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1. Introduction

In this paper, weoffer ananalysisfor the prenominalpossessodoubling
construction as ibccurs in @rmanic, paying particulaattention to the
differences betweeNorwegianand West Flemish. Ouanalysis(i) develops
recent theoretical proposalgving locality relations,(ii) uses these tderive
the occurrence of possessivgpronoun doubling the possessorand (jii)
discussedurther comparisons acrosthe Gemanic languages. Gr main
proposal ighat thedoublingpronoun is aresumptive ement,undestood
more generally as a spelled out copy of the (moved) possessor DP.

2. Prenominal Possessor Doubling Constructions

The Prenominal Possess@oubling Construction (henceforth, PPDC

PPDed DPstands for‘possessor-double®P’) is instantiated inseveral
Germanic languages (and some degrebeyond), dachronically asvell as
synchronically. We focuen its properties inmodernNorwegianand West
Flemish, as illustrated in (1) and (2):

(1) Per sin bil (Norwegian; Fiva 1984:2)
Per REFL car
‘Per’s car’
(2) Marie euren vent (Vést Flemish; Haegeman 1998:1)

Marie her husband
‘Marie’s husband’

Descriptively, PPDCs areomplex DPs containing apossessoiPOSS
(which can itself be complex), aprenominal possessiveoronoun PRON
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(which doublesPOSS), and the head no(phrase)akapossessuP. We
will refer to these ementsas suchand explorea more concrete structure
for this DP:

3) [,» POSS PRON NP]

Beyondinvestigatingthe finer structure of the DRlepicted in(3), we
will pinpoint the derivational processesderlying PPDCs ifNorwegian and
West Flemish, deriving in particuldre nature angosition ofpossessor and
possessive. Two theoretical proposalsilivguide our investigation. On the
one hand, we adag@rohmann’s(2000, 2003)Anti-Locality Hypothesis a
means to partitioglausalstructureinto finer domains whin which phrasal
movement isbanned. Onthe other, we W considerthe Clausal DP-
Hypothesighat assimilateghe structure of theominallayer tothat of the
clausallayer (cf. Ritter 1991 andsubsequentesearch; see Bernstein 2001,
Haegeman 2001).

The relevance othese two hypotheses abvious: if wecan partition
the clause into movement-sensitive domains atitkeifstructure of DPears
similarities tothe structure othe clausewe wouldexpect tofind the same
type of partitioning within DP aswell, presumablysubject tothe same
locality restrictions. Exdence fromthe PPDCsuggestdhat we doindeed
find this partitioning, and the frameworkallows for a straightforward
derivational introduction of the possessive pronoun in these constructions.

3. The Anti-Locality Hypothesis

Under the minimigst desideratunthat the structureof the grammar be
determined by (virtually) conceptual necesgiiyiromsky1993,1995), much

of the GB-machinery should be reconsidered, in particular restrictions on the
computationthat are not motivated by Bare Output Gnditions (see
Hornstein2001, Grohmanr2003:ch. 2). Wemight thus ask whether the
ungrammaticality of(4a-c) could receive an alternative explanation to
standardapproaches, such as evokiiltgrs of sorts(Theta Criterion,Case
Filter, Affect Criteria etc.):

(4) a.*John likes. (cfJohn likes himsel.
b. *Him kissed her. (cfHe kissed hey.
c. *Who, Mary detests? (cWho does Mary detegt?

Under the Copy Theory of moveme(ibwer copiesrepresented in
strikethrough thwughoutand structuralll-formedness isndicated by ‘#),
the corresponding derivations of (4)taé relevanpoints could behe ones
in (5):
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(5) a.# [,JohnV [, likes-Johil]
b. # [p him T° [,.0p him AgrO° [, softly [ him V° [, kissed her]]]]]

C. # [ropp WhO TOP [, e Who FoC [, Mary T° detests ...-{(wh]]

As it happens, the derivations in (5) areilafbormed, so wewould need
to say something else to rule them out, iffalow the pathjust mentioned,
namelythat restrictions onthe computatiorthat do notfollow from Bare
Output nditions arenot albwed. A starting point for a purely syntactic
explanation for this ungrammaticality would be the following hypothesis:

(6) Anti-Locality Hypothesis
Movement must not be too local.

In structural terms;too local” or anti-local describes adependency
between two contextually related positions. The common contextual
information (as rekvant for Anti-Locality) we take to be encoded in all
lexical and functional headsthat build up aderivation. Inorder tocapture
this intuition in structural terms, we introduce the notion ofPeolific
Domain

(7) Prolific Domain (Grohmann 2000:58)
A Prolific Domain isa contextuallydefinedpart of thecomputational
system, which(i) providesthe interfaceswith the information relevant
to the context andi) consists of internaktructure,interacting with
derivational operations.

Following earlie conceptions othe clause (e.gChomsky 1986) and
much current research on the finer structure of these projectionSi(gpe
1999 forreview and references), gresumably naturaimplementation of
contextualinformation would be alausaltripartition, a formalsplit of the
clause into three Prolific Domains: a Theta-, arAgreement-,and a
Discourse-Domain (cf. also Platzack 2001). Followimgt@nann(2000), we
refer to these ag¢) the ©-Domain (that part of the derivation where
thematic relations ae created; v/\VP), (i) the &-Domain (where
agreement/inflectiongbroperties ardicensed; split NFL), and (i) the Q-
Domain(establishing discourse information; split CP).

As laid out in detail elsewhere (@ mann 20002003), wecan adopt a
dynamicapproach tahe computation irterms of nultiple Spell Out (cf.
Uriagereka 1999)Each Prolific Domain forms apart of the derivation
where Spell Out applies and the information gets shipped to the PF- and LF-
interface components. One minimalist criterion @htonditions,operations
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and principles must abide by isthat they follow from Bare Output
Conditions (Gomsky 1995)With the abolishment otthe GB-levels of D-
and S-structure, amy of the standardonditions donot follow from Bare
Output Conditions (cf. discussion around (4t us therformulate asingle
condition that does:

(8) Condition on Domain Exclusivity (Grohmann 2000:61)
An object O ina phrasemarker must have onexclusive Aldress
Identification Al per Prolific Domain MNA, unless duplicityyields a
drastic effect on the output.
I. An Al of O in a given1A is an occurrence of O in th@® at LF.
ii. A drastic effect on the output is a different realization of O at PF.

Further details aside (seerGmann 2000, 2003 fadiscussion), the
Condition on DomainExclusivity (CDE) applies toall and only XP-
dependencies within &rolific Domain (but itallows head movement, as
head movementhangesthe PF-matrixof the two headsinvolved by
definition).

A further prediction ofthe CDE is that ifa dependency between two
XPs within oneProlific Domain involves two different PF-matrices, the
dependencghould be wll-formed. An interestingand reasonablyclear-cut
instance of this is &/pe ofleft dislocation,often labelled“contrastive” left
dislocation:

(9) a.[Seinen Vater, den mag jeder Junge.
his4acc father RP.ACClikes every boy
‘His father, every boy likes.’

b. [ seinen Vater ¥, denmag-Tof [, jeder Junge T..]]]

The left-dislocated XRand theresumptivepronoun RP are in the same
Prolific Domain (namelythe Q-Domain). Moreover, (9) allows abound
variablereadingand asidefrom such absnce ofWeak Crossovereffects,
contrastiveleft dislocation displaysther signs ofreconstruction of théeft-
dislocatedohrase(presence o€ondition A effects, absnce ofCondition C
effects, idiom chunks).

All this and more (such as embedding arltiple left dislocation)stands
in sharp contrast to hanging topic left dislocation, illustrated in (10):

(10) a. Bein Vatel], jedet,, Junge magden/ihn
hisNom father every boy likesrRrrhimAcc
‘His father, every boy likes him.’
b. [.» sein Vater [, C° [, jeder Junge mag®Hen/ihn...]]]
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The obviousanalysismadepossible bythe Anti-Locality Hypothesis is
to derive contrastivdeft dislocation interms of a(movement) dependency
between theleft-dislocated XPand the RP,while hanging topics are
generated in their surface position, as in standaallyses. Byhe CDE, this
movement can be understood as the result of Copgll Out (<9,
changing the PF-matrix dhe lowerof the twocopiesthat are in the same
Prolific Domain:

(11) [ seinen Vater g, . seinenVate® den mag-Top[, ...1]

If RPs in contrastivéeft dislocationcan bereasonablyanalysed as a
derivational result, rather than fully lexical items part of the
numeration/lexicaarray, two réevantquestionsarise: (i) Do we find other
instances ofesumptionthat could be analysed aSopy Spell Out? (i) Do
we find other occurrences of pronouns thebuld be understood as
resumption?

Given aclausaltripartition into Prolific Domains,the CDE andCopy
Spell Out adriefly sketched here, ormuld ndeedenvisionanother set of
“resumptive” elements, namely grammatical formatives inserted to
legitimize a dependency whose members would otherwise los®mto be
licensed. A pronoun-qua-grammatical-formatives vielmas recently been
integrated into aderivational approach forlocal anaphors byHornstein
(2001). As reevant for the Anti-Locality Hypothesis,we suggestthat
reflexives may be emloyed to legitimize a too-close dependency
(Grohmann 2000, 2003).

To briefly illustrate with a relevantstructure touchean above, take
(12), wherevP and VP form one Prolific Domain (namely, kddomain):

(12) a.Johnlikes himself
b. [, John P [, Jehn\° [, likes-John® himself]]]

If on the right track(see the referencesjust menioned for further
discussiorand references)the commoncharacterization ofhe distribution
of RPs — that they get inserted when theatlisébetween twaositions in
a dependency wouldtherwise betoo far to belicensed legitimately (on
standard “upper-bounddccounts ofocality) — can be extended. We now
have (at least, theoretical) reasons to belibat some resumption magke
place derivationallynamely, in aranti-local relationship,when thedistance
between two positions is tamose. Inotherwords, nodifying a Last Resort
approach to resumption (Shlonsk992),one type of RPs inserted into a
structure from which movement cannot takacpl(“StandardLocality”),
another when movement is too close (“Anti-Locality”).
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4. The Clausal-DP Hypothesis

Our goal is to applythe Anti-Locality Hypothesis to APDCs andderive
PRON analogously toother spelled out grammatical formativesSuch an
approach isntricately connected to gartition ofthe nominallayer akin to
the one we haveketched forthe clausallayer. Let us thus mordook
closely atDP-structure Consider again d@ypical PPDC,here exemplified
with (colloquial) Dutch:

(13) Jan z'n huis
Jan his house
‘Jan’s house’

Before we explorethis corstruction further, concentrating on its
structure andoroperties in Vst Flemishand Norwegian, we consider the
structure of DP moreggenerally, thereby touching onthe Anti-Locality
Hypothesis and the role it might play in the nominal layer.

One obvious similarity between nominal and clausal constructions
concernsleft dislocation(where forour purposesDutch worksjust like
German; cfthe discussion ayund (9) above and thanalysis supplied). The
boldfaced part shows that left dislocation may also apply within DPs:

(14) a.Over [minister-president vanAgt], die, zijn, fouten
about Minister President van Agt that hismistakes
hebben we gepraat.
have  we talked
‘About MP van Agt’s nistakes, we talked.”  (Jansen 1977:438)

b. Jan die vertrekt laat.
Jan that leaves late
‘Jan, he leaves late.’

c.Jan, die z'n; late vertrek
Jan that his late departure
‘Jan’s late departure’

We will turn to therelevance of thisype of “nominalleft dislocation”
for West Flemishand Norwegianbelow. For nowtwo observations are in
order: (i) if left dislocation involvesCopy Spell Out inthe clausallayer, it
shouldalso do so irthe nominal layer;(ii) if Copy Spell Out inthe clausal
layer is due tcsatisfyingthe CDE (viz.Prolific Domains),the nominal layer
should also be sensitive to the CDE (i.e. have Prolific Domains).

Ever since the formulation of Abney’s (1987) DP-Hpothesis and
Ritter's (1991) suggestion of e.@n agreement-related Num(ber)#thin
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DP, muchevidencehasbeencollected to aligrthe nominal CP-structure to
the clausal CP-structurayhere D playsthe “nominalrole” of C°, so to
speak (see e.g. Bernstein 2001, Haegeman 2001 for critical revikepiice
“NumP” by a nore general’‘AgrP” (and do the ame with “TP”), we'll
get the following:

(15) a.clausal structure:  CP AgrP >vP
b. nominal structure: DP AgrP > NP

If vP denotes the@lomain of thematiaelations, AgrP ofagreement
properties, and C/DP of discourse information(all as understood
throughout), a first approxiation wouldthus be toassignthe sameProlific
Domains:

(16) a. CR, > AgrP,, > VP,
b. DR,, > AgrP,, > NP,

The tripartite composition of DP iswidely employed,and assuch
suggestghat wewould find the same (typef) Prolific Domainshere as
well, just as withthe tripartite composition of CP (thelause).And just as
these functional projections have been finer articulated in the clausal layer, so
have they in thenominal layer (seereferencesabove fordiscussion and
further pointers).

Intuitively, the prenominal possessor has a suHjke function inside
the DP.ldentifying one or moresubjectpositionsinside the DP obviously
reinforcesthe parallelismbetweenclauseand DP. Rgardingthe clause,
Cardinaletti (2000:36postulates ateastfive pre-verbalsubject positions,
each with aspecializedfunction. (seealso Cardinalettil997 for a first
proposal).

(17) SpecSubjP > SpecEPP > SpecAgrSP > SpecNomP > SpecVP

SpecNomP is &ase-licensingosition, SpecAgrSHicensesagreement.
In pro-drop languagespro occupieshe EPPsubjectposition,and alexical
subject occupiesSpecSubjP,the position specialisedfor the subject of
predicatiort.

This obviously opens thepossibility that thenominal layer also shows
more than twoprenominal subject positions. Haegeman (20012003)

2 SpecSubjP is also argued to host a fronted dativepsjtthverbs inversion patterns,
fronted locatives in locative inversion and a fronted predicate in predicate inversion
patterns.
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proposes the structure in (18khich instantiates twbP-internalprenominal
‘subject positions’. SpecAgrP (herSpeclP) hostspro in non-doubled
constructions with gossessivgronoun, our PRON18a),and it hosts the
trace of POSS imloubling constructiong(18b)? SpecFinP is argued to be
contextuallyrelated to DPand hoststhe doubling POSS. The ‘subject
positions’ postulatedfor the DP canbe seen agarallel tothe positions
identified by Cardinaletti (2000)with FinP corresponding t€ardinaletti's
SubjP and AgrP to her EPP position:

(18) a. bp [rinr [agw PrO-zen [ ... ]Il
b. [op [rine POSS [age & zen [ ... ]I]]

This parallelismhas an interesting consequencégardinaletti (2000)
proposes that the highasubject position ighe Bnding sitefor inverted
predicates in predicate inversioonstruction (seé. 2). Haegeman’'¢2001,
2003)analysisthus is inline with current proposalssuch asden DOkken’s
(1997, 1998), in which prenominal possessors are analysed as inverted
predicates. We'll explore and expand the structure in (18a) presently.

Now that we can conceptualtyotivate Prolific Domaingn the nominal
layer, let us see kether we carempirically support them thesame way
we’ve done with the clause, i.e.terms of the CDE. Outesting case is the
PPDC. One goal of this paper is astrengthening ofthe Anti-Locality
Hypothesis by demonstrating a ore general application of Prolific
Domains/Anti-Locality,and the PPDC is frst look atthe nominal domain
(also Grohmann 2003:ch.6).

5. An Anti-Locality Approach to PPDCs

One assumption about the possessive proRRM@AN is that it is thepelled
out nominal inflectional hea@ontaining thephi-features) sittindpetween D
and N. It then moves to D(e.g. Corver1990, Picallo 1994, Delsing 1998,
Zribi-Hertz  1998), derivingthe complementarydistribution with the
determiner, seen in (19) and (20) with our two main languages:

® Following Zribi-Hertz (1998), Haegeman (2001) assumes that the doubling pronoun
PRON is the Spell Out of AQra position which we do not endorse here as we assume
that PRON is a Copy Spell Out of the possessor, a maximal projection. It could be,
though, that the doubling pronoun subsequently cliticise$.tdHds would be compatible
with our analysis. The issue is only tangential to our efforts, however, as we are simply
concerned with the derivational origin of PRON, not any subsequent operations it might
undergo.
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(19) West Flemish

a. (*den) euren boek
the her book

b. (*den) euren eersten [
the her  first []

c.den euren[]

a'. Marie (*den) euren boek
Marie the her book

b'. Marie (*den) euren eersten(]
Marie the her first [J

c'. Marie den euren [

(20) Norwegian(Delsing 1998:102, citing Fiva 1987)
a. han Per
he Per
b. bilen hans Per
car-the his Per
c.*han Per sin il
he/his Per REFL car

The structuralelations wecanascertain ararguably adollows: (i) at
the bottom of the PPDed DP sits the possessurtwiiieh itséf could have
complex structure,but that isirrelevant here); (i) the doubled possessor
POSS is itself a DP, sitting in some specifier position higher thardilNEhe
lowest possiblepositionfor the doubling possessivgpronoun PRONwould
be the head that takes NP as its plement;(iv) POSS and therenominal
possessive pronoun PRON do not form a single constituent.

We assume the following (minimal) structure for DPs:

(21) [op ToOpP > DP [, AgrP > PossPg, NP 1]]

On our quest tginpointthe relevance ofrolific Domainsfor PPDCs,
we will motivate the structure in (21) based on the following assumptions:

() We take thelocus of checking/licensingpossession to be PossP,
obviously part of the ®-Domain: POSS must ateast raisehere to
check possessive Case/agreementPossP could be parallel to
Cardinaletti’s (2000) NomP.

() As a ‘nominal subject POSSneeds to mve to a (lgher) sibject
position, whichwe label AgrP. AgrP is the lower nominal subject
position, alsgart of the®d-Domain. We leave ibpen here whether in
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line with Cardinalettithereshould be twaqgoositions, AgrPand an EPP
position.

(i) DP (i.e. Haegeman’s FinArom (18) above) isthe highest nominal
subject position and is part of ttkeDomain, relating to discourse.

(iv) Onanalogy with propads concerninghe CP-layer(our Q-Domain),
the Q-Domain issplit into more material, providingroom for nominal
topics.

This allows us to propose the following derivations of PPDed DPs in the
two languages under investigation (leaving out TopP for the time being):

(22) West Flemish

[DP SpeC [9 [AgrP SpeC Ag? [PossPSpeC POé)qu NO]]]]
Marie Marie Marie 2 euren book

(23) Norwegian
[DP DO [AgrP SpeC Ag? [PossPSpeC POS(‘)S:NP NO]]]]
Per Per2 sin tante

As (22) and (23puggest,our analysisties in directlywith the Anti-
Locality Hypothesis:the doubledpossessoPOSS moves fronspecPossP
(checking possessivdeatures) tothe subject positionAgrP. This triggers
Copy Spell Out ofthe lowercopy in PossP — theesulting form is the
possessive pronoun PROYErivedjust asanaphors andesumptives ireft
dislocation.

Why is the NorwegianCopy Spell Out a possessive reflexivBelsing
(1998:94)observeghat “[l[languageshaving a distinct reflexive p@sessive
pronoun usethis reflexive form in [the PPDC, which hdabels the
prenominalperiphrasticconstruction.” Admittedly, this isnot acomplete
answer,but one thatshdl do for now; it throws up obvious related
questions,such as whylocal reflexives get spelled out as reflexives,
resumptives irGermancontrastiveleft dislocationas so-calledd-pronouns,
and so on.

In the remainder ofhis section we offesomeemprical evidencethat
POSS occupies different positions at SpeDut in West Flemish vs.
Norwegian, in particulathat it is situated withinthe Q-Domain in the
former and within theb-Domain in the latter languagAt this point we are
not able tolink the difference inpositionwith the distinct Spell Out of the
copy (reflexive or pronoun), but wehope to beable torelate these two
points in future work.

A first argument comes frorfeft dislocation, whichNorwegiandoes
not make available ithe nominallayer (‘nominal left dislocation’),although
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it exhibits perfectly well-formed left dislocation ofthe sortwitnessed in
German (‘clausal left dislocation’; see (9) above). Consider:

(24) a.Per, ham liker jeg godt.
Per him like |  well
‘Per, | really like [him].’
b. *Per, han sin plan liker jeg godt.
Per him REfrLplan like |  well
‘Per, his [= him his] plan | really like.’

As a first stab, Norwegiarleft dislocationseems toshow the same
propertiesnoted already for German (also Dutch, West Flemish). For
example, the counterpart of (9a)acceptable. fe boundvariablereading is
available in simple topicalization (25a) as well as left dislocation (25b):

(25) a. Far-en sin liker enhver guitt.
fatherbEr REFLlikes every boy
‘His father, every boy likes.’
b. ?Far-en  sin, ham liker enhver gutt.
fatherper REFLhim likes every boy

For the meaning‘every boy likes oneparticular peson’s father’,sin
gets replaced blgans

(26) a. Far-en hans liker enhver gultt.
fatherper his likes every boy
‘His father, every boy likes him.’
b. Far-en hans, ham liker enhver guitt.
fatherper his  him likes every boy

Other tests employed in the literature to check for reconstruetiects
(see Gohmann 2000 fosummary) seem to wor&lso (MaritJulien, pc.).
Interestingly, however, (24b) is out.

Nominal left dislocation is acceptableWest Flemish (compamsith the
Dutch (14) above):

(27) Verhofstadt den dienen  zen fouten
Verhofstadt th thatmAsc his mistakes
‘Verhofstadt's mistakes’

The different canonical positions ofPOSS in Wést Flemish vs.
NorwegianPPDed DPsallow us tocapturethe presencers. absence of
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nominal leftdislocation. The West Flemish DHooks presumablylike (28),
where the highest copy of ‘POSS’, i.e. the one that gets pronoumceld,
correspond t&erhofstadin (27), ‘RP’ toden dienepnand ‘PRON’ tozen
(For clarity, the first line shosvthe projectionselated tothe Q-, the second
to the®-Domain.):

(28) [0,p POSS ToP[or POSSD RP
[agre POSSAQI’ [p0esp POSS D PRON PoS5[p
N

The Norwegian PPDed®) on theother handdoes not require POSS-
movementinto the Q-Domain (SpecDP). lthe Norwegianpossessoneeds
to be fronted for some reasdtopicialization, focussing), it W move
diredly to the targetedosition without anadditional buch-down in the
nominal Q-Domain. DP-internatopicalization inNorwegian is derived as
follows:

(29) [ropr POSS TPl @ DY
[rgir POSSAQI® [pser POSS © PRON PoSS [y,
111

Nominal left dislocation ighen interpreted apossessor-topicalization
and triggers resumption only if topic-movement would violate the CDE.

Without going into too muchletail, one possible mstance of Navegian
possessotopicalization (i.e. A'-movement within thenominal Q-Domain)
comes from certain dialects.

(30) (han) Per sin katt
he Per REFL cat
‘Peter’s cat’

According to MaritJulien (p.c.), [t]he dialects inthe districts aound
Trondheimshare somdeatures withthe dialects inthe eastern part of
Norway and other features with the dialects in the north.” One aspect of this
dialect is that a proper name in an argument position must be preceded by a
pronoun (cf. (20a) above):

(31) a. £ ser *(han) Per
| see him Per

b. *(Han) Per e her.

he Per is here
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In the corresponding PPDC, the pronoun is optional:

(32) (han) Per sin Kkatt
him Per REFL cat

In (32), the possessor is focusednd as such pardiemany speakers’
use of (33a) vs. (33b), where the pronominal pronoun indicates focalization:

(33) a. min  katt (focused: ‘MY cat’)
REFL cat
b. katten min (normal: ‘my cat’)

We could analysethe constructionn (32) as nvolving Q-movement of
the possessdran Per

(34) [r,phan PerFod [, @ D°

[AgrP han—perAgrO [PossPh'a'n_per :> Sin POSg [NP
katt... ]II]]

A secondargument fordistinguishingthe position of the prenominal
possessor in doublingpnstructions ithe two Anguages ware concerned
with here comes fronfloating quantifiers. WesElemish quantifiers may
strand from the possessum NP:

(35) a. K'een _al Valére zerboeken gelezen.
I-have all \aléere his books read
b. K'een \Valere _al zenboeken gelezen.

More interstingly, quantifiersmay also strand from thepossessor
POSS:

(36) a. K'een _al _djengers under us  gezien.
I-have all the-kids their house seen
b. K’een djoengers _al under us  gezien.

c.K'een alle drieje dpengers under us  gezien.
I-have all three the-kids their houseseen

d. K’'een djoengers alle drieje under us  gezien.

e.K'een allemoale _djengers under us  gezien.
I-have all the-kids  their house seen

f. Keen djoengers allemoale under us  gezien.
‘I have seen all the (three) kids’ [their] house.”
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The positions ofthe floating quatfier suggestthat POSS (i.e. (Q)
djoenger3is indeed in a highgarojectionthan PRON Zer), and itconfirms
that POSS and PRON need notdagacentDepending orhow weanalyse
floating quantifiershowever(see Bobaljik1998 for anoverview), it might
also betaken toindicateratherstrongly thatthere are(at least) twoPOSS-
positions:

(37) [, djoengersD®
[age [@ll djoengerd Agr® [o..[al-djoengers © under Poss [y,
us]]]

Norwegianalso allowsquantifiersinside PPDed DPs refemg to the
possessum NPnot shownhere). Anon-floating quantifiecan be part of
NP, in which case it Vil precede thg@ossessohut the quantifier may not
be stranded. The ore interesting,and for usrelevant, case concerns
quantifying POSS. Cruciallyyhile POSS-relatedjuantifiers existthey may
not be stranded:

(38) Jeg har sett alle barna sitt hus.
I have seen all kids REFL house
‘I have seen all the kids’ [their] house.”

(39) a.alle barna sitt  hus
all kids REFL house

b. *barnaalle sitt  hus

c. *barnasitt alle hus
d. *barnasitt hus alle

If (23) is indeedhe structure oNorwegianPPDedDPs, theequivalent
derivation to (37)above cannotven beconstruedthe possessodoes not
move on, hence the quantifier cannot be stranded. (40) illustrates:

(40) [bp D D’ [oyp [alle barngd AQr® [p..p[alle-barnd < sitt PosS [y,
hud]]]

This sectionhas shownthen, thatadopting a tripartitestructure for
both the clausal and nominal layer makesain predictionshat seem to be
borne out. Inparticular,the Anti-Locality Hypothesisallows us toapply a
tripartite structure in terms of Prolific Domains to ti@minal layersuch as
complex DPs. The PPDQ@n comparisonbetween Norwegiarand West
Flemish, further allows a finer articulation of thisstructure and awell-
motivatedinstantiation ofthe Condition on Doman Exclusivity. This drives
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the different derivationsand resulting structureswe arguedfor. Our

proposal receives emprical support from cross-linguistic differences in

topicalizing material within the PPDC and strandingpossessor-related
quantifiers.

6. Conclusion

We considered the prenamal possessor doublingpnstructon in Germanic
and concentrated ona@amparison othe propertiesstructure, andelevant
derivations in West Flemish vs. Norwegian PPDC.

In our analysiswe maximize the parallelismbetween theclausal and
nominal layer, assuming three Prolific Domafas both (the®-Domain, the
®-Domain, and th€&-Domain). We alsdollow recentresearch byassuming
that just as the clausas a number distinct preverbalsubjectpositions in
the ®-Domain, similaly DP has ateasttwo prenominal subjegbositions in
the ®-Domain. Thelatter subjectpositions ag identified SpecPossP and
SpecAgrP.

Our proposal isthat possessor doubling isiggered byAnti-Locality
effects in DP, in particular that it is the result of Copyspell Out of
possessor-movement inside thédomain, fromPossP toAgrP. We further
show thatwhile Norwegianpossessorsemain inthe nominal ®-Domain,
West Flemish possessors move into the DP-peripher@-fhemain.
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