ones, for instance, were considered by
Plano (1985} as evidence that locatives share similarities with nouns. More pre- -
cisely, the fact thal the substantive defajo follows a preposition, such as desde in
(30), on a par with nouns was considered as evidence that debajo shares the
distribution of nouns. Likewise, the fact that derrds in (31) is followed by a pusses-
sive adjective, just like nouns are, was also laken as evidence that locatives behave
like nouns:

(30)  El galo me espiaba [, desde] [, debajo de la mesa}
“I'he cat was spying on me from under the table.’

(31} Venja un hombre detrdas mio.
was-coming a man behind mine
‘A man was coming behind me.’
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Within subsequent development(s of syntactic theory on the structure of DP, however,
unless one is able to argue convincingly that the complement of a preposition such as
desde in (30) is a bare noun, we can safely assume that it is a full DP If so, then
delajo does nol have 1o be the noun of this DP but can occupy any of a number of
positions in the DP structure. Such a position is the position of the modifier of the
empty noun Place that [ bave proposed on the basis of Greek Jocatives. Furlbermore,
it seems plausible 10 consider the locatives of examples such as (31) comparable to
the Greek frame in (2), in which the locative is also followed directly by a possessive
{although by a clitic rather than by a possessive adjeclive).

Therefore, I propose to extend the account developed on he basis of Greek
locatives to Spanish and hence to consider the Spanish locatives under investigation
to also be the medifiers of an unpronounced Place:

(32)

pprae [ppoe Lge [Flace cercal, |, de FE, la pasteleria ﬁom_is L13]

neal de the pasiry shop

In (32) I also consider the DP complement of the locative te be the possessor of
Place, adopting and slightly simplifying the structure Bernsiein {2005) proposes for
possession in Spanish nominals. Bernstein believes that the possessum moves Lo
SpecDP in Spanish and triggers the presence of de in D, most probably for case rea-
sons, as she notes. Remember that the preposition de, which follows Spanish loca-
tives, as in (28) and (33a), is also the preposition associated with the genitive of
possession in the Spanish DR, (33b). [t 15 inferesting to also note that Chomsky (1988,
112), in a brief discussion of Spanish locatives, considers he de that follows them o
be a genitive case marker on a par with the de in (33b):

(33) a. detras de la casa
behind de the house
‘behind the house'
b. el libro de Tnan
the book de John
Joha's book’

I also consider (32) to be the structure of Spanish locatives [ollowed by a possessive
adjective, as seen in {34), which is a modification of the proposal in Bernstein (2005),
who attributes to Lhis particular type of Spauish possessive the structure of a reduced
relative clause (conlrary Lo their counterparts in English or French, for instance;
Bernstein and Tortora (2005)), explaining in this manner the nonappearance of the
preposition de with possessive adjectives:

B9 - oproe lproe [op [Flace detras], [, Upgor SUY0 Lgpgup LIIITT]
behind his

There are several advantages in exlending to Spanish locatives the proposals [ have
made on the basis of their Greek counterparts. First, as 1 have already pointed out, it
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is not clear that Spanish locatives share simuilarities with nouns, contrary
Lo what Plann (1983) has argued; therefore, the present account is empicically more
accurale. Furthermore, one does not have to resort to the obscure notion of neutral-
ized categories Finally, onc does not have to employ categorial features in order (o
explain the behavior of Spanish locatives, much in the spirit of Chomsky (2001).

Before closing this section I should point out that in Spanish as well there is a
difference in interpretation between the locatives we have discussed, that is, what
Campos {1991) and Plann (1985) identify as subsianiives, and a locative P such as
en ‘infon’. While the former conveys a precise interpretation of localion, the latter
does not. The {ollowing examples are the counterpartls of the Greek examples in
(21) and (22), and the same considerations hold for them: In other words, (35} is
true even if Pedro was at the balcony when the earthquake occurred, whereas (36)
is not.

(35) Pedro estuba cn su oficina cuando sucedi6 el eremoto.
Peler was  en his office whea happened the earthquake
‘Peler was infat his office when the earthquake taok place.’

(36} Pedro cstaba dentro de su oficina cuande sucedid ¢} terremolo.
Peter was in inside de his office when happened (he earthquake
‘Peter was inside his office when the carthquake occurred.’

Jusl as witl: the Greek preposition se, I hold that the Spamish preposition en occupies
P taking as jts noEEwEo:rm DP whose head noun is Lhe unpronounced poun
Place. That is, | consider the structure of (35) to be as in (37a). The fact that Place 13
not modified by some locatve eleinent in (37a) renders the interpretation of location
in (35) less precise, In contrast. the structure of (34} is as in (37b), where we see
Place modified by “dentro™: ™

OGN a G e el [ 2 1, 50 oficina [, Place]]]])

at Ins office
B Lpine (o [pp {Place dentro] { de F..E su oficina {gpav 1 13111)
inside de his office

To surmunarize, I bave demeonstraied in this section that the locatives known as sub-
stantives in Spanish are very similar to their Greek counterparts; hence, they are also
accommodated by the proposal according to which they are the inodifiers of an un-
pronounced noun Place (which is part of a DP with an empty determiner, the comple-
ment of a functional head P, ). The complement of the locative is in a possession
relation wilh Flace, and the preposition de, which interferes, is probably involved in
licensing the case of this complement. I have already laid out the advanlages of the
present account compared to previous ores of Spanish localives. Finally, I have
shown that Spanish also has locative PPs in which P|__is phonologically realized,
but Place is not modified, with the consequence that the interpretation of location
is not precise.

i
!
|
1
i
|
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4. English locatives

English locatives appear to differ in various ways from those of Greck and Spanish,
al leasi at first glance. They are not usuelly referred (o as “adverbials” in the (radi-
tiona! literalure (although they very often can appear withoul a complement, as we
will see), nor have they been associaled with norninal behavior in the sense discussed
so far.”

It 15, therefore, interesting that a small set of English locative elements has re-
cently been associated, on independent grounds, with a nonphonologically realized
noun very similar Lo Place. More precisely, Kayne (2004) proposes (hat “here’ and
‘there’ in English are demonstratives that modify a nonphonelogically realized noun
(‘unpronounced PLACE’ it his terminology). As he notes, in some dialects of Eng-
lish this vopronounced noun even has an overt counterpart:

(38) a this here place
b. that there piace

The Greek counterparts of ‘here’ and ‘there’—edo and eks, respectively—resemble
English in that they can also be construed with an overt Place, 'meros’ {and. in con-
trast to English, are widely accepted):

(39  a aftoedoio merns
this here the place
‘this here place’
h. ekino eki 10 meros
that  there the place
‘that there place’

Whal is more interesting, however, is that the Greek localive Ps we have been dis-
cussing can zlso be construed with an overt Place:

(40) a. toc kalo meros
the under place
b. to brosla ineros
the in from place

The Facts in (40) support my initdal proposal concerning the structure of Greek loca-
tives; hence, the examples in (40) should also be analyzed as DPs whose head noun,
mergs ‘place,” and its determiner, to 'the,” arc now overl. Presumably (40) is not
embedded in a P, and this is confirmed by the fact that it cannol be modified by a
degree phrase such as ‘akrivos'; see (41). However, it can be modified by polf *very.’
as in (42), a standard modifier of adjectives.

(41) a *toakrivos kato meros
the precisely under place

L. *to akrivos  DLrosta meros

the precisely in front place
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(42) a wpoli kato meros
the very under place

i Lrosla meros

the very in frunt place

The counterparts of (40) are ungrammatical in English; see (43). Therefore, it seems at
first glance that the parallelisin T had hoped 10 establish between English locative prep-
ositions and locative elements such as ‘here’ and 'there’ breaks down at this point,

{43) a. *this/the under place
b. *this/the in front piace

However, il 1s not clear thal the presence of a null Place in the structure depends on the
availability of its overt manifestation, although the issue deserves further investigalion.
Here T assuine (hal the ungrammaticality of (43} is neutral with respect to whether ‘under’
or ‘in front” are able to modify a phonetically null Place in English. On the other hand, [
consider (he presence of an oven 'place’ in (38), (35), and (40) to sirengthen the indepen-
dently motivated claims for the presence of an unpronounced counterpart of it in both
Greel and English."*Furthermore, although (43b) is ungrammatical, (44) is not:

(44) the {very) front part/side

It seems, therefore, that ‘front’ is more like brosia ‘front’ of (40b) than what js
revealed by (43b) in the sense that it can also be part of a nominal construction, mod-
ifying the nouns ‘part’ or ‘side’.

This leads me to propose thal ‘in front' has a structure similar (o that of Greek
and Spanish, modifying the noun Flace iz a DP that is the complement of P,
apd what surfaces as the complement of ‘in front” is the possessor of Place, (45).
As for the structure of possession in English nominals, 1 adopt the proposals of
Bernstein and Torlora {2005):

(45) . [oproe [pioe 10 [, fromt Place, [, of L the liouse [, L1T1)

Whal (45) alse tells us is that the P __ functional head is now phonologically realized
by toe preposition ‘in’. 1 believe it is absolutely safe to assume that ‘in back of and
other locatives of this type have the same syntactic structure.

A further similarity between ‘in front (of)’ and its counterparts in Greek and
Spanish is that it can also be used intrausitively, as in Lthe following example from
Svenonius (2004):

(46) [saw a line of soldiers. The one in front (of i) was talking on the phone.

A numbesr of olher locatives can also be used intransitively in English, as in the fol-
lowing examples, also from Svenonius (2004). See Huddleston and Pullum (2002}
for a complete list.

LOCATIVE PREPOSITIONS ANL PLACE 213

(47) a. Asthe group approached the final summil, Espen stayed behind {them).
b, There was 2 bux on the table. Inside (it) was fine Swiss chocolate.
c. We stood on a bridge Below (il) we could see barges laden wath port wine.
d. Nils looked over the snowdcift. The {rozen fjord beyond (it) was dolled with seals.

As [ mentioned when discussing Greek locatives in section 2, it is not entirely clear
how the omission of the ground arguinent of locatives is to be evaluated. The purpose
of the preceding examples therefore was to simply identily one more similarity
between the two languages even in this domain (also shared by Spanish, as discussed
by Campos 1991)."" Let us now turn to another characteristic of localives that also
holds for all three languages, one for which I have already provided an explanation
and wish to extend to English.

Just ke 1n Greek and Spanish, along with complex prepositions denoting loca-
tion, there is a parallel structure with a small P in English as well, which also conveys
a less precise denotation of location than complex prepositions. In the {ollowing pair,
for instance, {48a) is true even if the box is nut large enough Lo contain Mary, but this
is not the case in (48h). The Greck counterparts in (49) display the same propertjes:

(48) a Mary isin the box.
b, Mary is inside the box.

(49)  a. I Maia ine sto kuti.
the Mary is se-the box
"The Mary is in the box.’
b. I Maria ine nresa sto kuti.
the Mary is mesa se-the box
‘Mary is inside the box.’

Svenonius (2004) atiwibutes the precise interprelation of (48b) to the coulnibution of the
containing side. I believe il is more accurate to say thal the precise interpretation of the (b)
sentences is due 10 the fact that Place is modifed by ‘inside’. Recall that the literal inter-
pretation of the complex P is also present in the Greek locative epano ‘on,” w (20) earlier,
althcugh no containing side is involved. Therefore, taking into accoun! the similarities
between Greek and English locatives discussed in this secticen, [ propose that the structure
of (48a) is as in (50a) and Lhat the structure of (48b) is as in {50b). Nolice that, as in the
Spanish counterpart pair in (37), we do not consider Flace to move o SpecDP in (50a),
as we have neither evidence nor the necessity for such a movement. Furthermore. we
consider that the P, ‘in’ is responsible for the case of ‘the house’ in {50a):

(50) a .. [ e il o ® ;E the house Hnwﬁz_u Place]]131]
B - proe Lpree 10 [p [side Place], [ (of) Fm.m the house FE% 11311

One can imagine a number of objections to the preceding claims concerning English
locatives, at least when it comes to locatives such as ‘inside’ or ‘behind’. First, in
conteast to ‘in front’ earlier, the preposition ‘in’ (which T believe occupies T in

T.ne

(50)) forms a compound with the modifiers of Place, that is, with the ‘-side’ or
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“-hind’ parts of ‘inside’ or ‘behind,” (50b}. Therefore, one may wonder how it is
possible that each part of the compound occupies & different synlactic position. I
maintain that this compounding is the consequence of some morphophonglogical
process Lhat does not bear on my claims and the proposed structure in (50b) in any
crucial manner.

Moreover, it is even plausible thai this inorphological compounding, at Jeast as
evidenced by English spelling, is able to make interesting predictions with respect to
the case of the DP complement of locatives. At first inspection we notice that the
lpcatives that keep the P head and the modifier locative apart requite that ‘of’ precede
their complement, (51a). Those that do not hokd P and the modifier of Place apart
{e.g., ‘inside,” ‘behind,’ ‘below,” ‘beyond’) not only do not require the presence of
‘of (51D} but may even disallow it (31¢):

(51} a. o front/in back *(of) the house
b. inside (of) Lhe house
c. below/beyond/behind {Tol} the house

i is tempting o think that the pattern is surprisingly clean in the sense that the loca-
tives  (51a) require ‘of" because the modifier locative is not able to check the case
featares of its complement since it is a phrasal modifier. For the same reason, Bot-
winik-Rotem and Terzi {2008) claim that the modifier locatives in Greek cannot
check the case of their DP complements, a role that is performed by the light Ps se or
apo. On the other hand, il is plausible that the compounding process thal forms
‘below,” ‘beyond,’” and ‘behind’ in (51¢) results in a new syntactic object that oc-
cupies P hence is able to check the case of a DF complement (therefore, “of is
disallowed). As for the locative in {51b), it is reasonable to assume that it is ai an
intermediate or a transitional stage: If “side’ is phrasal, just like ‘front’ or ‘back,’ the
presence of ‘of" is required for the case of the DP complement. If, on the other band,
it forms with ‘in’ a compound that occupies P, 1tis able to check the case features
of the DP complernent, and ‘of” is disallowed.

Another conceivable objection for analyzing locatives such as ‘inside’ or
‘behind’ as the medifiers of Place is the fact that the second part of ‘inside’ and
‘behind,’ that is, ‘side’ and ‘hide’ is 2 noun rather than an adjective. Therefore, one
can perhaps argue that the locative 15 not the modifier but the phonclogical reatiza-
tion of Place in these instances {at least). An answer againsi this Line of reasoning is
twolold: First, certain conceptual reasons render it unlikely. These require further
tesearch on the nature of unproncunced elements in the sense of Kayne (2005a) in
order to be complete, but here is the direction to take. Kayne (2005b, 135) proposes
the following principle of compositionality: ,

(52) UG imposes 2 maximum of one interpretable syatactic feature per lexical or
functional item.

if (52 is right, and if we maintain that Place denoles the physical space
surrounding the ground argument of the locative, the locative modifying Place
should carty the interpretabie fealure that comesponds to the position or interval in
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this physical space (see Kayne’s discussion of ‘red COLOR car® in this respect). If,
however, onc considers the localive (0 be the pbonological realization of Place, this
lexical item would now carry both features, namely, one corresponding to the physical
space surrounding the ground argument and the other correspanding to the positon in
this physical space. Therefore, it is not only inconsistent to assert thai locatives some-
times modify and sometimes realize Place, but it js also agaiust the peinciple in (52).

There are also empirical reasons that render (tus idea not an ideal alternative.
Adthough there are indeed a number of English locatives whose second part is a nonn
rather than an adjective. there are also a number of locatives whose second part is
clearly an adjective (either synchronically or diachronically) (i.e., "below,” ‘beneath,’
‘underneath,’ etc.). Hence, if we decide to pursue a uniform approach to the syatactic
structure of English locatives. as I think we should, I cannot see any convincing rea-
son 1o choose the noun rather than the adjective (i.e., modifier), on the basis of (he
morphological makeup of locatives, as the relevant evidence for their relation with
Place. Furthermore, even if we want (o take setiously the resemblance of some of
these locatives 10 nouns, nouns can also modify nouns in English (e.g., 'a man of
honor'). Finally, even a noun such as 'side,” present in the locative “inside,” can modify
other nouns, as in ‘side dish.’

To conclude, this discussion suggests that considering (even some) English Joc-
atives to be the phonological realization of Place is not unproblematic. Theratore,
given the account of locatives that { have developed on the hasis of the much more
transparent facts of Greek, also suppoeried by their Spanish counterparts, the less clear
facts of English can be accounted for by the same analysis. The available empirical
evidence from English does not seem able to support a solid alternative proposal
(at least along the lines that English locatives, rather than modilying Place, are the
phonological realization ol 1t), nor can il pose serious counterarguments.

4.1. The relation of locatives to their complements

 have assumed all along that the ground arguments of locatives enler jnie a posses-
sicn relationship with the unpronounced noun Place present in their structure in the
sense (hat they are the possessors of Place (which may or may nol be modified by
some locative). Maintaining that the complements of English locatives, along
wiih those of Greek and Spanish, are the possesscrs of Place raises at least one
question.

If we counsider the preposition of, which follows a number of English locatives,
as the counlerpart of the genilive of encountered with possessed nominals (sce
Bernstein and Tortora (2003) for the latter), we notice that the two differ in that, when
followed by a pronoun, the morphological case of the pronoun is accusalive with
locatives, (53a), in contrast to the familiar genitive of nominals, (53b):

(53) a. infront of him/*his
b. & book of bis/*him

This contrast makes one wonder therefore whether it is cerrect to propose thai the
locative and its complement are part of a possession structure in (50). Needless to
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say, this disturbing evidence diclaies a more careful investigation of the Greek and
Spanish counterpart struciures as well.

A plausible alternative candidate siructure that can conceivably emerge for (53a)
is that of a partitive construction. and this is so for a number of reasons: Firsi, English
parfitives also involve the preposition of, which, unlike the possessive of is followed
by a pronoun/DF with morphological accusative case:

{54) T have met two of them

Moreaver, the preposition of Greck partitives is gpe (Alexiadou and Stavrou
1999), namely, the same light P that follows locatives in complex prepositions
(zlong with se):

{55) Exo sinandizi dio apo aftus.
have-ls et two ape they-ace
‘I have met two of them.’

Sumilarly, Spanish partitives also employ the preposition de, which is encountered
wilr locatives:

(50} Me gusian muchos de los cuadros que hay cn ¢l Prado.
me please-3p many de the paintings that are in the Prado
‘I like mapy of the paintings in the Prado.” (from Vos 1999}

Most importantly, however, one may be able 10 detect a part-whole relalion in Joca-
tives in the sense of & higher DP, which is a subsct of a set denoted by the noun
phrase in the second part of the construction. In other words, within the analysis
I have proposed for locauves, it is conceivable to interpret in front of John,
for instance, as one of the places, in particular, the front Place, of (all of) John's
Places."® Unforlunately, the problem raised by (53a) remains because, even under
this analysis, we expect the complement of the locative to also have genitive
case, as il is now simply considered the possessor of Places (instead of the possessor
of Place)."

Meoreover, locatives [2il a syntactic test that distinguishes partitives from posses-
sives. Zamparelli (1998) points oul thal partitives differ from possessives in that the
former can be split at the of PP (57a), whereas the latter cannot, (57b):

(57} a. Of those peaple, I have just met two.
b. *Of John's, | ofien encounter a good friend.

When applying this (est o locatives with of PP, they putiern the behavior of
possessives:

(58) *Of Mary, [usually sit in frot.

¥
|
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[ take the preceding to indicate that there Is no convincing evidence that iocalives
(with Place) participate in a partitive relation with their complements. Therefore, [ do
not pursue any further the idea that the unpronounced Place present in 1he syntactic
siructure of locatives participates in a part-whole relation wilh its complements.
Instead, I follow the view T held from the beginning, according to which whal ap-
pears to be the object of the locative Is the possessor of Place. For the samme reasons,
[ alsc do not proceed with reexamining the structure of the Greek complex preposi-
1ions. ™ This 15 also rendered unnecessary il we take inio account the several analyses
that esseniially consider the same structure to undetlie both possessives and parti-
tives; see Zamparelli (1998} for English and Alexiadou and Stavrou (1999) for Greek.
Admittedly, the lack of the genitive morphological case on the pronoun that follows
of in English examples such as that in (533a) remains a mystery.”

5. Conclusions

This chapter has two objectives: (o provide a detailed account of (he behavior of
Greek locative prepos:tions and to use the evidence and insights they provide (o bet-
ter understand the properties and bebavior of Jocatives cross-linguistically. My con-
tribution o the latter objeclive is made possible via the study of Spanish and English
locatives.

I propose that locative prepositions implicate a lexical and a funciional compo-
nent in thelr structure in a very specific manner. Namely, 1 argue that most locatives
are the modifiers of a nonphonologically realized noun, Place, which is the head
noun of a DP with a nonphonologically realized determiner. In turn, this DP is the
complement of a functional head, P . which can also be phonologically realized, as
in the case of se in Greek, e in Spanish, and in in English. When Place is nol modi-
fied but is present, as indicated by the presence of a phonologically realized £, , a
less precise interprelalion of location is conveyed (compared 10 when Place is madi-
fied by a locative).

1 als¢ investigate the relation of localives with their complements and hold that
what we see as complements of locatives are the possessors of the noun Place, hence
ihe genitive case they oflen have. Greek and Spanish offer straightforwaid evidence to
this effect, but English raises the question of whether there is a parutive relation that
holds between Place and the complement of locatives instead. I explore this ides to a
certain extent but do not find convincing evidence to support it; therefore, I abandon
it for the Ume being.

Notes

Varous versions of this work have been presented at the University of Utrechl (Febiuary
2005), at the CUNY Graduate Center (March 2005), at the University of Thessaloniki {April
2005), a1 the LSA Workshop on Greek Morphosyntax (Harvard University, fuly 2005), and al
the Workshop en Prepositional Phrases (University of Venice, November 2003). | would like
1o thank Lhe audiences of these events for their corniments and suggestions. For wiitlen
commenls on varous earlier versions I thank Irena Botwinik-Rotem, Guglielmo C
Marcel den Dikken, Richard Kayne, Tom Leu, Phoevos Panagiotidis, and Slavros Skopeteas.
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1. Se is always contracled on the definile determiner, but it can be found uncontracted in
other enviioiunents; see (ia). It can also be used alone (o indicate iocation, (ja), as I discuss o
detail in section 2.3., or direclion, (ib): ’

(i) a Zosemamegali poli b. Pigeno stinn Athina
live-1s se one big ciry g0- s se-the Athens
‘Tlive in a big city.’ ‘1 go 1o Atbens.’

Ape is used in a number of other contexts as well. Tt 1s the by-phrase of passives, the preposi-
tion of partitives, and a directional/sovrce P, (ii).

(i1) Epestrepsa apo to grafio nors.
returned-1s apo the office carly
Tretuned early from the office.”’

Finally, se and ape are the prepositicns of ditransitives (respectively, ‘to’ and ‘from'; see
Anagnostopoulou 2063, 2005).

2. In Terzi (2006) 1 demonstrate that locatives that are not foliowed by an overt comple-
ment shovid not be considered adverbs (in the sense of elements Lhal lack a synlactic object).
Looking at exampies of ellipsis, (i), we see that the second conjunct can have a sloppy
reading, an indication that there is a copy {with an internal structure) present after the second
iucalive:

(i) T Maria stathike brosta apo tin karelda tis ke o Peiros piso.
the Mary stood in-front ape the chair her and the Peter behind
‘Mary stood o front of her ¢hair, and Peter behind his/her chair’

3. See Terzi (2005) for evidence as to why the case of the clitic that follows locatives is
gerlive rather than its homophonous dative in Modern Greek.

4. The direction of the argumentation should be kept in mind: 1 am oot claiminp that
locatives are similar 10 adjectives because they are modifiers of a noun. Such a reasoning
would not be right because adjectives are not the only modifiers of nouns, neither is the mod-
ification of nouns the characteristic property of adjeclives (see Baker 2003, 4.2 for a thorough
discussion of these jssues). Tustead, considering the empirical evidence according to which
locatives share the distribution of (artributive) adjectives, 1 am claiming that they also modify
TIouNs.

5. [ say "tentatively adopt” because a small clause structure is not compatible with
the idea that clitics that follow tocalives move from the lower position indicated in (7) to
the higher one unless one resorts to some version of sideward movement in Lhe spirit of
Nunes (2004). As [ discuss shoruly, one has 10 assume obligatory movement of clitics from
the post-Place to the postloecative position because (a) clitics cannot be hosted by nonpho-
nologically realized elements and (b) in order to explain the inconsisient judgments native
speakers make with respect to the animacy restrictions on clitics following locatives.
Here 1 have used a small clause structure Lo represent possession simply because it 15 the
structure also adopted by Alexiadou and Stavrou (1999) for possession in Greek nominals

m
'
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{but see Terzi 2008—which the piesent chapter predaled—for a modification of this pactic-
ular point).

An altemalive. suggested to me by ‘Tom Leu, is to consider a (phrasal) larger lowe: part
of the structure to meove higher, taking the elitic along, as in Noonan (2005 and this volume),
This is certainly a possibility o investigate, although it is not cleas that it would be consisteit
with the behavior of clitics with respect o animacy. In the present account clitics are consid-
ered to clilicize between the locarive and Place, a position known to be associated with anj-
macy restoctions in the nogunal domain.

6. Since Place is nol phonglogically realized, it is not controvesial Lo assume (hat jts
interaction with clitics i5 subject Lo principles similar to those that hold for clitics and ether,
well-established, nonphonologically vealized elements such as traces and enply categories.
These are net visible by phonology; hence, they cannot constitute hosts for phonclogically
weak elements such as clitics (see Selkirk 1986; Nespor and Vogel 1986).

7. Hence, the reactions to those accounts that consider locatives similar o nouns.
Szabolesi (1994), for instance, criticizes Mardcz (1984), who considers Hungarian locatives 1o
be nominals, on the grounds ihat, although they may derive from nouns and arc similaz W noun
phrases, they also have differences that need 10 be undersiood.

On the other hand, Bresnan (1994), who considers English locatives in subject and objeet
pasition to be nominals, proposes that they are the complements of norainals:

() [ (A PLACE) [, under the bed]] is a good hiding place.

Matsubara {2001} points out that such an account is problematic because it considers
semantic, contextual, and pragmatic (rather than morphoiogical) requirements 1o be
accessible to syntax.

The analysis developed in this chapter does not suffer from the delects of these araposals.
Furthermore, nol enly dees it recognize the resemblance ol lozatives to nominais, bul also
sheds light on the source of this resemblance.

8. This argument resulled from a response (0 & comment by Maicel den Dikken. for
which T would like (o thank him.

9. There is alse one more light P, me, which is constued only with the substantive mnazi
‘together.” It is not clear whether mazi is a locative, and hence, whether it should be accounted
for by the analysis provided in this work. One may be able.to adhere directly to the nowminal
properties of mazi in order to understand its genitive (clitic) complement by diawing on its
historical origin from the noun maza 'mass’ (see Babinictis 1998). Pertineol at this point is the
discussion of Longebardi (2001) for French chez:

(1) a. Piga {(mazi) me Lon Petro
went- 15 together me the Peter
b. Piga mazi tw/*wy Petru.
weni-1s with be-cl-gen/ihe Peter-gen

‘T went wilh Peter.’

1 went with him’

10. Epanc se means ‘on,” while epano apo means “above.” Mesa se means ‘inside,” while
imesa apo means ‘{rom inside,’ and there are no genitive clitic frames for epano apo or imesa apo;

(i) a *Petuse ikosi metra epano tv,
was-flying twenty meters on he-cl-gen
‘(ley was flying Lwenty meters above himn.”
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b. “Den cvgene foni  mesa tis.
neg  coming voice inside she-cl-gen
"‘No voice was coming owf of her’

Intercstinuly, there is a sirategy for the clitic frame to be construed with these lwo _oow:cﬁm‘
one that utilizes the optian thai the }ight P apo has Lo (also} precede the locative Gwn. Terzi 2007
for details). As [ nole there, the presence of ape before the locative is optional with all other
locatives in the clitic frame, except {or the fotiowing two:

(1) & Petuse kost melra F(apo} epang .
was-flying twenty meiers ago o he-cl-gen
«(It) was Aying twenty meters above him.”
b, Denevgene foni  *(apo) mesa tis.
neg coming voice apoe inside she-cl-gen
"‘No voice was coming oui of her.”
c. Stathike pende meira (apa) piso Us.
slood  five meters  ape behind she-cl-gen
‘He stood five meters behind her.’

This, steategy is also in line with my idea that apo carries semantic content in these two in-
stances, a5 a result of which, presumably, ii cannot be omiited. . o

The optionality of the prelocative apo in ali other contexis excepl those in nmeEmu (i) is
alse manifesied in the complex preposition frame in {iif) (Terzi 2007). Note that the oa:mm_wa\
presence of the second apo in (iii} is duc to different reasons, namely to e case-checking
peeds of the DP complement of the locative (Botwinik-Rotem and ‘Terzi 2008):

(iii) a Petuse ikosi metra  (apo) epano *(apo) oo Feiro.

was-fying twenty meters apo on apo the Peter
“(It) was Bying twenty meters above Peter.’

b. Denevgene fom  (apo) mesa *(apo) ti Maria.
neg coming voice apo inside apo the Mary
‘No voice was coming oul of Mary.'

c. tathike pende melra (apo) piso *(apal il Mada.
stood five meters apo behind apo the Mary
*fle stood five melers behind Mary ’

11. If the complex preposition structare, thal is, (18), were tie result of Ea%nm—.n inver-
sion from (13), the subsequent exiraction of the light PP should be ;zmﬁ:::._m.iom_ w:.ﬁm the
light PP that is te resull of this process is not a constirsent. Extraction of the light PP is fully
grammalical, however, as (i) demonstrales:

(i) Setito evales cpanc?
se what it put-2s on
‘What did you put it on?’

TR
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12. In Botwinik-Rotem and Terzi (2008) we further propuse that the coresp ng pos-
sessive clitics can check iheir case i the PF by virlue of fact thai they are part of the same
prosodic word with the localive.

13, Campos (1991, 741) repornts that “traditional grammarians have not agreed on the
status of these prepositions. Thus, although Bello (1847) classifies them as adverbs, Ramszey
(1956} considers themn complex prepositons when they are used wransitively and adverhs when
used intrapsitively.” Chomsky (1988, 110) refers to Spanish substanlives as intransilive prep-
ositions bul notices the difference between Spanish alredzder "around’ and English “arcund’
in lerms of their ability to assigo case o thejr DP complement.

14, Notice the difference with respect to (he position of Place in the two struciures, In
{37b) we suppose Lhat Place moves o SpecDP, just as in the standard nominal domain. An
indication of this movement is the appearance of the preposition de in D, as argued by Bern-
stein (2005) for Spanish nominals. We have no reason o believe that a similar type of move-
ment occurs in (37a), however, first of all because de is not present and also because it is
reasonable fo assume that the case requirements of the pessessor DP (i.e., the complemeut uf
the locative) can now be satisfied by the P head en.

15. The exceplion is Bresnan (1994}, who, however, looks ai English locatives (and tew-
porals) in subject and object position but does not investigate iheir inicrial stucture. As

already mentioned, shie argues that locatives are the complements of a nominal, &s in the fol-
lowing:

i) {,, (A PLACE){,, under the bed|} is a good hiding place.

Siumilar in spirit 1s the proposal of Davies and Dubinsky (2001), who postulate a DP
shell in English in order to capture the presence of locatives in subject position, (iia),

" along with all other iypes of non-DP subjects, (iib)—(iic):

(i) 2 [, [,e][,, under the bed]] is a good hiding piace.
b. Iy [, 9] [, that Shelby losl is]] is true.
[or lp #1 [, very tall]] is just how he likes his bodyguoards.

o

16. Kayne's recenl work on unpronounced eleinents shares this line of reasoning. It is
demonstrated in Kayne (2005b), for instance, that an overt -aine is preseit in French, (i), while
only the unprenounced coumerpart of it is encountered in English, (ii):

(i) une vingtaine d'articlesa
a __lwenly -atne of articles

fzin

(i) hundred + -AINE + -5 of articles

On the other hand, both an overt and an unpronounced PLACE may ovcur with Enplish ‘here’
and ‘there’. The examples in (41), repeated as (iii}, constitute the gvert option, while the
(simplified) structure of ‘here’ and ‘there,” argued (w be as in (iv) in Kayne (2004), instantiates
the unproncunced counterpart:

(ini) a. Thas here place
b. That there place

(ix) a o here PLACE
b. g there PLACE
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17. Svenonius (2004) also observes that the English locatives that are me 1o occur with-
cut an overt complement coincide with those that are able to take there as their ground Em_._,,
ment:

(i) a. Go behind/inside/below/beyond/in (ont offabove there.
b. *Get among/upon/berween/beside/niext to there.

18. This idea does not present problems for the much discussed partitivity constrain,
according to which the embedded DP/NP must be definite (Tackendof{ Gqﬁ see Hoop _.u.@m
for an overview) since, even if one considers the lower DP to be mmmn:;m,:w _:ﬁm._.mﬂ,mﬁa as “all
Places,” the universal quantifier @/ is one of those elements allowed in partitive construc-
Lions. N

8. That is, locatives would presumably fall under the second type o_amE.m&Em_ ﬁE.:_.:Swm
in the werminelogy adopled by Barker (1998}, for exampie, “I saw two of John's friends.

20. T am referting o Greek compler Ps in particular because they are the oncs that
involve the light P apo, also present in parlitives. .

21. AJast attempl would be to attribute this ::mEBEw:ome 8.:5 presence of .:._a un-
pronounced element, Place. For justance. one can say (ia) but not (ib) in English {consideting
{ia) and {1b) 10 also involve an emply Place, as in Kayne (2004)).

(i) a. I'm going io john's.
b. #T"in going 1o his

Nevertheless, one would then have to answer why (i}, by contrast to {1a), 1s also ungrammati-
cal under he intended reading:

* ... in front of John's
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