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1. The main proposal

The main claim of Pronouns, Clitics and Empty Nouns is that all pronominal
types, e.g. demonstratives, personal pronouns, strong, weak, and clitic pro-
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nouns, have the same structural analysis (contra e.g. Cardinaletti & Starke 1999,

<LINK "ana-r6">

who propose that strong, weak, and clitic pronouns are differentiated through
their variable degree of structural complexity). Following Postal (1966/1969)

<LINK "ana-r26">

and Abney (1987), author Panagiotidis assumes that pronouns are determiners.

<LINK "ana-r1">

Contra Abney (1987), who treats pronouns as intransitive determiners, and in

<LINK "ana-r1">

line with Postal (1966/1969), he argues that pronouns are structurally identical

<LINK "ana-r26">

to full noun phrases. All pronouns consist of two functional shells, a DP layer
and a NumberP layer, and one lexical NP layer that contains a zero noun (see
Ritter 1993, 1995 for DPs — though crucially not for pronouns — and Torrego

<LINK "ana-r30"><LINK "ana-r34">

1988, Uriagereka 1995, Corver & Delfitto 1999 for pronominal clitics). Zero

<LINK "ana-r35"><LINK "ana-r11">

nouns in pronominals are argued to be structurally identical to zero nouns in
elliptical NPs according to analyses that treat noun ellipsis in terms of a base-
generated empty pro-form (and contra PF-deletion approaches to noun ellipsis;
see Johnson 1996/1997 for an overview of the controversy on the issue). Overt

<LINK "ana-r21">

counterparts of such zero nouns are attested in a number of languages, for
example raw’ in Thai, kare in Japanese, one in English.

2. Overview

The book consists of an introduction, five substantive chapters, and a conclu-
sion. Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 5 contain the material that constitutes the core of the
proposal. Chapter 1 argues against the notion of intransitive determiner and
provides the motivation for a complex DP analysis of pronouns, which are
taken to contain a zero pronominal noun. Chapters 2 and 3 argue that overt or
covert pronominal nouns are present in a number of environments, including DPs
with one, elliptical NPs, pronominal clitics, and indefinite argument-drop con-
structions. Chapter 5 outlines a theory of licensing that forces functional categories
to always select lexical categories. Chapter 4 is somewhat independent and
addresses the syntax of null subjects in different types of null subject languages.

Chapter 1 investigates the internal structure of pronouns. Initially, it is
argued that the intransitive determiner analysis of pronouns is theoretically
undesirable as pronouns would be the only functional elements without a
lexical complement. It is furthermore pointed out that a subset of pronominals,
namely plural indexicals and demonstratives in English, appear to have optional
selectional properties. They may either select a particular complement as in (1a)
or be intransitive as in (1b):
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(1) a. [We linguists] tend to be quite parsimonious.
b. [We] tend to be quite parsimonious.

Panagiotidis assumes that selection is obligatory and, therefore, that the
optionality in (1) is problematic. In an intransitive determiner analysis of
pronouns, elements like we would be the only lexical entries that have optional
selectional properties. The problem of optional selection does not arise, though,
if we in (1b) has a null nominal complement, as proposed by Postal

<LINK "ana-r26">

(1966/1969). Panagiotidis concludes that this is indeed the correct structure of
pronominal elements. In Chapter 5 he returns to this issue, attempting to
provide a principled explanation for the impossibility of intransitive
determiners (see below for more details). In the remaining sections of Chap-
ter 1, the author discusses the structure of pronouns in more detail. Following
Ritter (1995), among others, he assumes that in Noun Phrases definiteness

<LINK "ana-r30">

features are located in D and number features are hosted on the independent
functional head Num, while Gender is an intrinsic idiosyncratic feature of
nouns and hence is encoded on N. He furthermore follows Abney (1987) and

<LINK "ana-r1">

Ritter (1995), who assume that person features are in D. On the further

<LINK "ana-r30">

assumption that person, number, and gender are invariably hosted on the same
heads across languages and constructions (contra e.g. Ritter 1993, 1995, who

<LINK "ana-r30">

takes gender to be on N in Hebrew DPs but on Num in Romance DPs and
Hebrew and Romance pronouns), he analyses pronouns with person, number,
and gender features in terms of the structure in (2), which is identical to the
structure he adopts for full DPs:

(2) DP

D
[person]

NumP

Num
[number]

NP

pronominal N [gender]

Gender and other idiosyncratic features such as honorification are hosted on
null or overt pronominal nouns that project an NP. Interpretable number is in
Num. Number on D is uninterpretable; D enters agreement with Num, which
leads to checking and deletion of uninterpretable number on D by the inter-
pretable number of Num. Finally, D hosts person and/or definiteness. Person
features are present in indexicals while they are absent from 3rd person pro-
nouns (Benveniste 1966 and many others following him) and definite

<LINK "ana-r3">
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determiners like the, which merely contain definiteness. The final question
addressed in this chapter concerns the source of pronominality as opposed to
full referential DPs. Panagiotidis rejects the postulation of a [pronominal]
feature and proposes that pronominal reference results from the lack of
descriptive content of pronouns, which in turn reduces to the fact that (overt
and covert) pronominal nouns denote no concept.

Chapters 2 and 3 investigate the properties of pronominal nouns in a
number of contexts. The first set of contexts is provided by DPs with one in
English and noun ellipsis in e.g. French, Greek, and German. Noun ellipsis is
assumed to contain a zero pronominal noun, as in Lobeck (1995) and Kester

<LINK "ana-r24"><LINK "ana-r23">

(1996), among others; its overt counterpart is one in English. It is argued that
one-DPs and elliptical DPs have a structure similar to that postulated for
pronouns in (2). Adjectival phrases modifying one or elliptical zero nouns are
analyzed as specifiers of functional heads between D and N, either Num or a
little n (Bernstein 1993, Cinque 1994, Kester 1996, Stavrou 1999, Carstens 2000,

<LINK "ana-r4"><LINK "ana-r9"><LINK "ana-r23"><LINK "ana-r33"><LINK "ana-r7">

and others). Differences between pronominals and one-DPs/elliptical DPs with
respect to co-reference and binding (pronouns enter co-reference and variable
binding, one-DPs and elliptical NPs do not) are attributed to the fact that the
latter contain some sort of concept-denoting modifier such as an adjective, or
a referential modifier such as a possessor. Pronouns, on the other hand, have no
features other than definiteness, person, number, and gender and, therefore,
may enter co-reference and may function as variables.

Pronominal clitics are claimed to constitute the second context in which
zero pronominal nouns occur (see Torrego 1988, Uriagereka 1995, Corver &

<LINK "ana-r34"><LINK "ana-r35"><LINK "ana-r11">

Delfitto 1999). According to Panagiotidis, a common analysis of determiners,
strong pronouns, and pronominal clitics (which are morphologically similar or
identical to determiners) in terms of the complex DP structure in (2) leads to a
more restrictive view of the differences of these elements. Such a theory should
be preferred on the basis of learnability considerations. From an empirical point
of view, he argues that the complex DP analysis of clitics correctly accounts for
the fact that clitic movement involves two steps (see in particular Sportiche

<LINK "ana-r32">

1998; see Uriagereka 1995 for an analysis in terms of the complex

<LINK "ana-r35">

DP-hypothesis for clitics): (i) An XP-movement step of the clitic phrase to
AgrO; (ii) A highly local X0 step of the clitic from AgrO to a higher functional
head, e.g. T, which strands the containing DP in AgrO.

Finally, indefinite argument drop in Greek (Dimitriadis 1994, Giannakidou

<LINK "ana-r13"><LINK "ana-r16">

& Merchant 1996) provides the third set of environments in which empty
pronominal nouns are attested. Null indefinite arguments are claimed to have
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exactly the same structure as definite pronominal clitics, except that they are
headed by a zero indefinite determiner in D while clitics are headed by an overt
definite D.

The formal properties of overt and covert pronominal nouns are investigated
in Chapter 3. The first question asked concerns their X-bar theoretic status.
Taking as a starting point the well-known observation that one does not tolerate
complement of-phrases (Jackendoff 1977), he refers to Corver & Delfitto (1999)

<LINK "ana-r20"><LINK "ana-r11">

who point out that null pronominal nouns behave similarly in this respect. The
restriction in (4b) is identical to the restriction in (3):

(3) *The students of Physics are taller than the ones of Chemistry.

(4) a. We students of Physics like quasars very much.
b. *We of Physics like quasars very much.

Noun ellipsis shows a similar constraint, which is why it is often referred to by
the term ‘N-bar ellipsis’. In order to account for the facts in (3) and (4) without
resorting to the proposal that one and zero pronominal nouns are of N-bar level
(Jackendoff 1977 and many others following him), Panagiotidis adopts a

<LINK "ana-r20">

proposal put forth in unpublished work by Radford (1989), namely that nouns

<LINK "ana-r27">

denoting no concept are incapable of assigning theta-roles to arguments. This
analysis correctly predicts that adjuncts are licensed in such contexts:

(5) a. The ones from New York are taller than the students from New
Jersey.

b. Virgin from Tuscany is better than watery olive oil from Spain.

Panagiotidis concludes that pronominal nouns are N0 heads that do not have
argument structure. He further argues that zero pronominal nouns are not
instances of pro and that they have inherent features rather than being subject
to licensing and identification requirements (on licensing and identification of
pro see Rizzi 1986). In order to account for the environments in which zero

<LINK "ana-r31">

pronominal nouns are allowed to occur, Panagiotidis adopts Emonds’s (1985)

<LINK "ana-r14">

theory of Unique Syntactic Behavior. According to this theory, lexical items that
belong to closed (grammatical) classes cannot be differentiated from each other
by purely semantic features; such elements are distinguished by grammati-
cal/formal features, i.e. features manipulated by syntactic rules. Adopting and
extending this proposal, Panagiotidis proposes that zero pronominal nouns are
licit only when they have inherent features that allow them to participate in
syntactic operations.
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The syntax of null subjects is the topic of Chapter 4. Building on Alexiadou

<LINK "ana-r2">

& Anagnostopoulou (1998, 2000), Panagiotidis argues that subject pro does not
exist. Following Ritter (1995) he proposes that AgrS is split into a D-head and

<LINK "ana-r30">

a Num-head. The former hosts person features, the latter number features. EPP
is universally strong (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 1998) and is viewed as the

<LINK "ana-r2">

obligatory presence of a verbal D in the clause. Languages like English that do
not permit null subjects have a null strong verbal D that attracts the subject
from the VP-domain. Null subject languages are of several types. One type has
a null strong verbal D and subject clitics. In languages of this type either clitics
or full DPs check EPP (Arabic, Hebrew, Northern Italian dialects). Another
type has overt verbal D heads that are base-generated in the functional domain
checking EPP. In these languages, DPs, if present, either remain in situ or move
to Spec,TP, yielding surface VSO orders (Greek, Spanish, Italian). Another type
has both overt verbal D heads and null strong ones. When a strong null verbal
D head is merged it attracts the subject, resulting in SVO orders. When the
overt verbal D head is merged, the DP subject is merged low (Yagua, discussed
in Everett 1989, belongs to this class).

<LINK "ana-r15">

Finally, Chapter 5 addresses the relationship between functional and lexical
heads inside Extended Projections (Grimshaw 1991). The central question asked

<LINK "ana-r17">

is why functional categories always have to select lexical ones. The answer
provided to this question by the author is that functional categories are licensed
by lexical ones because lexical heads check LF-uninterpretable categorical
features of functional heads. A consequence of this is that intransitive
determiners, or any other intransitive functional heads, are impossible.

3. Review

This book covers a lot of ground and makes a contribution to the understand-
ing of pronouns. Several complex phenomena are investigated and an attempt
is made to synthesize particular views that have been independently expressed
in the literature into a comprehensive theory of nominal elements and
pronominality. In particular, the author discusses in detail the internal structure
of DPs and pronouns, the syntax of clitics, properties of pro-DPs, and noun
ellipsis, as well as the typology of null subjects, and for the most part, his
presentation of work by other researchers is well-informed, balanced, and
accurate. The theory he argues for is coherent, as it is based on consistent
choices among conflicting analytical possibilities in each sub-domain. Panagio-
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tidis argues convincingly that pronominality is not a primitive, and he correctly
points out that seemingly unrelated types of nominal constructions fall under
the same general schema once Postal’s (1966/1969) theory of strong pronouns

<LINK "ana-r26">

is combined with Ritter’s (1995) theory of DPs, Uriagereka’s (1995) and Corver

<LINK "ana-r30"><LINK "ana-r35"><LINK "ana-r11">

& Delfitto’s (1999) theory of clitics, and Lobeck’s (1995) theory of ellipsis. The

<LINK "ana-r24">

book is ambitious not only because it seeks to unify the various kinds of
pronouns attested in the world’s languages but also because pronouns are
treated on a par with phenomena like noun ellipsis. This is an interesting and
potentially important proposal, and although I do not think that it can be
maintained on the basis of the evidence provided, it raises serious and useful
questions. My main criticism of the book is that even though the author is
careful enough to provide theoretical and conceptual motivations for the
analyses he adopts, he is less careful to provide worked-out answers to empirical
questions posed by inter- and intra-linguistic variation, and to explore the
consequences of his proposals. As a result, the book remains rather program-
matic; a number of issues are left unresolved, some of which are addressed here.

3.1 Binding-theoretic differences between DPs and pronouns

One important problem that Panagiotidis brings up but does not solve is that
the various types of nominal expressions he analyzes have a different behavior
with respect to binding theory.

In Chapter 2 (p.53–55) the author discusses one such difference between
personal pronouns and elliptical DPs, pertaining to co-reference. Consider the
examples in (6) (p.51):

(6) a. Speaker A: I wish I had a car of my own.
b. Speaker B: How are you going to pay for it?
c. Speaker A: Well, I guess [my mother’s e] is all right, then.

A difference between it in (6b) and my mother’s in (6c) is that the pronoun can
refer to the desired new car in (6a) while the elliptical DP in (6c) can only refer
to another car, i.e. it cannot co-refer with a salient pragmatic antecedent. The
author attempts to argue that the different behavior of pronouns and elliptical
DPs with respect to co-reference in contexts like the one in (6) does not
challenge a common analysis in terms of a zero pronominal noun. He suggests
that the difference can be accounted for by appealing to the fact that elliptical
DPs contain some concept-denoting expression while pronouns do not. He
furthermore points out that in German the definite pronoun der, die, das and
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an elliptical DP introduced by the indefinite article einer may both enter co-
reference, even though they show an interpretational contrast (see p.53,
discussion of the examples in (11)). The pronoun den may refer back to an
antecedent that has been introduced in previous discourse, while the elliptical
einen-DP has a partitive-like interpretation: it picks up a referent that is a
member of a set introduced in the previous discourse. Panagiotidis concludes
that elliptical DPs behave like pronouns, to the point of being indistinguishable
from them both in form and interpretation (in certain contexts such as the
German examples (11)). In the concluding chapter, the author returns to the
issue and notes (p.194–195):

We have argued throughout for pronominals being ordinary DPs that differ
from R-expressions only by virtue of their noun head: R-expressions are
headed by contentful nouns, pronominals by empty ones. Nevertheless,
binding can apparently distinguish between R-expressions and pronouns and
imposes different conditions on co-reference. If this particular aspect of
binding, namely the contrast between Principle B and principle C, applies after
LF, as opposed to at LF, this should be no serious problem. Apparently, a
difference between DPs containing empty nouns and DPs containing concept-
denoting nouns is visible after LF, by the Conceptual-Intentional systems …

But the issue of the binding theoretic behavior of R-expressions and pronouns
is much more complex than assumed by the author. First of all, the difference
between pronouns and R-expressions is not that the former may enter into co-
reference with a linguistic antecedent while the latter are not allowed to do so,
but rather that pronouns are allowed to co-refer with a c-commanding anteced-
ent as long as the two elements are not in the same domain (the Governing
Category of classical Binding Theory; Principle B), while R-expressions may
enter co-reference only when there is no c-command (Principle C). Even more
importantly, as discussed in e.g. Grodzinsky & Reinhart (1993), R-expressions

<LINK "ana-r18">

are, in fact, allowed to co-refer with a c-commanding antecedent under certain
conditions. In order to account for the contrasting behavior of pronouns and
R-expressions, Reinhart (1983) and Grodzinsky & Reinhart (1993) argue that

<LINK "ana-r28"><LINK "ana-r18">

the central difference between the two types of nominal elements is that
pronouns may function as bound variables while R-expressions may not. Their
distribution is regulated by a pragmatic rule expressing a dispreference for co-
reference (Rule I).

In Chomsky’s (1981, 1986) classical Binding Theory, the different behavior

<LINK "ana-r8">

of anaphors, pronouns, and R-expressions follows from the features
[±anaphor] and [±pronominal] and their combinations. In contemporary
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Binding Theory there is a tendency to dispense with such features and to appeal
to the feature specification and/or the internal structure of DPs instead (see e.g.
Reinhart & Reuland 1993). I do not see how the central difference between

<LINK "ana-r28">

R-expressions and pronouns, namely that pronouns may function as variables
while R-expressions may not, follows from the author’s informal suggestions.

3.2 Binding-theoretic and other differences among various pronoun types

A problem not addressed by Panagiotidis is the fact that different kinds of
pronouns show variable behavior with respect to Binding Theory. For example,
personal pronouns may function as bound variables and are subject to Principle
B, but demonstratives are in many languages subject to Principle C. In languag-
es that have pronominal clitics and strong personal pronouns, clitics may
function as bound variables while strong pronouns resist the bound variable
interpretation. It is difficult to see how the distinct properties of pronouns can
be accounted for in the present analysis, which takes all these pronouns to be
definite determiners uniformly selecting for a NumP and an NP complement.
If all pronouns have the same structure and the same feature specification, they
are expected to have the same binding-theoretic status. But they do not.

In a recent paper, Déchaine & Wiltschko (2002) draw attention to the fact

<LINK "ana-r12">

that there are systematic correlations between the binding-properties of
pronouns, on the one hand, and their external distribution and internal syntax,
on the other. On the basis of evidence from a wide variety of languages (includ-
ing Salish languages, English, Japanese, and French), Déchaine & Wiltschko
identify three kinds of pronominal elements: (i) Pronouns that behave like
R-expressions, i.e. they are subject to Principle C. These are semantically
definite and have the external distribution of arguments and the internal syntax
of determiners, i.e. they may select for nominal complements. (ii) Pronouns
that may function as variables (and are subject to Principle B). These have the
external distribution of either arguments or predicates and an internal syntax
that is neither that of a D (e.g. they do not select for a nominal complement)
nor that of an N (e.g. they cannot be modified). (iii) Pronouns that are neither
R-expressions nor variables. These have the external distribution of predicates
and the internal syntax of nouns, i.e. they can be modified and can be combined
with a determiner. Déchaine & Wiltschko argue that English plural indexicals
fall under category (i) while French 1st and 2nd person clitics fall under
category (ii). 3rd person English pronouns and French clitics fall under category
(ii). Finally, English one, Japanese kare, and the French quantitative clitic en all
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fall under category (iii). In order to account for this variation, Déchaine &
Wiltschko propose that languages can have three pronoun types: pro-DP, pro-
φP, and pro-NP. Each of them is associated with a distinct syntactic projection,
illustrated in (7):

(7) a. b. c.DP

D fP

NP

N

f

fP

NP

N

f

NP

N

Pronouns of type (i) have the structure in (7a), pronouns of type (ii) have the
structure in (7b), and pronouns of type (iii) have the structure in (7c). In this
proposal, the categorical status of pronominal categories determines their
external syntax and their inherent semantics, which in turn determines their
binding-theoretic status. In order to evaluate the proposal made by Panagiotidis
against e.g. Déchaine & Wiltschko’s alternative proposal, one would need to
know exactly how the differences among pronouns described above are dealt
with in the former theory, which unifies all pronominal types under the same
structural and featural analysis.

Before concluding this subsection, I would like to draw attention to two
more differences that have been argued in the literature to present straightfor-
ward evidence against assigning the same structural analysis to all pronouns.

First, in the concluding chapter Panagiotidis (p.195) mentions a problem
that he takes to be a “loose end”, namely that weak and clitic pronouns undergo
cliticization while strong pronouns do not. He acknowledges that an intransi-
tive determiner analysis of clitic-like pronouns, as opposed to the widely
accepted complex DP account for strong pronouns, has a better chance of deriving
the contrasting behavior of the two pronominal types with respect to cliticization.
For example, one could argue that intransitive determiners (clitics) cliticize in
order to comply with the Linear Correspondence Axiom (Kayne 1994).

<LINK "ana-r22">

Second, as discussed by Cardinaletti & Starke (1999) and Corver & Delfitto

<LINK "ana-r6"><LINK "ana-r11">

(1999), among many others, in languages with strong personal pronouns and
clitics, strong personal pronouns are necessarily animate/human, unlike clitics
which can be both animate and inanimate. One question that arose in my mind
while reading this book is how one would deal with this difference in the
present system. In Cardinaletti & Starke’s alternative, namely that strong
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personal pronouns are structurally more complex than clitics and that animacy
is hosted in a separate head present in strong personal pronouns and missing
from clitics, the answer is straightforward. The fact that animacy is encoded
morphosyntactically in some languages, e.g. it is marked on direct object strong
pronouns by the marker a in Standard Spanish and pe in Romanian, and morpho-
logically by the presence of a dative doubling clitic in leísta Spanish (see Bleam

<LINK "ana-r5">

1999, Ormazabal & Romero to appear, among many others) further supports the
view that strong personal pronouns and pronominal clitics have distinct structural
and/or featural properties driving their distinct syntactic behavior.

In conclusion, the vast variation in form, internal syntax and semantics,
external distribution, and binding-theoretic status of pronouns across and
within languages constitutes a serious empirical reason against unifying their
syntax. A theory like the one developed by Panagiotidis might indeed be more
parsimonious, as the author claims. Yet it is unclear to me, at this point,
whether such a theory will prove to be descriptively adequate once the question
of diversity of pronouns is taken into consideration.

3.3 The position of phi-features and the analysis of pronouns

My final comment concerns the distribution of phi-features in DPs and pronouns.
In Chapter 1, the author motivates two assumptions that are crucial for his

argument throughout the book. First, LF-interpretable features are encoded on
specific heads. Number is an LF-interpretable feature, and it is always encoded
on a Number head. Second, gender is an uninterpretable idiosyncratic feature
of nouns and it is therefore encoded on N. These two assumptions lead him to
postulate that strong, weak, and clitic pronouns all include NumP and NP since
they all have number and gender. It is unclear, though, that the rigid view that
specific features are always hosted on the same heads can be maintained.

First, Ritter (1993, 1995) argues convincingly that gender is specified on N

<LINK "ana-r30">

in Hebrew, and Ralli (1994, 2002) shows the same for Greek, where gender

<LINK "ana-r29">

interacts with inflection class. But as argued by Ritter (1993), certain differences

<LINK "ana-r30">

between Hebrew and various Romance languages can be accounted for if
gender is specified on N in Hebrew, but on the functional head that bears the
number specification in Spanish, Romanian, and Walloon. If Ritter (1993) is

<LINK "ana-r30">

correct, then gender is not always encoded on an N head, and there is no reason
to assume that all pronouns carrying gender features contain a null Noun. In
order to disprove Ritter (1993), one would have to reanalyze the differences she

<LINK "ana-r30">

accounts for by appealing to cross-linguistic variation in the base position of
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gender markers in a system that takes gender to invariably occur on Nouns.
Second, gender is not an idiosyncratic feature of nouns in all languages.

There are languages that systematically express gender distinctions based on
animacy (Corbett 1991), a semantic feature subsuming gender distinctions (see

<LINK "ana-r10">

e.g. the feature geometry in Harley & Ritter 2002:486). By the author’s principle

<LINK "ana-r19">

that LF-interpretable features are always hosted on separate functional heads,
such languages would have a separate functional head encoding gender. Once
again, that would imply that pronouns in these languages have GenP, and there
would be no reason for postulating an NP.

Note

*  I would like to thank Artemis Alexiadou and Winfried Lechner for helpful discussion on

<DEST "ana-n*">

the material. All opinions expressed are my own.
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