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Abstract

This paper investigates the (recent) case alternation in Swedish equative and pred-
icational copular sentences (‘Cicero is Tully’, ‘Cicero is a nice guy’). A central
contribution of the paper is showing that this alternation is an LF-phenomenon, contra
Sigurdsson (in: Hartmann, Molndrfi (eds) Comparative studies in Germanic syntax:
from Afrikaans to Zurich German. John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam,
2006) who conjectures that Swedish is changing in the direction of English and Danish,
where all postcopular DPs receive Accusative case, regardless of interpretation. The
Swedish alternation is shown to track the same semantic dimension that conditions
the choice of predicate case in languages like Polish, Russian and Dutch, namely the
distinction between stage and individual level predication. Interestingly, the Swedish
alternation is also shown to share distributional properties with the predicate case
alternations in these languages. To account for these observations, I propose that the
morphological and semantic contrasts between the two alternants are mediated by
a structural difference, such that Nominative case involves a biclausal structure, and
Accusative a monoclausal structure. This paper further adds to the typological picture,
showing that Swedish patterns like Polish, Russian and Dutch, but unlike English and
Danish, not just in terms of equative and predicational sentences, but also in specifi-
cational copular sentences (‘The fastest runner here is Lisa’). I argue that a particular
kind of predicate inversion analysis is required to account for the Swedish type of
specification.
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1 Introduction

Since Russell (1919), it is commonplace to distinguish between a meaningful identity-
copula (1a), and an essentially semantically vacuous copula of predication (1b).!

(1) a. [[begyl]l: Axe.Aye.y=X, e.g., ‘Cicero is Tully’.
b. [[bepreql]l : AP ¢ s~ .AX..P(x), e.g., ‘Cicero is a philosopher.’

In his seminal work, Higgins (1973/1979) distinguished between four types of copular
sentences (2), all of which may be realised by the surface string ‘DP1 be DP2’.2

(2) a. Predicational: ‘John is tall.’, ‘John is the tallest man here.’
b. Equative: ‘“The morning star is the evening star.’, “You are you.’
c. Specificational: ‘The winner is Sue.’, ‘The tallest man here is John.’
d. Identificational: ‘This is John.’, “That is a lovely garden.’

This paper investigates the syntactic and semantic properties associated with the
alternation between Nominative and Accusative case on the postcopular DP in Swedish
copular clauses (3). The alternation appears to be a relatively new phenomenon in
Swedish, which has traditionally allowed only Nominative case on postcopular DPs
(Maling and Sprouse 1995; Sigurdsson 2006).>

(3) Swedish (Sigurdsson 2013, 6)
I mitt ndsta liv vill jagvara dig/du.

Inmy next life want I  be.INF you. ACC/NOM

"I my next life I want to be you.’

The investigation has an essentially comparative focus. In Sect. 2, I compare
Swedish predicational and equative copular clauses with data from arange of languages
(primarily Polish, but also Russian, Dutch, English and Danish). This comparison is
motivated by the observation that, despite appearing to have quite different systems,

1 Relevant inflectional morphology is glossed using the following abbreviations: ACC Accusative, NOM
Nominative, INST Instrumental, GEN Genitive, SG singular, PL plural, MASC masculine, FEM feminine, SUBJ
subjunctive, IND indicative, DEF definite, INDEF indefinite, PRES present, PST past, INF infinitive, REL relative
pronoun, REFL reflexive, TOP topic, FOC focus, ADV adverb, PRON pronominal copula.

2 Work following Higgins (1973/1979) has typically recognised the first three types of copular sentences.
There is substantial disagreement among researchers as to whether further subdivisions are motivated (see
Mikkelsen 2011 and references cited therein). For the purpose of this paper, I set Higgins’s (1973/1979)
identificational subtype to the side.

3 The Swedish data reported in this paper that are not from previous literature, are based on the judgements
of 5 native speakers of the same northern Swedish dialect (three speakers in their 20s, one of whom is the
author, and two speakers in their 50s). The Polish data is similarly based on the judgements of five speakers
(from different parts of Poland; all native speakers living abroad (20-40 years old)). I have also consulted
one Danish speaker, one Russian speaker, and one Dutch speaker, along with a number of English speakers.
The Swedish data was collected using an informal forced choice task whereby the four consultants (see
fn. 3) were presented with a set of sentences of the relevant type (DP1 be DP2.NOM/DP2.ACC). They
were then asked to choose for each of the sentences which of the alternatives (DP2.NOM/DP2.ACC) they
preferred. They were also given the alternative that both options were equally good. Any disagreement
between the consultants is explicitly noted in the paper; see fn. 9.
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the Swedish alternation not only shares a number of distributional properties with
these other languages, but the distribution of the two variants is also shown to track
the same interpretive dimension.*

Based on this data, I argue that the case alternation tracks an interpretive distinction,
mediated by two distinct LFs, and is not purely a PF-phenomenon, contra Sigurds-
son (2006), who hypothesises that Swedish is undergoing a change at PF, towards a
system like that in English and Danish, where all postcopular DPs are marked with
Accusative case, regardless of their interpretation. More specifically, the data indicates
that the Swedish alternation is conditioned by the same semantic factors that condition
the Nominative/Instrumental alternation in Polish (and to some extent also Russian
and Dutch): sentences with Nominative case on DP2 are interpreted as equatives or as
involving individual level predication, whereas sentences with Accusative case (Instru-
mental in Polish) are interpreted as involving stage level predication. This contrast is
well-established in the Slavic literature (e.g., Matushansky 2000, 2008, 2010; Citko
2008), but has not been previously discussed in the context of Swedish. Furthermore,
I show that the Swedish alternation also displays the same syntactic properties as the
Polish alternation: as is again well known in the context of Slavic, Nominative post-
copular DPs cannot undergo A-bar extraction (e.g., Matushansky 2000; Citko 2008).
However, what has not been previously noted, for neither Swedish nor Polish, is that
Nominative postcopular DPs also show ‘non-local’ properties with respect to binding.

Having shown that predicational and equative copular sentences in Swedish behave
semantically and syntactically like those in Polish, I turn to previous analytical claims
made in the context of the Slavic alternation, and identify some empirical issues inher-
entto these. As an alternative, I propose an analysis of the alternation—based primarily
on the Swedish and Polish data, whereby the morphological, syntactic, and semantic
contrasts are all mediated by the same underlying structural difference, proposing a
biclausal analysis for Nominative DPs and a monoclausal analysis for Accusative DPs.
In particular, I argue that that the postcopular DP in these sentences receive Nomi-
native case via Agree with T? inside a silent free relative clause, whereas Accusative
case is assigned by a semantically inert Pred’ head to its sister DP; a predicate of
type <et>. In Polish, this predicational case is realized as Instrumental. The presence
or absence of this tensed clausal layer accounts for both the morpho-syntactic and
the semantic properties associated with the alternation. Section 3 provides an interim
summary.

In Sect. 4, I turn to specificational copular clauses, showing that also in this case
does Swedish pattern with Polish, along with Dutch and Russian, but unlike Danish
and English. In the former group of languages, the postcopular DP (DP2) is the subject,
whereas in the latter group the initial DP (DP1) is the subject.’ I argue that a particular
type of ‘predicate inversion’ analysis is needed to account for the Swedish type of
specification, such that specification is derived from the same types of structures
underlying predicational and equative sentences. However, I show that this cannot

4 As we will see below, this has important consequences for Slavic, as it means that the case alternation
cannot be tied exclusively to the presence or absence of the pronominal copula, given that Swedish doesn’t
have a pronominal copula, but still shows the same type of alternation.

5 In what follows, I use the terms DP1 and DP2 simply as descriptive labels, referring to the surface position
of the two DPs.
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52 K. Djarv

simply be topicalization of the lower DP. I end my discussion with a note on some
of the empirical challenges facing accounts attempting to provide a unified account
of predicational, equative and specificational copular sentences in languages of the
Swedish type.

2 Predication and equation
2.1 Basic properties

The basic characteristic of predicational copular sentences, as in (2a), is that they
attribute some property, provided by the postcopular element, to the subject DP. In
this respect, they are like non-copular sentences, with the difference that the property
is provided exclusively by the post-verbal element (Higgins’ 1973/1979 ‘predicate
complement’), whereas the copula itself is essentially meaningless. The semantics of
predicational copular sentences can thus be characterised in terms of Partee’s (1986)
family of DP types: the subject (DP1) is referential, of type e, and the complement
(DP2) is predicational or property-denoting, a function of type <er>. This is then
different from equative copular sentences, as in (2b), where both DPs are referential,
of type e. For this type of sentence, the basic intuition is that it equates the referents of
the two arguments of the copula. Evidence for this type ambiguity of the postcopular
DP comes from the fact that it can pronominalize either with the pronoun ‘who’ (4a),
which must range over animate referents, or with the pronoun ‘what’ (4b), which must
range over inanimate referents (Partee 1986).

(4) English (Partee 2010, 29)
a. Who is John? John is the president of the club. (Equation)
b. What is John? John is the president of the club. (Predication)

The obligatorily referential status of DP1 can be demonstrated by the fact that it only
pronominalises like an individual, as shown in (5).

(5) English (Mikkelsen 2011, 1808)
[The guest of honor]; was happy, wasn’t {she/he/*it};.

In Sect. 2.2.1, I examine in detail the semantic properties of these types of copular
clauses in Swedish, comparing them to their counterparts in Polish, Dutch, Russian,
Danish, and English. I demonstrate that the Swedish case-alternation tracks an inter-
pretive distinction, such that Accusative postcopular DPs are interpreted as stage level
predicates, and Nominative DPs as individual level predicates, or as involving equa-
tion of the two DPs. In Sect. 2.2.2, I turn to the syntactic properties associated with
the case-alternation.
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2.2 Data
2.2.1 Interpretation

At a first glance, Swedish copular sentences look quite different from their Polish and
Russian counterparts. First, unlike in these languages, Swedish has only one copular
element, the verbal copula ‘vara’ (be), shown in (6).

(6) Swedish

Anna dr glad/en glad person.
Anna is happyla happy person

‘Anna is happy/a happy person.’

Polish and Russian, on the other hand, have two types of copular elements,® the
pronominal copula ‘to” (Polish)/‘éto’ (Russian), which is always uninflected, and the
verbal copula ‘byé” (Polish)/‘byt”” (Russian).

The choice of case on the postcopular element correlates with the type of copula.
In Polish pronominal copular sentences (7a), only Nominative is possible on DP2
(note that here, the verbal copula jest is entirely optional, in the sense that its presence
has no interpretive effect). When there is only the verbal copula (7b), however, only
Instrumental is possible on DP2.

(7) Polish (Adapted from Citko 2008, 268-273)

a. Jan to (jest) lekarz/*lekarz-em.
Jan PRON is doctorNOM/doctor-INST

‘Jan is a doctor.’

b. Jan jest lekarz-em/*lekarz.
Jan is  doctor-INST/doctor NOM

‘Jan is a doctor.’
The distribution of the pronominal copula in Russian is more complex than in Polish.
For the purpose of the comparison with Swedish, I focus on predicational sentences

where the verbal copula is non-zero—i.e., in the past or future tense. In these contexts,
both Nominative and Instrumental are possible on DP2, as shown in (8).7

(8) Russian (Matushansky 2000, 289)

Makarenko byl xoroSim ucitel-em / xorosij ucitel.
Makarenko was good  teacher-INST | good teacher NOM

‘Makarenko was a good teacher.’

6 For references on the pronominal and the verbal copula cross-linguistically, see for instance Rothstein
(1986) on Polish, Eid (1983) on Arabic, Doron (1983) and Rapoport (1987) on Hebrew, Pereltsvaig (2001),
Geist (2007) and Partee (2010) on Russian, and Adger and Ramchand (2003) on Scottish Gaelic.

7 For further discussion of the Russian copula, see Matushansky (2000, 2008); Geist (2007); Partee (1998,
2010) among many others. For the purpose of the comparison with Swedish, I set the questions of exactly
where the pronominal copula is merged and what interpretive function it may fill aside, and focus on the
semantic and structural contrasts associated with the case-alternation.

@ Springer



54 K. Djiirv

Swedish, on the other hand, is traditionally taken to allow only Nominative case
on post-couplar DPs. However, as noted by Sigurdsson, a subtype of Swedish couplar
sentences—where “the predicative DP takes on the ROLE of the subject DP, rather
than its IDENTITY” (Sigurdsson 2006, 34) allows both Nominative and Accusative
case, as shown in (9).% As (9) shows, there is variation among speakers as to whether
Accusative is accepted here.

(9) Swedish ((92)—(9c) are from Sigurdsson 2006, 34; (9d) is from Sigurdsson
2013, 6)

a. Om jag vore du/7dig...
if I wereyouNOM/you.ACC
‘If I were you...’

b. %Jag latsas inte vara dig.
I.NOM pretend not be you.ACC

‘I’'m not pretending to be you.’

c. %Jag vill varadig, du kan vara mig.
LNOM want be you.ACC, you.NOM can be me.ACC
‘I want to be you, you can be me.’

d. T mittnéstaliv vill jagvara dig/du.
inmy next life want I be.INF you.ACC/you.NOM
"I my next life I want to be you.’

As noted by Maling and Sprouse (1995), the presence of Accusative case on post-
copular DPs appears to be a rather recent development in Swedish.” 10 Sigurdsson
(2006), who discusses this alternation in the context of Germanic, argues that it can
be understood in terms of a split between those languages that assign Accusative to

8 Heycock (2012) refers to these as ASSUMED IDENTITY contexts. An anonymous reviewer points out that
these kinds of sentences are known in the philosophical literature as ‘counter-identicals’. Here, I refer to
clauses involving this kind of role-interpretation as ‘predicational’, as they make reference to a property. I
return to the exact nature of the semantic contrast associated with the alternation below (see especially the
discussion above (16)).

9 Relevant to this point, is that I found variation among my older consultants (>age 50) in whether they
accepted Accusative in these contexts, whereas my younger consultants (<age 30) consistently accepted
both Nominative and Accusative here.

10° Ap anonymous reviewer points out that the Swedish judgements are not entirely straightforward to give,
pointing to a quote by Maling and Sprouse (1995, 185):

In fact, some of our consultants complained that our examples were among the most difficult sen-
tences they had ever been asked to judge. In many cases our consultants reported free variation
between nominative and accusative or merely a preference for one or the other. ...[A] strictly struc-
tural approach is poorly equipped to account for the type of judgements given by our Swedish and
German consultants. This state of affairs requires further investigation, perhaps from variationist and
functional perspectives as well.

I agree that a more complete picture of the alternation would benefit from an investigation in variationist
or acquisitional terms. Given that the alternation appears to represent a change-in-progress, an analysis
in terms of ‘competing grammars’ (e.g., Kroch 1989, 1994; Yang 2000) seems like a promising avenue
for further work. The structural approach detailed here would provide a useful starting point for such an
enterprise, detailing the type of grammar represented by the incoming system.
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all ‘dependent arguments’ (Predicate Nominative languages), and those that assign
Accusative to all ‘dependent DPs’ (Predicate Accusative languages). Swedish, he
claims, is changing from a Predicate Nominative grammar (like Icelandic, which
allows only Nominative on postcopular DPs), to a Predicate Accusative grammar (like
English and Danish, which allow only Accusative on postcopular DPs). He posits a
similar trajectory for Dutch, although notes that the two languages differ somewhat
with respect to the contexts where Accusative is possible (see discussion in footnote
11).

However, if this was an across-the-board morpho-syntactic change, as Sigurdsson
(2006) suggests, we would expect that all postcopular DPs in Swedish should be
eligible for Accusative case, regardless of their interpretation. However, this is not
what we find. In Swedish, only Nominative is possible in equative sentences.

(10) Swedish

Jag ar jag/*mig, och du ar
ILNOM am LNOM/me.ACC, and you.NOM are
du/*dig.

you.NOM/you.ACC

‘I am me, and you are you.’

In this respect then, Swedish is similar to Polish, Russian, and Dutch, which all allow
Accusative case on the postcopular element in predicational contexts, but allow only
Nominative on the postcopular element in equatives:

(11) Dutch ((11b) is from Heycock 2012, 214)

a. Ik ben ik/*mij, en jij bent
I-NOM am IL.NOM/me.ACC, and you.NOM are
jij/*jou.
you.NOM/you.ACC
‘I am me, and you are you’

b. Alsik jou was zou ik meteen

if LNOM you.ACC be.PST would . NOM immediately
weggaan.

leave

‘If I were you I would leave immediately.’

(12) Russian ((12a) is from Geist 2007, 90; (12b) is repeated from (8) above.)

a. Ciceron éto byl Tullij/*Tulli-em.
Cicero.NOM PRON was Tully. NOM/Tully-INST

‘Cicero was Tully.

b. Makarenko byl xoroSim ucitel-em / xorosij ucitel.
Makarenko was good  teacher-INST | good teacherNOM

‘Makarenko was a good teacher.’
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(13) Polish (Adapted from Citko 2008, 272)
a. Doktor Jekyll to Mr Hyde.
doctor Jekyll. NOM PRON mrNOM Hyde
‘Doctor Jekyll is Mr. Hyde.’
b. *Doktor Jekyll jest pan-em Hyde.
doctor JekylLNOM is mr-INST Hyde
‘Doctor Jekyll is Mr. Hyde.’

This is different from Danish and English, which do behave like Sigurdsson’s Predicate
Accusative languages. Here, all copular sentences mark DP2 with Accusative, regard-
less of their interpretation: both the equatives in (14a) and (15a), and the predicational
sentences in (14b) and (15b), require Accusative.

(14) English
a. I am me/*1, and you are you.
b. If you were me/*1, you would leave immediately.
(15) Danish
a. Jeg er mig/*jeg, og du er
LNOM am me. ACC/I.LNOM, and you.NOM is
dig/*du.
you.ACC/you.NOM
‘I am me, and you are you.’
b. Huvis jeg var dig/*du ville jeg ga med
if LNOM was you. ACC/you.NOM wanted LNOM go with

det samme.
the same

‘If I were you, I would leave immediately.’

This is unexpected on Sigurdsson’s account, whereby the case-alternation is a pure
PF-phenomenon, with no semantic import. Even more problematically, it turns out
that for speakers who allow both Nominative and Accusative, within the contexts
where either appears to be possible, it’s not a matter of free variation or semantically
unconditioned optionality. Instead, we find that the choice of case tracks interpretation:
if the DP is interpreted as temporally bounded, contingent, or eventive, Accusative
is preferred (16a), whereas if the DP is interpreted as invariant, intrinsic, or inherent,
Nominative is preferred (16b).

(16) Swedish

a. Context: I’'m an impersonator, and like to pose as other people:

Pa semestern var jag honom/#han.
onvacation wasl him.ACC/he. NOM

‘On my holiday, I was him.’

b. Context: I believe in reincarnation. In my current life, I'm this person,
but...
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I mitt férra liv var jag han/#honom.
inmy last lifewasI he.NOM/him.ACC

‘In my last life, I was him.’

This contrast recalls that between ‘stage level” predication and ‘individual level’
predication (Carlson 1977), which has in fact been argued to be what drives the choice
of Instrumental vs. Nominative case on predicate DPs in Polish and Russian.!! As
shown in (17) from Polish, Nominative case on DP2 is infelicitous with intrinsically
stage level predicates. Here, Instrumental case on DP2 is the only option. (See also
Matushansky 2000, 2008, 2010; Babyonyshev and Matushansky 2006, and Geist
2007, among others on Russian.)

(17) Polish (Citko 2008, 274)

a. #Janto (jest) zbieg / pasazer /
Jan PRON is  fugitive NOM / passenger NOM /
przechodzien / widz.
pedestrian.NOM [ spectator NOM

‘Jan is a fugitive/passenger/pedestrian/spectator.’

b. Jan jest zbiegi-em  /pasazer-em / piesz-ym /
Jan is  fugitive-INST [ passenger-INST | pedestrian-INST /
widz-em.
spectator-INST

‘Jan is a fugitive/passenger/pedestrian/spectator.’

Further evidence that this is the relevant distinction comes from Citko (2008), who
shows that the use of (typically) stage level predicates with the pronominal copula and
Nominative case on DP2 improves, if coerced into an individual level predicate (18a).
She also points out that Nominative gives rise to—so called— lifetime effects’, which
are associated with individual level predication (18b).

(18) Polish (Citko 2008, 274)

a. Jan to (jest) nasz najwierniejszy widz.
Jan PRON is  our most.faithful spectatorNOM

‘Jan is our most faithful spectator.’

b. Jan to byt mdj najlepszy przyjaciel.
Jan PRON was my best friend. NOM

‘Jan was my best friend.” ~» Jan is no longer alive.

Of course, since in Swedish only pronouns have morphological case, testing this
hypothesis with a wider range of constructions and contexts is difficult. However, it

I As pointed out by Citko (2008), the contrast cannot be taken to correspond to the predication/equation
distinction, as suggested by Doron (1983), Rapoport (1987), Rothstein (1995), Babyonyshev and Matushan-
sky (2006), Geist (2007), and Bondaruk (2014), among others. That is, if the pronominal copula was simply
an equative copula, as in (la), and the verbal copula a predicational one, as in (1b), then the fact that the
two elements can co-occur (as we saw above) would be unexpected. Furthermore, it should be immediately
clear that the majority of the sentences below involving the pronominal copula and Nominative case on
DP2 (e.g., (7a)) cannot be understood as involving equation, in any real sense.
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does predict that the use of Accusative case should be limited, given that pronouns, like
proper names, are typically non-eventive, and thus generally excluded from function-
ing as stage level predicates. In Polish, these elements typically receive Nominative
case. However, as shown in (19a), proper names can be coerced to receive eventive
readings, given appropriate context. An example of such a reading of a proper name
is given in (19).'2 Here, Instrumental case is the preferred choice.

(19) Polish

a. On jest dzisiaj prawdziwym Einstein-em.
he is today real Einstein-INST

‘He is a real Einstein today.’

b. #On to (jest) dzisiaj Einstein.
he PRON is  today Einstein. NOM

‘He is Einstein today.’

Similarly, the only contexts that I am aware of, in which pronouns can be felic-
itously interpreted with respect to some eventuality, are precisely the type of ‘role’
or ‘assumed identity’ contexts discussed in the context of example (9) above, which
are ambiguous between contingent, or temporally bounded readings, as in (16a), and
invariant, inherent, or intrinsic readings, as in (16b). And indeed, when presented
with the types of disambiguating scenarios illustrated in (16), those of my consul-
tants who accept both Nominative and Accusative in the sentences in (9) now show a
clear preference for Accusative case in the former context, and for Nominative in the
latter.!3

To summarise our discussion of the interpretive properties associated with the
Nominative-Accusative alternation in Swedish, we have observed that (contra Sig-
urdsson 2006) it does not pattern with English and Danish, but rather, seems to be

12 See also Adger and Ramchand (2003), who observe a similar contrast with respect to the pronomi-
nal/verbal copula distinction in Scottish Gaelic.

13 Note that Dutch appears to differ from Swedish in terms of the distribution of Accusative case on DP2
in predicational contexts. As shown in (1), Accusative is obligatory in these contexts. This is unlike in
Swedish where (at least for some speakers), Nominative is the preferred choice in the former sentence type,
and both Nominative and Accusative appear to be equally good in the latter sentence type.

(1) Dutch
a. *Alsik jou/*jij was  zou ik meteen
if  LNOM you.ACC/you.NOM be.PST would LNOM immediately
weggaan.
leave

‘If I were you I would leave immediately.’

b. In mijn volgende leven wil ik jou/*jij zijn.
inmy next life want INOM you.ACC/you.NOM be
‘T my next life I want to be you.”

This may be due to a grammatical difference between the two languages. However, it is worth pointing
out that there might be substantial inter-speaker variation also in Dutch, both in terms of age and dialect,
as noted already for Swedish. Much more work is needed to investigate this before we can make strong
statements about what aspects of the observed and apparent cross-linguistic variation is due to grammatical
differences between the two languages at a more global level.
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tracking a semantic distinction, whereby Accusative is preferred when the predication
is interpreted as temporally bounded, contingent, or eventive (stage level predication),
whereas Nominative is preferred if the predication is interpreted as invariant, intrinsic,
or inherent (equation or individual level predication). What appears to be free variation
in ‘role’ or ‘assumed identity’ sentences is argued to be due to their ambiguity in this
regard. Next, we turn to the syntactic properties associated with the alternation.

2.2.2 Structure

In Polish, extraction of Instrumental, but not Nominative, postcopular DP is possible,
as shown in (20), adapted from Citko (2008).

(20) Polish
a. [Najlepsz-ym kandydat-em]; wiem, ze byl Jan t.
best-INST  candidate-INST know.1SG that was Jan.NOM t
‘I know that John is the best candidate.’

b. *[Nauka o naturze]; wiem, ze fizyka
[study  about nature]. NOM know.1SG that physics. NOM
to t.
PRON ¢t

‘I know that physics is the study of nature.’

The same also holds of Russian. As Matushansky (2000) shows, only Instrumental-
marked predicates can undergo A-bar extraction.! 1

(21) Russian (Matushansky 2000, 290)

a. Kakim ucitel-em byl Makarenko?
what teacher-INST was Makarenko?

‘What kind of teacher was Makarenko?’

b. *Kakim ucitel byl Makarenko?
what  teacher NOM was Makarenko?

‘What kind of teacher was Makarenko?’

Interestingly, we find that also in Swedish is it possible to topicalize Accusative, but
not Nominative postcopular DPs, as illustrated in (22).

(22) Swedish

[Dig/*du]; vill jaginte vara t;.
you.ACC/you.NOM want I not be t

‘I don’t want to be you.’

14 Here, illustrated with wh-movement—however, Matushansky (2000) shows that the same holds also for
scrambling, extraction from embedded clauses, and topicalization.

15 For the remainder of this comparison, I leave Russian to the side, given the range of further complexities
associated with the Russian alternation.
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Citko (2008) in fact claims that in copular clauses of the form ‘DP1.NOM be
DP2.NOM’, neither DP can move. She uses this as an argument to motivate an analysis
of the Polish alternation as involving different functional heads, which she labels
7.1% In verbal copular clauses, she assumes that 7 assigns Instrumental case to its
complement, which behaves in all respects like the direct object of a transitive verb.
For pronominal copular sentences, on the other hand, she assumes that these are
headed by a ‘defective’ w-head, similar to the head of a coordination structure, with
“no independent syntactic features of their own, [such that, KD] their only role is
to mediate a relationship between a specifier and a complement” (Citko 2008, 288).
Along with Matushansky (2008, 2010) and Bondaruk (2014), Citko (2008) assumes
that the way in which DP2 gets Nominative case in these structures, is through some
form of Multiple Agree with T (as in Hiraiwa 2002). Similarly to the head of a
coordinate phrase, she takes this defective w-head to block extraction of both of its
arguments. The example in (23) is intended to illustrate this point.

(23) Polish (Citko 2008, 270)

a. Kto; chcesz, zeby t; byl twoim najlepsz-ym
who.NOM want.1SG that.SUBJ  was your best-INST
przyjaciel-em?
friend-INST?

‘Who would you like to be your best friend?’

b. *Co; mySslisz, ze t; to (jest) fizyka?
what. NOM think.2SG that.IND PRON is  physics. NOM?
‘What do you think is physics?’

The sentences in (23) are problematic, however, as they fail to control for two con-
founds. First, it is well-attested that long-distance extraction from embedded indicative
clauses, such as (23b), is generally degraded (e.g., Progovac 1993; Giorgi and Pianesi
1997; Antonenko 2010). However, Citko’s (2008) examples of extraction from a clause
with an Instrumental DP2 all use subjunctive complements, as in (23a), whereas her
examples of extraction from a clause with a Nominative DP2 all use indicative com-
plements, as in (23b). Second, (23b) sounds odd also in English, which has no ban on
DP1 movement in copular clauses. This is likely due to discourse factors (compare
with “Which of these subjects do you think is physics?’).!” Controlling for these two
factors, however, we find that extraction of Nominative, but not Instrumental DP2,
leads to ungrammaticality (24a,b)—but that extraction of DPI1 in sentences with a
Nominative DP2 is indeed grammatical (24c¢).

(24) Polish

a. [Najlepsz-ym kandydat-em]; wiem, 7e byt
best-INST  candidate-INST know.1SG that.IND was
Jan t;.

Jan.NOM t

‘I know that John is the best candidate.’

16 Not to be confused with 7 as used in the context of person, number, and gender features.

17 Thanks Julie Legate and David Embick, p.c., for raising these two points.
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b. *[Nauka o naturze]; wiem, 7e fizyka. NOM
[study  about nature|. NOM know.1SG that.IND physics. NOM
to L.
PRON ¢t
‘I know that physics is the study of nature.’

c. [Ktéra z tych ksiazek];, myslisz, ze t; to
[which of these books]. NOM think.2SG that.IND PRON
fizyka?
physics. NOM?

‘Which of these books do you think is physics?’

Thus, Citko’s analysis places too strong of a ban on movement, in that it predicts that
neither DP should be able to move. An even bigger problem for this analysis is that
it also predicts that A-movement of DP1 to Spec,TP should be impossible in these
sentences, given that extraction from coordinate phrases is bad both with respect to
A and A-bar movement, as shown in (25) (and importantly, does not improve with
d-linking).'3
(25) a. *Maya; cant; and Lisa play football.
b. *Which class; did Maya take t; and teach Linguistics?

However, a ban on A-movement is clearly incompatible with the structure of Polish
pronominal copular sentences, given that DP1 appears above all sentence adverbs,

modals and negation, as well as above the pronominal copula TO (which Citko 2008
takes to be merged in T?).

(26) Polish (Citko 2008, 291)

Waterloo to {nie/naprawde/mogto} bylto zwycigstwo.
Waterloo PRON {not/indeed/could} was victory

‘Waterloo was {not/indeed/perhaps} victory.’

The same is clearly true for Swedish as well, as shown in (27).

(27) Swedish

a. Vem; tror du t; var honom pa Halloweenfesten.
who think you was him.ACC on Halloween.party. DEF?

‘Who do you think was him at the Halloween party?’

b. Vem; tror du t; var han 1 hans forra liv?
who think you was he. NOM in his last life?

‘Who do you think was him in his last life?’

Hence, we may conclude that in both languages, it is specifically Nominative
postcopular DPs that are prohibited from A-bar extraction. Next, I present a new

18 Thanks to Julie Legate, p.c., for this observation.
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observation, namely that Nominative DP2 also differ from Accusative/Instrumental
DP2, in both Swedish and Polish, with respect to binding.

As shown in (28), Polish has two third person singular possessive pronouns:
reflexive ‘swoja’ (FEM)/‘swoim’ (MASC), used with local antecedents (28a), and ‘jej’
(FEM)/‘jego’ (MASC), used elsewhere (28b).

(28) Polish
a. Iga; lubi swoja;/« (Wlasna) siostre.
Iga.NOM likes her (own)  sisterACC
‘Iga likes her (own) sister.’
b. Iga; lubi jeji/xi (*wlasna) siostre.
1ga.NOM likes her  (own) sisterACC
‘Iga likes her (someone else’s) sister.’

In verbal copular sentences with an Instrumental DP2, the expected reflexive posses-
sive (‘swoim’) is used when DP1 is the antecedent, as in (29a). In pronominal copular
sentences with a Nominative DP2, however, only the non-local pronoun (‘jego’) is
grammatical—even though DP1 is the antecedent, as shown in (29b).

(29) Polish

a. Jan; jest swoim; /4 /*jego wiasny-m lekarz-em.
Jan.NOM is his own-INST doctor-INST

‘Jan; is his /. own doctor.’

b. Jan; to j€go; /xk/Fswoim wiasny lekarz.
Jan.NOM PRON his own.NOM doctor NOM

‘Jan; is his; own doctor.’
Similarly, we find that in Swedish, regular reflexives, which also require a local

antecedent, are obligatorily marked with Accusative case, even in those cases where
Nominative case would otherwise be available, as shown in (30).'°

19" Also in Polish, only Instrumental case is possible on reflexive pronouns:
(1) Polish

Tylko prébuje  by¢ soba
only trying.1SG be REFL.INST

‘I’'m only trying to be myself.’

However, in Polish, there appears to be no way of forming a Nominative reflexive form. This is unlike in
Swedish, where a Nominative reflexive form does exist.

(2) Swedish

Fastnade i ett fangelse jag sjdlv byggt.
got.caught in a prison 1SG.NOM self built

‘Got caught in a prison that I had built myself.’
(http://viktklubb.aftonbladet.se/kampanj/artikel/22519933/hem)
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(30) Swedish (Sigurdsson 2013, 10)

Jag forsoker bara vara mig sjdlv/*jag sjalv.
I try only be me. ACC REFL/LNOM REFL
‘T only try to be myself.’

To summarise this section, we observe for Swedish, as in Polish, that Accusative/Instru
mental postcopular DPs behave as though there were ordinary direct objects of the
copula, both with respect to movement and binding. Nominative postcopular DP,
however, behave with respect to both movement and binding, like we expect a DP to
behave when it is embedded inside certain types of embedded clauses, such as factive
or relative clauses that are islands for movement. This insight will become central in
our analysis, which we turn to next.

2.3 Towards an analysis (part 1)

Above, I discussed Citko’s coordination account, and saw that it places too strong of
a ban on movement. Before moving on to the analytical alternative proposed here, let
us first consider a different option, proposed by Matushansky (2010) to account for
the Nominative-Instrumental alternation in Russian.

Like Citko (2008), Matushansky also argues that Nominative case is assigned
through Multiple Agree with matrix T, in the absence of a case-assigning head,
such as Bowers’ (1993) Pred?, or Citko’s (2008) non-defective 7. She follows Bai-
lyn and Rubin (1991); Bailyn and Citko (1999); Pereltsvaig (2001), and Bailyn (2001,
2002), in analysing Instrumental case as being assigned by Pred’. However, she points
out the following issue with analyses based on the absence or presence of PredP: if
the semantic function of Pred? is to convert its complement—a semantically saturated
entity (of type e), into a predicate or property of type et, and the syntactic function of
Pred? is to assign predicate case (Instrumental in Russian and Polish, Accusative in
Swedish), then it is not clear how to account for the presence of Nominative case on
the postcopular DP in clearly predicational contexts, such as (31) (a point also raised
in footnote 11 above).20

Footnote 19 continued
The issue is also not the Nominative itself (a question raised by an anonymous reviewer). In fact, with a
pronoun, Nominative would be the preferred option; see also (9).

(3) Jag forsoker bara vara jag/??mig.
I try only be 1.NOM/me.ACC
‘T only try to be me.’

20 Note the Slavic practice of using an orthographic dash (and a phonological pause) in place of the copula
when DP1 is 3rd person (thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out).
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(31) Russian (Matushansky’s 2010 example (12))

Magdalina — prostitutka, a  lisus —
Magdalen — prostitute, and Jesus —
plotnik/*plotnik-om.
carprente.NOM/carprenter-INST

‘Magdalen is a prostitute and Jesus is a carpenter.’

Matushansky’s solution is to abandon a standard Agree-based analysis of case-
assignment, and to adopt a view (argued for in more detail and on a more global level
in Matushansky 2008), whereby case-assignment involves the copying of all the for-
mal features of a head onto its sister domain—only some of which get spelled out
at PF. Given the semantic function that she assumes Pred? to fill, she takes it to be
required also with Nominative DP2. In sentences with a Nominative DP2, however,
she takes PredP to be selected directly by T, whereas in copular sentences with Instru-
mental DP2, she takes PredP to be selected by an eventive vP (in turn, selected by
T?), which introduces the verb’s eventuality argument, and which assigns ‘Eventive’
case to its complement. For Matushansky (2010) then, it is the combination of the
case features from T?, v9,, and Pred?, that get spelled out as Instrumental, whereas the
case features from T and Pred’ alone get spelled out as Nominative. An appealing
aspect of this analysis is that it straightforwardly captures the correlation between the
case on DP2 and its interpretation (eventive vs. non-eventive). However, as noted by
Sigurdsson (2006) for a number of languages, including Swedish, Nominative case
on DP2 does not depend on the presence of finite T, as shown by the ECM-sentences
in (32).

(32) Swedish (Sigurdsson 2006, 40)

Det ricker for mig att vara  jag.
it suffices for me.ACC to be.INF LNOM

‘It’s (good) enough for me to be me.’

Second, it is not clear how Matushansky’s analysis, if applied to Swedish and Polish,
would capture without further stipulation the syntactic differences between Nomina-
tive and Instrumental/Accusative copular sentences discussed in Sect. 2.2.2 above,
repeated in Table 1. That is, why would the fact that PredP is selected directly by T¢
impose these types of restrictions on the movement and binding possibilities for the
postcopular DP?

A final point to make in this section is that it is not simply the case that Swedish
is currently undergoing a change in default case from Nominative to Accusative (as

Table 1 Summary of properties

of Nominative and Properties Type 1 Type I
Instrumental/Accusative DP2 Case on DP2 Nominative Instrumental/Accusative
Interpretation Invariant/intrinsic/ Temporally bounded/
inherent contingent/eventive
Movement No extraction allowed ~ Extraction allowed
Binding Non-local Local
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pointed out also in Maling and Sprouse 1995). The default case is stably Nominative,
as illustrated in (33) (compare this with the translation showing that in English the
default is Accusative).

(33) Swedish

Vem, jag/*mig??
who I.NOM/me.ACC??

‘Who, me??

Hence, appealing to an across-the-board change in default case will not work as an
explanation for the availability of Accusative case on postcopular DPs. And again, it
is not clear how such an explanation would capture any of the semantic and syntactic
facts associated with the alternation.

Here, I want to consider a different analytical route, according to which the syntactic
and semantic contrasts associated with the morphological case-alternation (Type I and
Type 11, in Table 1) are all mediated by the same structural difference. In particular,
I suggest that the source of Nominative case on DP2 is a T’ head embedded inside
a silent free relative clause, whereas ‘predicate case’ (Accusative or Instrumental,
depending on the language?') is a non-structural (inherent) case, assigned by a predi-
cational head to license its sister DP.22 This idea, illustrated in (34) (to be revised), has
the advantage of straightforwardly capturing not just the morphological, but also the
syntactic facts associated with the case-alternation—something which we have seen
remains a challenge for previous accounts.

(34) Proposal (to be revised):

a. Typel: PredP
DPI1, Pred' ¢/~
NOM
Pred?, ., FR,
...T°...DP2.NOM ...

21 Although note that its realisation is subject to further cross-linguistic variation. See for instance
Matushansky (2012) on case in Finno-Ugric small clauses. An anonymous reviewer asks why Slavic lacks a
similar Nominative-Accusative alternation, as these languages have Accusative elsewhere. The hypothesis
advanced here is that the cases assigned by v’ and Pred” are syncretic in the case-poor Germanic lan-
guages, whereas in the Slavic languages which have overall richer case-systems, the two cases have distinct
morphological realisations.

22 The question of the connection between morphological case and argument licensing is a contentious one,
with several authors arguing that the two are entirely independent (e.g., Marantz 1991; Sigurdsson 2012).
Here I follow Vergnaud (1977/2008); Chomsky and Lasnik (1977); Pesetsky and Torrego (2004); Legate
(2008); Deal (2009); Rezac (2013) among others, in assuming that DPs do need licensing via abstract case
assignment in the syntax.
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b. TypeII: PredP
DP1, Pred’ .~
NOM
Pred?, ., DP2,
ACC/INST

More precisely, the idea is that DP2 in a Type I copular clause is the subject of a free
relative clause (such as ‘I can help who’s next in line’), as illustrated in (35), and as
such, gets assigned Nominative case by this lower T head.

(35) a. Handér [fpg REL du/*dig AR].
he is REL you.NOM/you.ACC are
‘He is the individual who you are.’ Type I

b. Han &r dig/*du.
he is you.ACClyou.NOM

‘He is you.’ Type 11

This has the syntactic consequence that a Type I DP2 is not local to its DP1, as it is
merged inside the embedded relative clause. This is unlike DP2 in a Type II copular
clause, which is local to its DP1 (the sister of Pred?, essentially a direct object).23 This
contrast in locality then accounts for the binding facts discussed above. Regarding the
movement facts, the hypothesis advanced here is that by being merged inside a free
relative, DP2 in a Type I sentence is no longer available for extraction to the matrix
clause, given that relative clauses are islands for extraction. This is unlike DP2 in a
Type II clause, which is not subject to this kind of restriction.

Let us consider now the semantic consequences of this move. First, consider the
role of Pred’. One option would be to take it to be present in both structures—as in
(34). We then have to determine both what syntactic and semantic function this head
fills. In the literature following Jacobson (1995), Caponigro (2003), and others, DP-
like free relatives are typically analysed as CPs denoting maximal (atomic or plural)
individuals of type e, such that maximalization applies directly to the set of individuals
denoted by the TP, as shown schematically in (36).2*2° In (36), I follow Caponigro

23 Note that from this perspective, the Nominative-Accusative alternation in copular sentences finds prece-
dence in analyses of phrasal comparatives (for discussion, see for instance Lechner 2001; Pancheva 2006,
2009; Bhatt and Takahashi 2011; Corver and Lechner 2014). As an anonymous reviewer points out, Swedish
phrasal comparatives shows a similar contrast between Nominative and Accusative case (1), one which might
plausibly be analysed as a contrast between a mono-clausal structure (Accusative; ‘I’'m taller than him’)
and a bi-clausal structure involving ellipsis (Nominative; ‘I’'m taller than he (is)’).

(1) Jagidr ldngre én han/honom.
I am taller than he. NOM/him.ACC
‘I am taller than him’

A similar contrast is in fact also found in the Slavic languages; see Pancheva (2006, 2009).

4 Ignoring certain things such as the animacy-restriction on the wh-phrase, and semantically inert heads
like CO.
25 1 follow Kusumoto (1999) in my implementation of tense.
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(2003), who uses the §-operator (originally from Link’s 1983 work on definite DPs)
to apply to the set of entities denoted by the CP, returning its maximal entity.

(36) a. [[who’s next]]® = y[(FD)[t=t* & next(y,t)]]
b. wy[@)[t=t* & next(y,t)]]

) Ay.(F)[t=t* & next(y,t)]
who AX.(F)[t=t* & next(x,t)]
AAy.£(y)
A Ao)[t=t* & next(g(1),t)]
0 At.next(g(1),t)
[PRES]

AP.(3Y)[t=t* & P(1)] ~ next(g(1),2(2))

presa Atnext(g(1),t)
g2
t
g(1)  AX.At.next(x,t)

Hence, if the same type of predicational head is indeed present in both types of
copular sentences, it should be of type <e,et>, as in (34). One possible denotation
for this head would then be Partee’s (1986) type-shifter IDENT, which takes a type e
argument and shifts it into an identity predicate, which is thus able to combine directly
with the type e subject.

(37) a. ENT[Clark Kent] : Ay.y = Clark Kent regular individual
b. IDENT[ix.f(X)] : Ay.y = (x.f(X) type e free relative; (36)

Note, however, that this move would force us to also analyse DPs like ‘a teacher’, ‘the
best dancer’, etc. as individuals, rather than predicates, and to analyse sentences of
the form ‘DP1 be DP2.ACC’ (e.g., (7b) and (8)) as identity predicates. This, however,
would seem like an undesirable move, given that these DPs are clearly interpreted as
stage level or eventive predicates.

Another, more promising, option would be to say that IDENT is not the meaning of
Pred?, but rather an operator that applies directly to the free relative itself, similarly
to Partee’s (1986) original proposal. This then would no longer require us to analyse
Accusative/Instrumental DPs as individuals—a welcome consequence. We can simply
analyse these as predicates of type <et>, and assume that Pred? itself is semantically
vacuous (of type <et,et>), such that its only role is to license its predicate DP com-
plement in the syntax. CPs, on the other hand, do not need case to be licensed, so
Pred’ would never enter the derivation in a sentence involving a Nominative DP2 (SC
stands for Small Clause). This option is illustrated in (38) (final version).
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(38) a. Typel: SC

DP1, 1IDENT[CP,]—CP_.-

NOM
.TO.. . DP2.NOM ...
b. Type II: PredP
DPle <er>
NOM
Pred?, ,,. DP2_.-
ACC/INST

This then is similar, at least in spirit, to the proposals in Williams (1983) and Partee
(1985, 1986), according to which there is only one type of copula or small clause
head—a predicational head of type <ef,et> (as in (1b)), and equation is accomplished
using Partee’s type-shifter IDENT.

Analysing DPs like ‘teacher’, ‘the best dancer’, or ‘a nice guy’ as predicates is
not unprecedented (e.g., Heggie 1988; Williams 1994; Moro 1997; cf. Higginbotham
1985, 1987). However, this analysis raises the question of how to handle cases where
an Accusative or Instrumental DP2 is a proper name or a pronoun, as these elements
are not typically analysed as predicates. Here, I note that there is independent evidence
indicating that there must be an accessible property (type <et>) denotation at a sub-
DP level, which does not depend on Pred®. This is illustrated by the availability of
adjectival modification inside the DP, as in (19) above (‘He’s a real Einstein today.’),
where there must be an available property meaning for the adjective to combine with.?
Further support for this claim comes from the fact that these kinds of uses of names
are possible also in non-predicational contexts, such as “This looks like it was written
by a real Einstein’, or ‘Every young Mozart dreams of his first solo performance’.
Here, I don’t take a strong position on how these readings are derived; one alternative
is to posit a PRED type-shifter, that applies directly to the name at sub-DP level, along
the lines of (39) (though see also Saab and Lo Guercio 2020 and references therein
for alternatives):

(39) AXe.Aye.tmw.m is the unique contextually relevant distinguishing property asso-
ciated with x & 7 (y)

This assumption, which is central to the current analysis, has the consequence
that there is nothing special about predicational uses of DPs in copular construc-
tions.?” The important point is that this observation offers independent support that
Accusative/Instrumental marked pronouns and proper names have available predicate
readings themselves, and are therefore able to combine with Pred” in the same fashion
as other DP predicates.

26 Thanks to Florian Schwarz, p.c., for this observation.

27 A question raised by this alternative is when this type-shifter may apply, as clearly DPs may also be
interpreted as individuals, of type e.
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On the morpho-syntactic side, we saw the T’-head inside the silent free relative
clause gives us Nominative case. However, as shown in (36), it also gives us a contrast
in interpretation. (40)-(41) represent the consequences of combining the analysis in
(38) with that in (36) for Nominative DP2, and with that in (39) for Accusative DP2.28

(40) Type I: Anna var du. (Anna was 2.SG.NOM)
a. (A0)[t<t* & Anna=x[(At")[t'=t* & ADDRESSEE=X at t']] at t]

b. Informally: At a time t in the past, Anna was the unique individual x that
is identical to the addressee at the time which the sentence is about.

(41) Type II: Anna var dig. (Anna was 2.SG.ACC)

a. (A[t<t* & uwr.7 is the unique contextually relevant distinguishing property
associated with ADDRESSEE & 7 (Anna) at t]

b. Informally: At a time t in the past, a unique property T was associated
with the addressee, and that property w also holds of Anna at t.

That is, in Type II copular sentences, both DPs are bound by the matrix tense, as
shown in (41), whereas in Type I sentences, the lower DP is bound by a separate,
embedded, tense. This has the effect of fixing the referent of the Nominative DP2 at a
particular, invariant, time; and then stating that the referent of DP1 is identical to that
specific individual. For the Accusative DP2, on the other hand, the sentence simply
ends up stating that whatever (relevant) property holds of that individual at the matrix
time, that property also holds of the referent of DP1. I propose that this is what gives us
the contrast in temporal or eventive (in)flexibility associated with the case-alternation,
as discussed in Sect. 2.2.1 above.

Note, however, that on the current analysis as it presently stands, there is no way to
distinguish between individual level predication and equation in structural or lexical
terms. While this may seem like a potentially undesirable consequence, I submit that
this is in fact not so. First, what I want to suggest is that this ambiguity of Nominative
postcopular DPs may in fact fall out as a natural consequence from the familiar contrast
between ‘singular definite’ and ‘universal’ readings of free relatives—a difference in
intensionality (Jacobson 1995). The nature of this contrast is illustrated with the regular
free relative in (42).

(42) T’'ll take [Fr what he’s having].
a. Singular Definite:
‘T’ll take the specific thing he’s having.’
b. Universal:
‘T’ll take whatever it is he’s having.’

For the denotation posited for Nominative DP2 (36), this would result in the following
type of ambiguity, which seems to me appropriate for this contrast, though I leave it
for future work to evaluate this hypothesis.

28 Note that this is not intended as a general claim about the semantics of individual and stage level
predication, but specifically as a model of the interpretative contrast associated with the two types of
post-copular DPs.
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(43) I want to be you.NOM.
a. Singular Definite ~ equation:
‘I want to be the specific individual you are.’
b. Universal ~ individual level predication:
‘I want to be whatever it is you are.’

Clearly a typology which takes individual and stage level predication to instantiate
one grammatical type, distinct from equation, would fail to capture the fact that equa-
tion and individual level predicates pattern together morphologically and syntactically,
at the exclusion of stage level predicates (see the summary in Table 1). An alterna-
tive would of course be to posit three distinct grammatical types: individual level
predication, stage level predication, and equation. On this kind of analysis, however,
the morphological and syntactic facts about equation and individual level predication
would have to be accounted for independently for each sentence type. The current
analysis captures not just these different facts, but also their coincidence. It also has
two further advantages. Apart from delivering a simpler taxonomy and case correspon-
dence,? it also predicts that the case-alternation in a given language should correlate
with the other grammatical and interpretive properties enumerated in Table 1, as they
follow from the same underlying structures.

Note, finally, that this analysis also correctly predicts the absence of a case-
alternation along the stage vs. individual level dimension for AP and PP predicates.
Given that these too are of type <et>, and therefore compatible with Pred’, we might
at first sight expect that they should. However, given that these (like CPs) do not need
to be externally licensed, Pred’ never enters the derivation with these predicates (and
of course, there is no source of Nominative in this case).

3 Interim summary

The first point of Sect. 2 was to show that the Swedish case-alternation, given the
associated interpretive and distributional facts, cannot be purely a PF phenomenon
(contra Sigurdsson 2006). We then looked at comparative data, primarily from Polish,
but also from English, Danish, Dutch and Russian, showing that Swedish predica-
tional and equative copular clauses pattern with their counterparts in Polish (and to
some extent apparently also Russian and Dutch). This data pointed to a typological
generalisation regarding the way in which syntax mediates interpretation, whereby
Swedish copular sentences follow the same strategy as in Polish, Russian and Dutch,
unlike English and Danish. Finally, I proposed a theoretical account of the former
type of strategy, whereby the alternation, and its syntactic and semantic correlates, are
mediated by a structural difference.

In Sect. 4, I show that the typological split identified here runs deeper. Adding to
the work of Mikkelsen (2002, 2004a,b, 2005, 2011); Geist (2007); Partee (2010);
Heycock (2012), and others, I show that also specificational copular sentences in
Swedish pattern with the former set of languages, and not with Danish and English—

29 As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer.
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thus making the typological generalisation a more broad-reaching one about how
syntax, semantics, and information structure mediate interpretation.

4 Specification

In the first part of this section (Sect. 4.1), I review the basic linguistic properties of
specificational copular sentences. Next, in Sect. 4.2, I give comparative data show-
ing that, as we saw for predication and equation, Swedish specificational sentences
behave like specificational sentences in Polish, Dutch and Russian, but unlike their
counterparts in Danish and English, in terms of their morpho-syntactic properties. In
Sect. 4.3, I argue that a particular type of predicate inversion analysis is needed to
account for the Swedish type of pattern, whereby specification is derived from the
same types of structures underlying predication and equation. However, this cannot
simply be topicalization of the lower DP. I finish this section with a proposal for the
derivation of specificational sentences in Swedish.

4.1 Basic properties

Specificational sentences are characterised in part by their particular semantic prop-
erties, such that DP1 (typically a definite description’®) denotes a property containing
a variable slot, which gets valued by the individual denoted by the postcopular DP
(Partee 2010; Mikkelsen 2011). Evidence for the non-referential status of DP1 comes
for instance from the fact that it pronominalises like a predicate, as shown in (44).3!

(44) a. English
[The guest of honor]; was Lisa, wasn’t {*she/*he/it};?

b. Swedish
[Hedersgisten]; var Lisa, visst var { *hon/*han/det};?

In this respect then, specificational copular sentences can be viewed as the inverse of
predicational sentences, in that DP1 is of type <et>, and DP2 of type e (see Heggie
1988; Moro 1997; Partee 1998; Mikkelsen 2005; den Dikken 2006, and Geist 2007).

However, this characterisation is not uncontroversial. As discussed originally by
Heycock and Kroch (1999), the predicate must be able to be interpreted as being
equated with the subject—that is, the two DPs have to be of the same semantic type,
as shown by the contrast between (45a), involving two predicates, and (45a), involving
a predicate and an argument.

(45) English (Heycock 2012, 225)
a. 1. Honest is the one thing that I want a man to be.
ii. The one thing that I want a man to be is honest.
b. *The one thing that I want a man to be — honest — is John.

30 Although Heycock (2012) shows that the relevant distinction actually seems to be between strong and
weak indefinites, such that DP1 in specificational copular sentences has to be at least a strong indefinite.

31 This is different from (5): ‘The guest of honor was happy.’, where the presence of an adjectival predicate
forces a referential reading of DP1.
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This parallelism requirement appears to be a fairly robust generalisation, and is pre-
cisely the kind of observation that has motivated the analysis—originally due to
Heycock and Kroch (1999), and pursued more recently by Heycock (2012), that spec-
ificational sentences are in fact a subtype of equatives (contra Heycock 1991; Moro
1997; Mikkelsen 2002, 2005; den Dikken 2006). See also Rothstein (2001); Heycock
and Kroch (2002); Mikkelsen (2004b); Romero (2005); Comorovski (2007); and Hey-
cock (2012) for arguments in favour of this characterisation. As shown in (46), this
semantic parallelism requirement holds in Swedish as well.??

(46) Swedish
a. i. Arlig #r detenda jagvill att enmanska vara.
honest is the single.thing I ~want that a man shall be
‘Honest is the one thing that I want a man to be.’

ii. Det enda jagvill att en man ska vara dr drlig.
the single.thing I want that a man shall be is honest

The one thing that I want a man to be is honest.

b. *Det enda jagvill att enman ska vara-idrlig - ar
the single.thing I want that a man shall be — honest — is
Johan.

John

“*The one thing that I want a man to be — honest — is John.’

Another property characteristic of specificational sentences is their particular infor-
mation structure. As noted by several authors (e.g., Mikkelsen 2004a, 2004b; Partee
2010; Heycock 2012), DP1 in these sentences must be a topic, whereas the postcopular
DP is obligatorily focused, as shown by the sharp contrast between (47a) and (47b)
(SMALL CAPS are used to indicate focus).

(47) English (Heycock 2012, 216-217)
a. Who was the culprit? (John or Bill?)
JOHN was the culprit. / The culprit was JOHN.

b. What was John? (Was John the culprit or the victim?)
John/he was the CULPRIT. / #The CULPRIT was John.

32 Based on data like (1), Citko (2008) claims that in Polish, the two elements flanking the copula must be
of the same syntactic category.

(1) Polish (Citko 2008, 267)

a. Drozsze to nie zawsze lepsze.
more-expensive PRON not always better

‘More expensive is not always better.’

b. ??Drozsze to nie luxury.
more-expensive PRON not luxury

‘More expensive isn’t luxurious.’
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Again, this is true of specification in Swedish as well.*?

(48) Swedish

Q. Vem var bov-en? (Johan eller Ville?)
who was culprit-DEF? (John or Bill?)

Who was the culprit? (John or Bill?)

A. JOHAN var bov-en. / Bov-en var JOHAN.
John was culprit-DEF | culprit-DEF was John

‘JOHN was the culprit. / The culprit was JOHN.’
(49) Swedish

Q. Vad var Johan? (Var han offre-t eller bov-en?)
what was John? (was he victim-DEF or  culprit-DEF?)

‘What was John? (Was John the culprit or the victim?)’

A. Johan/han var BOV-EN. /#BOV-EN var Johan/han.
Johnlhe.NOM was culprit-DEF | culprit-DEF was John/he. NOM

‘John/he was the CULPRIT. / #The CULPRIT was John.’

4.2 Two types of languages

As discussed by Heycock (2012), some languages that allow Accusative case on
postcopular DPs in predicational sentences, such as Dutch, nevertheless allow only
Nominative case on DP2 in specificational sentences, as illustrated with the contrast
between the specificational sentence in (50a), and the predicational sentence in (50b),
repeated from (11b) above.

(50) Dutch (Heycock 2012, 214-215)

a. Het enige slachtoffer hierin bent Jij.
the only victim herein be. PRES.25G 2SG.NOM

“The only victim in this is you.’

b. Als ik jou was  zou ik meteen weggaan.
if LNOM you.ACC be.PST would I immediately leave
‘If I were you I would leave immediately.’

The same is also true of Swedish, Polish and Russian: first, contrast the Swedish
specificational sentences in (51) with the predicational ones in (52) (repeated from
(9)), where both Nominative and Accusative are available.

33 Another property associated with specificational copular sentences, is what is typically referred to as
‘connectivity effects’, as observed for instance in the following sentence from Partee (1985): “What Harvey;
did next was wash himself; properly.” A discussion of these effects is unfortunately beyond the present scope,
and I will set these aside for the remainder of this paper. For discussion, see Mikkelsen (2011) and references
cited therein.
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(51) Swedish

a. Den bésta spelareni laget ir inte jag/*mig
the best player inteam.DEF is not LNOM/*me.ACC
(—det &r du).

(=it is you.NOM)
‘The best player on the team isn’t me (- it’s you).’

b. i. Vem ir det lilla barnet pa bilden?
‘Who’s that little child on the picture?’

ii. Det ddr lilla barnet pa bilden, det 4r
that there little child in picture.DEF;, it is
jag/*mig.

INOM/me. ACC

“That little child in the picture, that’s me.’

(52) Swedish

a. Om jag vore du/?dig...
if I wereyou.NOM/you.ACC

‘If I were you...’

b. %Jag latsas inte vara dig.
I.NOM pretend not be you.ACC

‘I’'m not pretending to be you.’

c. %Jag vill varadig, du kan vara mig.
LNOM want be you.ACC, you.NOM can be me.ACC

‘I want to be you, you can be me.’

d. T mittnéstaliv vill jag vara  dig/du.
inmy next life want LNOM be.INF you.ACC/you.NOM

"I my next life I want to be you.’

Unlike the predicational sentences we looked at in the previous section, specifica-
tional sentences in Russian and Polish also allow only Nominative case on DP2, as
shown in (53) and (54).3* The DP1 predicate however, can be either Nominative or
Accusative (I return to this point shortly).

(53) Russian (Partee 2010, 28,30)

a. Vladelec-em etogo osobnjaka byl juvelir
owner-INST this. GEN mansion.GEN was jeweler NOM
FuZere.

Fuzhere

‘The owner of this mansion is the jeweler Fushere.’

34 Note that Russian specificational sentences do not allow the pronominal copula ‘¢to’ (Geist 2007; Partee
2010), unlike in Polish. Again, we leave the question of the exact nature of the pronominal copula to the
side for the purpose of this discussion.
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b. Vladelec  etogo osobnjaka — juvelir Fuzere.
ownet.NOM this. GEN mansion.GEN — jewele NOM Fuzhere

“The owner of this mansion is the jeweler Fushere.’

(54) Polish [Context: Who is your best friend - Jan or Erik?]
a. Modim najlepszym przyjaciel-em jest Jan.
[my  best friend]-INST is Jan.NOM
‘My best friend is Jan.’

b. Moj najlepszy przyjaciel  to Jan.
[my best Jfriend]. NOM PRON Jan.NOM

‘My best friend is Jan.’

Furthermore, verbal agreement in Dutch, Polish and Russian is with the Nomina-
tive DP2 in specificational sentences, and with the Nominative DP1 in predicational
sentences. This is important as agreement provides an independent test for which of
the two DPs is the underlying subject, in the sense of standing in an Agree relation
with the T head of the clause (e.g., Chomsky 2000, 2001). I will use this property to
point to a typological split between languages where the Nominative DP/ in specifica-
tional sentences is the subject, e.g., Danish and English (see also Mikkelsen 2004b and
Partee 2010) and languages where the Nominative DP2 in specificational sentences
is the subject (and DP1 is an inverted predicate), e.g., Polish, Russian, Swedish, and
Dutch (see also Moro 1997, 28 for evidence that Italian is of the latter type).>> In
predicational and equative sentences on the other hand, DP1 is the subject in both
types of languages.

This is demonstrated for Dutch, with the contrast between the specificational sen-
tence in (55a) and the predicational one in (55b). The sentences in (56)—(57) further
show that the same is true in Russian and Polish: agreement in specificational sentences
is with the obligatorily Nominative DP2.

(55) Dutch

a. Het enige slachtoffer hierin bent jij.
the only victim herein be.PRES.2SG 2SG.NOM
“The only victim in this is you.’

b. Als zjj jou waren, zouden zij weten hoe het
if 3PL.NOM 2SG.ACC were.PL, would they know how it
is om student te zijn.
is to student to be

‘If they were you, they would know what it’s like to be a student.’
(56) Polish

a. Przyczyna wypadku byh Kamil
cause.3SG.FEM.INST accident. GEN were.3PL.MASC [Kamil
i Michat.

and Michat].PL.MASC.NOM

35 See also Hartmann and Heycock (2017) on agreement in Insular Scandinavian copular clauses.
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‘The cause of the accident was Kamil and Michat.’

b. Najwigkszy dran u nas w pracy to napewno
biggest Jjerk. MASC.NOM at us in work PRON definitely
byta Basia.
was.FEM Basia. FEM.NOM

“The biggest jerk at our work is definitely Basia.’3°

(57) Russian (Geist 2007, 95, from Paduceva and Uspenskij 1997, 178)
a. Pri¢inoj avarii *byla/byli
reason.SG.FEM.INST of.accident was.SG.FEM /were.PL
neispravnye tormoza.

broken brakes.PL
‘The reason for the accident was broken brakes.’

b. Edinstvennyj, kto wvstal na naSu storonu,
only.person. MASC.NOM who came to our side
*byl/byla Varvara

was.MASC/was.FEM Barbara. FEM
‘The only person who defended us was Barbara.’

Taken together with the agreement facts, the fact that DP1 in these sentences allow
both Instrumental and Nominative case provides strong indication that DP1 is a pred-
icate, whereas DP2 is the subject.37 Moreover, in (56a), the natural choice of case
on DP1 is Instrumental, whereas in (56b), the natural choice is Nominative. This is
what we would expect if DP1 in specification is underlyingly the same as DP2 in
predicational sentences at some stage in the derivation, given the semantic conditions
on the case-alternation (discussed in Sect. 2).

Predicational sentences, on the other hand, which allow both Instrumental and Nom-
inative case on DP2, but only Nominative on DP1, obligatorily show DP1 agreement,
as shown in (58)—(59) (contra claims by Bondaruk 2014 and Geist 2007).

(58) Polish (Citko 2008, 266, fn. 4)

Jan to byt straszna Swinia.
Jan.MASC PRON was.MASC terrible. FEM pig. NOM.FEM

‘Jan was a real bastard.’

36 1p's worth noting that omitting the verbal copula altogether is generally preferred in pronominal copular
sentences. Hence, some speakers also find the sentence in (56b) somewhat degraded. However, this is in
clear contrast to the striking ungrammaticality of the same sentence with ‘byt’ (MASC), instead of ‘byta’
(FEM).

37 Since only pronouns are case-marked in Swedish and Dutch, it is unfortunately not possible to detect
the case-alternation on DP1 in specificational sentences, given that pronouns cannot function as definite
descriptions—and the one pronoun that would be possible here, the neuter pronoun ‘det’ (it), does not show
case distinctions.
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(59) Russian

Anna byla/*byl xoro§im ucitel-em / xoro§ij
Anna was.FEM/was.MASC good  teacher-INST.MASC / good
ucitel.

teacher NOM.MASC

‘Anna was a good teacher.’

Note that Citko (2008) argues, from the example in (60) that—unlike in Russian
(see Geist 2007, Partee 2010)—specificational sentences in Polish can only be formed
using pronominal copular sentences with Nominative case on DP1, given that (60) can
only be interpreted as ‘my best friend is impersonating, or trying to be Jan’, which is
not a specificational interpretation.®

(60) Polish (Citko 2008, 272)

#MOj najlepszy przyjaciel  jest Jan-em.
my  best friend. NOM is  Jan-INST
‘My best friend is Jan.’

Of course, this is precisely the kind of ‘assumed identity’ reading discussed in
Sect. 2.2.1. That is, given that Instrumental case on DP2 is associated with a property
reading, the only interpretation consistent with Instrumental case on proper names and
pronouns, are precisely assumed identity readings.>® However, the sentences in (54)
have the particular semantic and pragmatic properties associated with specificational
sentences: (i) DP1 provides a description with a variable slot, which gets valued by the
referent of the postcopular DP, and (ii) DP2 is focused, as indicated by the preceding
question. In fact, it turns out that a specificational (focused DP2) reading is the only
reading available for this kind of sentence, as shown by the fact that in a context which
makes DP2 topical, the sentences in (54a,b) are both infelicitous, as shown in (61).

(61) Polish
Tell me something about Jan — who is he?
a. #Mo6im najlepsz-ym przyjaciel-em jest Jan.
[my  best-INST friend-INST] is Jan.NOM
‘My best friend is Jan.’

b. #Moj najlepszy przyjaciel  to Jan.
[my best friend]. NOM PRON Jan.NOM

‘My best friend is Jan.’
Furthermore, recall, that DP1 in specificational sentences must be either a definite or

a strong indefinite. As Citko (2008) points out, indefinites are typically bad in Polish
sentences of this form (as in English, as shown by the translation in (62)).

38 Citko (2008) recognises that Polish has sentences of at least the kind in (54a), but she takes them to
involve some other form of inversion. However, as I show in (61) below, a specificational reading appears
to be the only available interpretation for this kind of sentence.

39 Or in the case of (19)—metaphorical or property-readings of names, i.e., where ‘Einstein’ is taken to
mean ‘areal genius’ (given that this is typically the contextually relevant property associated with Einstein;
see (39)).
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(62) Polish (Citko 2008, 81)

*Lekarz to (jest) Jan.
doctorINDEF PRON is  Jan.NOM

“*A doctor is Jan.’

Altogether, this pattern is strikingly different from what we find in English and
Danish, which as we saw above only allow Accusative case on the postcopular DP
in equative and predicational sentences. These languages also permit only Accusative
case on the postcopular DP in specificational sentences, as shown in the Danish exam-
ple in (63) from Mikkelsen (2004b), and its English translation.

(63) Danish (Mikkelsen 2004b, 31)

Den hgjeste spiller pa holdet er ikke hende/*hun.
the tallest player on team.DEF is not her.ACC/she. NOM

“The tallest player on the team isn’t her/*she.’

Moreover, in English, agreement is always with DP1, in all types of copular sentences,
as shown in (64).

(64) English
a. The best player on the team is/*are you, isn’t it?
b. You are/*is the best player on the team, aren’t you?

c. In an alternative life, you are/*is him.

Neither Swedish nor Danish show verb agreement. However, given the assumption
that case is tied to agreement (Accusative assigned via Agree with v’ and Nominative
assigned via Agree with finite T, a standard assumption following Chomsky 2000,
20014%), we may conclude that in Swedish specificational sentences, as in Dutch,
Russian and Polish, DP2 is the grammatical subject. For Danish on the other hand,
as in English, DP1 is the subject of specificational sentences—a conclusion defended
also by Mikkelsen (2004b) and Partee (2010) (see also Geist 2007). This is illustrated
in (65)—(66) below. In the following, I focus on the Swedish type (65), referring the
reader to Mikkelsen (2004a, 2004b, 2005) for a discussion of Danish, and Heggie
(1988), Heycock (1991, 2012), Heycock and Kroch (1999, 2002), Rothstein (2001),
den Dikken (2006), and Partee (2010), among several others, on English.

4.3 Towards an analysis (part 1)

Above, I argued that in specificational sentences in Swedish, Polish, Russian, and
Dutch, DP2 is the subject, whereas in Danish and English, DP1 is the subject. Thus,
I take it that in order to account for specification in the former set of languages,

40 Note that more recent work (Legate 2014) has argued that it is Voice?, rather than v that is responsible
for structural Accusative case. However, this question is orthogonal to the current discussion. It is also
worth noting that a number of authors have argued against any link between case and agreement; see for
instance Marantz (1991); McFadden (2004); Preminger (2014).
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some kind of inversion analysis is called for, unlike in the latter set (see Moro 1997;
Geist 2007; Partee 2010; Heycock 2012; and references above). This is illustrated in
(65)—(66); see Sect. 2.3 on SC and PredP.

(65) Specification: Swedish, Polish, Russian, and Dutch (to be revised)

a. Type I (Nominative DP1)

CP;
T? SC
PR
.TO.. . DP2.NOM ... DP2 t;
NOM

b. Type II (Instrumental/Accusative DP1)

DPI;
INST/ACC  T? PredP

Pred® t;

(66) Specification in Danish and English

v’  DP2
ACC
However, focusing on Swedish, I will argue that it cannot be the case that spec-
ification is derived simply by topicalising the predicate DP, as suggested by Heggie
(1988) for English (see also Partee 1998 and Geist 2007 for versions of this analysis
applied to Russian). On Heggie’s account, DP2 is underlyingly the subject, in Spec, TP.
The predicate DP then raises to Spec,CP, accompanied by V-to-C movement of the
copula. As demonstrated by Heycock (1991, 186-189), Rothstein (2001, 259), and
Mikkelsen (2004b, 2005), this analysis cannot be right for English, since it would pre-
dict the grammaticality of sentences like (67)—clearly not a well-formed sentence of
English.

(67) English (Mikkelsen (2005), 8)
*The teacher might John be.

Mikkelsen (2004b) also argues convincingly against this kind of analysis for Danish—
which, unlike English, does have the requisite kind of predicate topicalization
structures (main clause Verb Second [V2]). As we saw in (63) above, DP2 in Danish
specificational sentences is marked with Accusative case. In topic-initial V2 clauses
on the other hand, as shown in (68), DP2 is obligatorily marked with Nominative case.
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(68) Danish (Mikkelsen 2004b, 30)

Den hgjeste spiller pa holdet er hun/*hende ikke.
the tallest player on team.DEF is she. NOM/*her.ACC not
‘She isn’t the tallest player on the team.’

Indeed, the same is true also for predicate topicalizaton in Swedish.

(69) Swedish

Den ldngsta spelaren dr jag/*mig inte (— men jag dr en
the tallest player am LNOM/*me.ACC not (—but I ama
duktig lopare).

good runner)
‘I’'m not the tallest player (— but [ am a good runner).’

However, in Swedish (as in Dutch, Polish and Russian, but unlike in Danish and
English), DP2 is obligatorily Nominative also in specificational clauses. This then
leaves open the possibility that predicate topicalization might indeed be the correct
analysis of specification in these languages.

However, there are a number of reasons for rejecting this analysis. As Mikkelsen
(2004b) demonstrates for Danish, predicate topicalization and specificational sen-
tences are structurally distinct. This is true also for Swedish. Here, I will focus on
one of the several diagnostics used in Mikkelsen (2004b), namely the placement of
negation and medial adverbs, such as ‘inte’ (not), which in Mainland Scandinavian
are standardly assumed to occur at the left edge of vP.H Mikkelsen (2004b) shows that
in specificational clauses, these elements obligatorily occur to the left of DP2 (70a),
whereas in predicate topicalization sentences, they occur to the right of DP2 (70b).*?

(70) Danish (Mikkelsen 2004b, 24)

a. Specification

Den hgjeste spiller pa holdet er ikke Minna.
the tallest player on team.DEF is not Minna

‘The tallest player on the team isn’t Minna.’
b. Predicate Topicalization

Den hgjeste spiller pa holdet er Minna ikke.
the tallest player on team.DEF is Minna not

‘Minna isn’t the tallest player on the team.’

Mikkelsen (2004b) shows that this syntactic contrast is associated with a difference in
meaning. As shown in (71), from Swedish (Mikkelsen 2004b gives similar examples

41 Several other of Mikkelsen’s (2004b) tests used for Danish can be be used to show that specification and
predicate topicalization are structurally distinct also in Swedish, for instance their distribution in sentences
embedded under ‘non-bridge’ verbs.

42 See Mikkelsen (2004b, 26-27) for arguments that this contrast cannot be reduced to a difference between
constituent negation vs. sentence negation.
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from Danish), NEG-DP2 order is only felicitous when DP2 is focused, i.e., when the

sentence is assigned a specificational interpretation.

43

(71) Swedish: Specification
Vem ér den bista spelaren i laget?
(‘Who’s the best player on the team?’)
[Focus set: Minna, Lisa, Anna]

a.

Den bésta spelareni laget ar inte Minna (— det dr
the best player onteam.DEF is not Minna.FOC (it is
Lisa).

Lisa)

“The best player on the team isn’t Minna (- it’s Lisa).’

#Den bista spelareni laget ar Minna inte (— det
the best player onteam.DEF is Minna.FOC not (- it
ar Lisa).

is Lisa)

“The best player on the team isn’t Minna (- it’s Lisa).’

Further, as illustrated by the contrast between the predicate topicalization sentence
in (72) and the specificational sentence in (51a) above, in (51a), reference to DP1 is
with the non-gendered pronoun ‘det’ (it), whereas in (72), reference to DP1 is with
the gendered pronoun ‘hon’ (she).

(72) Swedish: Predicate Topicalization
Beritta nagot om Minna —
(“Tell me something about Minna —")
[Focus set: good football player, fast runner, avid reader, keen hiker.]

a.

Den bésta spelareni laget dr Minna inte (— men
the best player onteam.DEF is Minna. TOP not (- but
nog kan hon 16pa).

ADYV can she run)

‘Minna isn’t the best player on the team (- but she sure can run).’

#Den bista spelareni  laget ir inte Minna (— men
the best player onteam.DEF is not Minna.TOP (— but
nog kan hon lopa).
ADV can she run)

‘Minna isn’t the best player on the team (- but she sure can run).’

It is also worth noting that predicate topicalization sentences in both Danish and
Swedish differ from specificational sentences in terms of their word order in modal
sentences, as shown with the Swedish examples in (73) (see Mikkelsen 2004b, 48 for
Danish examples).

43 In the remainder of this section, I adopt Mikkelsen’s convention of using the position of negation to
distinguish between specification and predicate topicalization.

@ Springer



82 K. Djarv

(73) Swedish
a. Specification

Den lidngsta spelareni laget kan d& inte vara Minna —
the tallest player inteam.DEF can ADV not be Minna —

det maste vara Lisa!
it must be Lisa

“The tallest player on the team can’t be Minna — it must be Lisa!’
b. Predicate Topicalization

Den ldngsta spelaren i laget kan Minna da inte vara —
the tallest player inteam.DEF can Minna ADV not be -

hon ér ju bara 150 cm.
she is ADV only 150 cm

‘Minna can’t be the tallest player on the team — she’s only 150 c¢m tall.’

Hence, as shown by Mikkelsen (2004b) for Danish, we find that Swedish has both
predicate topicalization and specification, and that these are different from each other,
both in terms of their syntactic, semantic, and information structural properties.

To summarise this section, Swedish specificational copular sentences are charac-
terised by the following facts:

(74) i. DP2 is the subject, marked with Nominative case;
ii. DPI pronominalises like a predicate/property;
iii. Word order is [DP1 MOD NEG cop DP2];
iv. DP2 is obligatorily focused, and DP1 is a topic.

Additionally, in relation to the first observation, we also saw evidence from Dutch,
Polish and Russian (which behave otherwise like Swedish), that agreement in these
languages is with DP2. Moreover, in relation to the second observation, we saw evi-
dence from Polish and Russian that DP1 allows both Nominative and Instrumental
case, depending on whether it is interpreted as an individual or stage level predicate.

For Danish, Mikkelsen (2004b) concludes that DP1 in specification is a predicative
(non-referential) subject. For Swedish, as for Polish, Russian, and Dutch, however, this
analysis cannot be right, given that in these languages, unlike in Danish and English,
DP2 is the subject (and in Polish and Russian, DP1 shows the Nominative-Instrumental
case alternation).

The basic structure proposed for Swedish specification is given in (65) above.
However, implementing this kind of analysis is not uncomplicated. I have shown
that a predicate topicalization analysis (a la Heggie 1988) is not viable. A different
theoretical alternative comes from Heycock (2012), building on Romero (2005), who
argues that specification is a type of inverted equation—in both types of languages
discussed here (her focus is on the contrast between DP1 and DP2 agreement). She
posits the structure in (75) as underlying both specificational and uninverted equatives,
where the two arguments differ in terms of intentionality.

@ Springer



The syntax and semantics of Swedish copular sentences: a... 83

(75) Heycock (2012, 231)

Fo+be FP

NP{>\

Laura t NP2oge>
the winner
She argues that since the functional head F° raises to merge with the copula, the two
DPs end up in a small clause configuration, such that both DPs become eligible for
movement to the specifier of the copula. In specificational clauses, this will be the type
<se> DP (NP2), whereas in regular equatives, it is the type e DP (NP1) that moves.
(For further details, I refer the reader to Heycock 2012.)

Although an appealing option, it is not clear how this account would handle the fact
that, in languages of the Swedish type, the case on DP1 (NP2 in (75)) in specificational
sentences alternates along the same semantic dimension as DP2 in predicational and
equative sentences. While this does not amount to a flat-out refutation of Heycock’s
account, it seems like her account would at least need to be modified along the lines
sketched in (38)/(65) to accommodate this fact. Of course, a problem for the move-
ment analysis of Nominative DP2 in specificational sentences is the observation from
Sect. 2, that such DPs cannot undergo A-bar movement. This (along with the binding
facts) was one of the major empirical points motivating the bi-clausal analysis for
equation and individual level predication (38). This raises the question of why this DP
should be eligible for inversion in specificational sentences with predicate Nominative
case, as in (53)—(57).

I propose that specificational sentences involve a low FocP. DP2 (the grammatical
subject and an individual of type ¢) then enters into an Agree relation with both T? and
Foc? in its base-position, thereby receiving Nominative case and becoming marked
as an obligatorily focused constituent. It then moves to Spec,FocP where it becomes
‘criterially frozen’ (having valued all of its features), and is no longer eligible for fur-
ther movement (see Rizzi 2006, 2016). The (Nominative or Accusative/Instrumental)
predicate (see (65)) then moves to Spec,TP, in order to satisfy the EPP-feature on T°.
(76) illustrates:

(76) Specification: Swedish type (final version)

a. Type I (Nominative DP1)

TP
CP;
T? FocP
... T?...DP2.NOM ...
DP2;
[NOM] FOCO SC
[FoC] -
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b. Type II (Instrumental/Accusative DP1)

TP
DP1;
[INST/ACC]  To FocP
DP2;
[Nom] Foc? PredP
[Foc]

t.
7 Pred®

More can, and should, no doubt be said about specification in these types of lan-
guages, in particular regarding the semantic composition. A corollary of the current
proposal is that DP1 must move as a predicate and leave a higher type trace, in order for
the composition to work out. I take this to be a desirable consequence, given that DP1
in these sentences is interpreted as a property with a variable slot, to get valued by the
individual denoted by DP2. While the details of the syntax-semantics mapping remain
to be worked out in more detail, the analysis proposed here has the benefit of capturing
both the word order and the information structural properties of specificational sen-
tences, as well as the interpretation of specification as involving property containing
a variable slot, which gets valued by the individual denoted by the postcopular DP.

5 Conclusion

The first goal of this paper was to show that the Swedish case-alternation, given the
associated interpretive and distributional facts, must be an LF phenomenon (contra
Sigurdsson 2006). I then presented comparative data, primarily from Polish, but also
from English, Danish, Dutch and Russian, showing (i) that the Swedish alternation is
sensitive to the same types of semantic factors that condition the choice of predicate
case in Polish, Russian and Dutch, and (ii) that the Swedish alternation also shares
syntactic properties with copular sentences in these languages, regarding movement
and binding. I suggested that the morphological and semantic contrasts are medi-
ated by the same structural difference, proposing a biclausal analysis for Nominative
case, and a monoclausal analysis for Accusative/Instrumental case. I also pointed
to a typological generalisation regarding the way that the syntax mediates interpre-
tation, whereby Swedish copular sentences follow the same strategies as in Polish,
Russian and Dutch, which are different from those in English and Danish. I further
showed that this typological split runs deeper. Adding to the work by Mikkelsen
(2002, 2004a,b, 2005, 2011); Geist (2007); Partee (2010); Heycock (2012), and oth-
ers, I demonstrated that also specifiational copular sentences in Swedish pattern with
those in the former group of languages, and unlike those in the latter—thus making
the generalization one about how syntax and information structure mediate interpreta-
tion. This then echoes the view articulated in Partee (2010, 44) whereby “one language
may have an information-structure-motivated diathesis choice where another language
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uses information-structure alone.” Regarding specification, I argued that the data sup-
ports a particular type of predicate inversion analysis, whereby specificational copular
sentences are derived from the same kinds of structures underlying predicational and
equative sentences.
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