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ON THE LINGUISTIC COMPLEXITY OF PROPER NAMES

1. | NTRODUCTION

Much work has been done on the semantics of prog@es, while their syntax has not received
enough attention. Most semantic analyses view propees as syntactically simplex, with no
internal structure whatsoever. This approach ispadrble with viewing proper names as directly
referring rigid designators (starting with Kripk@®8D), indexicals (Recanati 1997, Pelczar and
Rainsbury 1998) or definite descriptions (Frege3 ®ussell 1911, Searle 1958, Kneale 1962,
Burge 1973, Katz 1977, 1990, 1994, Kleiber 1981¢tBa981, 1987, 2002, Liu 2004, etc.).
However, the definite description approach is alempatible with proper names being both
semantically and syntactically complex (see Gel®&7 and Elbourne 2002), in which case they
can be viewed as syntactically decomposable indefanite article (or a demonstrative, as in
Larson and Segal 1995) and a predicate.

While proper names in argument positions have vedea lot of attention, especially in
philosophy of language, this cannot be said aboaggr names used in the naming construction,
exemplified in examples like (1), which are genlgrassumed to involve “mention” rather than
“use” of proper names, or possibly to be completegta-linguistic.

(1) a. Call meAl. naming construction
b.  Inthe end of the J0century the city was renam&d. Petersburg
c.  The St. Olga of the Orthodox church was actuadigtizedHelen.

In this paper | show that naming verbs are esddoti@mur understanding of the syntax and
semantics of proper names. The syntax of namingtaastions is such that proper names there
have to be analyzed as predicates, whose contemisams the name itself. This lends support to
the so-called “quotation theories” of proper nanmeargument positions (Kneale 1962, Kleiber
1981, Bach 1981, 1987, 2002, Geurts 1997, ElboR®02, etc.).

The assumption that proper names can enter systgxedlicates reasonably entails that
they have a complex internal structure in argunpesitions, consisting of (at least) a determiner
and its restriction, exactly like noun phrases whbeads are common nouns. Nonetheless,
further consideration of the interpretation of pgppames in the naming construction also shows
that they have another argument slot, that of #imeing convention. As a result, we will be able
to provide a compositional account of the namingstauction, as well as to provide a semantic
account of proper names in argument positionsviilatompositionally derive the fact that they
generally behave rigidly (Kripke 1980, Recanati 1,.99elczar and Rainsbury 1998, etc.).

The paper is arranged as follows. First | will ddes cross-linguistic syntax of the naming
construction. Although the first impression givgnuerbs of naming is that they are ditransitive,
as in (2a), section 2 will show that this impreasie false and they project a small clause
structure, as in (2b):
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(2) a. vP ditransitive simplified b. vP ECM/raising simplified
/\ /\
0PN PN
tﬁey \|/ /\/P\ tﬁey \{ VP
namexNP; V' name V(\SC
/\
the Kngv® XNP, — NP, XNP,
Arthur the king Arthur

If the second extended NP (X naming constructions is a predicate, propengsgcan
(though perhaps do not have to) enter syntax adigates: This removes one of the standardly
presupposed differences between common nouns (adsnstart out as predicates) and proper
names, and thus permits us to view proper nameefaste descriptions when they appear in
argument positions (unless some other determinaesent).

Section 3 will introduce certain assumptions altbatsemantics of proper names that must
be made if we are to explain their behavior in magntonstructions. Section 4 will show that
these assumptions account for their propertiesgaraent positions and compositionally derive
the indexicality of the proper namesg(dity, according to Kripke 1980). It will also discuss
some further predictions made by this approacpanticular regarding the semantics of complex
and modified proper names (e.the famous detective Sherlock Hole&®ection 5 returns the
discussion to proper names in haming constructibngill be argued that no special proviso is
required for the semantic treatment of those. 8ediis the conclusion and a discussion of new
venues for future research.

In general, the approach advocated here restsdullhe assumptions already made about
proper names in the semantic and philosophicahlibee. Following Geurts 1997, Recanati 1997
and Pelczar and Rainsbury 1998, | will argue tlaper names are underlyingly predicates, and
| will rely on the cross-linguistic syntax of theming construction to provide an independent
motivation for this assumption. In order to composially account for the interpretation of the
naming construction | will have to assume that pragames have an argument slot for a naming
convention, which will later permit me to treat timelexical of the naming convention in force
(Recanati 1997) as a contextually provided freeabée. In other words, the novelty of this
approach lies in (a) the independent motivatiothefdefinite description view of proper names
and (b) a particular syntactic and semantic retidimaf the hypothesis that the rigidity of proper
names results from an indexicaltbe name-assigning conventiondubbing in forcg(Recanati
1997, Pelczar and Rainsbury 1998). | will show tihase two factors will permit us to account
for the behavior of proper names both in the nangagstruction and in argument positions,
including cases where proper names appear with de¢égrminers.

Importantly, this paper does not discuss the fatige of morpho-syntactic and semantic
properties of proper names. In particular, it does deal with the syntax of their well-known
ability to appear without an article (Sloat 1968ngobardi 1994, 1999 et seq., and Borer 2005,
among others; see Matushansky 2006b for a proposalith special preproprial definite articles
(e.g., in Catalan or Maori). It also does not dsscthe question of how a given proper name
becomes associated with a given individual and tmighes briefly upon names of entities other
than individuals, such as guises or stages.

1| use the term xNP rather than NP or DP wheriitrelevant which functional layers are projected.
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2. SYNTAX OF NAMING CONSTRUCTIONS

Naming constructions, where a proper name is asdigman individual, seem to be syntactically
very similar to those change-of-state constructishgre an individual receives a nomination
(new post, new position, new status, etc.). In skistion | will argue that naming constructions,
illustrated in (3a), have exactly the same syntatha change-of-state construction in (3b):

(3) a. The king of all Englamgtas namedArthur. naming
b.  Arthurwas namedthe king of all England. nomination

First indications in favor of this hypothesis cofmem the fact that the same verbs may be
used in both constructions: in the list below,igsindicate naming verbs, while boldface is used
to mark verbs that can function both in naming elnainge-of-state nomination constructiéns:

(4) anoint, appointyaptize brand call, choosechristen crown, declare, designatiyb, elect,
make,name, nickname nominate, proclaim, pronouncstyle, title, vote

It seems rather straightforward that nominatiorbgeake a small clause complement (see
also Stowell 1989, Levin 1993). In particular, noation verbs can hardly be set apart from the
verbmake which clearly takes a small clause.

2.1. Small clauses

A small clause is a minimal syntactic structuretaomng a subject and a non-verbal predicate
(Stowell 1981, 1983 Its exact internal structure is irrelevant for purposes:

(5) sc

/\ .
suk:JJect predicate
DP/CP AP/PP/NP/DP

Small clauses can appear as complements to mabg,v&me of them intensional, and
their subjects receive case either directly (theated Exceptional Case Marking, or ECM) or
concomitantly with being raised to the [Spec, TPhe matrix verb:

(6) a. They madesf Alice (the) president/head of the association]. ECM
b.  Alice becamed:t; (the) president/head of the association]. Raising
The predicate of a small clause can be an xXNP,RanrAa PP; its subject may be a DP or a
CP:
(7) a. They made Alice president/a professor. xNP predicate
b.  This proposition is/seemgd|t; preposterous/out of the question.  AP/PP predicate
Cc. [cpThat Jessie should fight] was considergd [ obvious]. CP subject

Small clause predicates have a range of propemta@ss-linguistically. In some languages
nominal predicates must appear without an artigewill be particularly interested in situations
where, as in (6), it is definite predicates thasdqStowell 1991). Predicates can show particular
case-marking (case agreement with the subjectedicdted predicative case). | will show that

2 Most verbs in this list come from Levin 1993, whlaces verbs of naming and nomination into the more
general category of verbs that take predicativeptements. Some verbs in the list are archaic iir theming or
nomination usedub), and a few (e.gdeclarg are preferred witlassmall clauses. | believe the list to be complete.

% Some researchers consider infinitival VPs to alssmall clauses. Since verbs of naming take amfyinal
predicates, we are not concerned with exact casdgmecification of small clauses here.
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naming constructions systematically exhibit the sataster of syntactic behavior across various
languages (Arabic, Breton, English, Finnish, FrenGerman, (Modern) Greek, Latin, Pima,
Russian, Scandinavian...) as verbs known to takelsitsalse complements — in particular, as
nomination verb$.

2.2. Cautionary notes

Before we turn to cross-linguistic data, it shob&lobserved that neither nomination verbs
nor naming verbs form a fully homogeneous clas$ waspect to every syntactic property: for
both classes of verbs class-internal variation ressgnt. For example, some nomination and
naming verbs are morphologically derived (ecgown, appoin), whereas others are nehpose
dub). Syntactic class-internal variation also holdshwiespect to changes in argument structure
and availability of implicit arguments: some namargd nomination verbs allow xNErop (e.qg.
baptize elec), while others don’tr{ickname declarg, and for those that do, the drop of xNP
may or may not be accompanied by a change in mg#aptizevs. elec). Since these facts are
beyond the scope of this paper, they will not lsedssed here.

Finally, the verbcall is often special, in many languages, and allowsynmaore uses than
the others, including in particular the option sfng it with an AP or common noun predicate:

(8) a. My friends call me charming.
b. Here’s a pot calling the kettle black.

The exceptional behavior ohll across languages is the reason why no conclusiiinsew
based on its properties alone. Likewise, caseseminer XN or DR, is introduced by a (dative)
preposition (e.g. Hebrewr-h ‘call’, English promotg will also be left aside, though this might
be too much of a simplification.

2.3. XNP; is not an argument of the naming verb

It seems self-evident that the first extended nplrase (xNB in the naming and nomination
constructions is syntactically an argument. It nee® the same thematic role ob&. in naming
and nomination, suggesting a double-object analysis see section 7.1); then the second xNP
(XNP,) can be viewed as theieME of this postulated ditransitive structure.

The first indication that this view is incorrectmes from the choice of the interrogative
and anaphoric pronouns when xN®& animate: the interrogative wshat or how rather tharwho,
and the anaphor s andthatrather than any animate pronoun:

(9) a. What/*who was Caesar nominated?
b.  What/*who did they christen the boy that Mr. iEgraw found?

(10) Latimeria is called latimeria/that/so/*it/*@l after Miss Marjorie Courtney-Latimer.

Examples (9) confirm that the proper name in theaing construction does not have the
same meaning as the proper name in an argumeiipposhis is why the anaphoric pronoun is
not animate. The fact that no referring pronourt @wen an inanimate anaphor likself) can
appear as xNPargues that xNPdoes not refer to an individual, but does not$elf show that

* The structure that naming verbs project is nogifant across languages. In Hindi (Anoop Mahajath an
Rajesh Bhatt, p.c.) no proper naming verbs existead paraphrase is used (e.g., “give a nameGebrgian (Lea
Nash, p.c.), the naming construction is clearlyadisitive, one of the two relevant verbs is bi-nt@mic and means
“give a name” (incorporation). These factsmat mean that the data presented in this paper neeoenexplained;
they still show what they show: proper names caprbdicates. See section 7.4 for discussion.

® | have nothing to say about why the choice ofittterrogative vacillates betweevhat andhow depending
on the choice of the verb (or the choice of a lagg), and why some verbs (ergnamé allow both.
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XNP; is a predicaté A stronger argument comes from the behavior opermames in clefts. As
observed by Jackendoff 1977 and Stowell 1981, socomstituents can be clefted and others
cannot:

(11) a. It was {ip your book about the double helix ] that | wanted. Stowell 1981:24
b. It was [ppunder the chair ] that | think | left my coat.
c. *Itwas [vp go home early ] that John did.
d. *It was [ap very angry at me ] that John was.

Stowell 1981 argues that the constraint is catagoonly [- V] projections can be clefted.
He further claims that the constraint cannot bebafted to a semantic or pragmatic restriction
because pseudo-clefts, whose semantics is veriasitaithat of clefts, are not restricted in this
way. However, there are reasons to believe thatetlesant factor is likely to be semantic, since
not all XNPs or all PPs behave alike. As shownxangples (12), predicate xNPs and PPs cannot
be clefted:

(12) a. *Itwas a doctor that John was.
b. *It was (the) president that Mary was.
c. *Itwas in the States that Lucie was.

If the possibility of clefting an xNP or PP congéht depends on whether it is a predicate
(in which case clefting is impossible) or not, thet that proper names in naming constructions
cannot be clefted is highly suggestive:

(13) a. *It was John that we baptized him.
b. *It was Mary that she was called.

The parallel behavior of proper names in the nanemigstruction and predicate common
nouns suggests that in the naming constructiompgrroames are predicates. Further evidence in
the same direction comes from the behavior of #fenie article.

2.4. Bare definites

As mentioned above, Stowell 1989 argues that veflimination appear with a small clause
complement. An interesting property of these srolallises is that they can contain a bare NP
predicate, which is nonetheless interpreted asitiefin the sense that the NP restrictor denotes a
singleton set:

(14) a. The queen appointed her lover treasurtdreofealm.
b.  Anne’s death made George (the) king of England.

Predicates that do not denote singleton sets avgatticle omission in English (though the
situation is different in Romance and other Germdamguages):

(15) We named him public enemy *(number 1)/*enerhthe state.

Stowell hypothesizes that there exists a corraldbetween the presence of the DP layer
and the argument/predicate status of a noun phnatbebare NPs being predicates. Although the
correlation does not hold to 100%, as can be sen bare nominals in argument positions in

® The fact that the referential pronotimat can be used does not entail anything, since itbeansed to refer
to predicates in unambiguous contexts:

(i) My mother is a doctor and | want to become 8tiet/*it as well.
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such examples ag to schoolcf. Stvan 1998, among others), it neverthelesmisaeasonable
to assume that a bare definite NP is likely to ipeealicate'.

Setting aside the mechanism underlying the absefites article in the predicate position,
we will merely use this absence as a diagnostith®empredicate/argument status of a given xNP:
if it, though semantically definite, appears witha@m article in a structure where another xNP
can be viewed as its subject, the structure undesideration is likely to be that of a small
clause.

The connection between bare definite predicatesnanting constructions lies in the fact
that in languages where proper names in argumesitigoes appear with definite articles (the so-
called preproprial articleg, they do not do so with verbs of naming (unldss giroper name is
modified). For instance, many dialects of Germawvehis property, as in examples below, due
to Nina Rothmayr, p.c.:

(16) a. Ich habe den Karl gesehen. dialectal German
| have theacc Karl seen
| have seen Karl.

b. Ich habe ihn (*den) Karl genannt.
| have himacc theacc Karl called
| called him Karl.

A non-Indo-European language exhibiting the sanopgnty is the Uto-Aztecan language
Pima, where proper names in argument positions apgar with an article, except in sentence-
initial positions, where definite articles dropganeral in that language (Smith 2004):

(17) a. John ‘o feid heg Mary.
John Aux:IMP see DET Mary
John sees Mary.

b. Mary ‘o feid heg John.
Mary Aux:IMP see DET John
c. Neid ‘o heg John heg Mary.

see AUX:IMP DET John DET Mary

As can be seen from examples (18), due to MarcuthSmc., when the proper nartiee
Apachesppears in the naming construction, the articlepgpears:

(18) a. Hegam Pimas gamhu ha'ab 'ab ‘e- 'a‘agd. Pima
those Pimas over.there sidex ANA- say Apache
Those Pimas on the other side [of the border] ttadimselves Apache.
b. M ‘'ac ‘aacim 'ab ‘'ep i ha- 'a'algag 'o"ob ' ha'aboob.
DX AUX:1PL we DX too INCEP 3PL-say DET PL.Apache here side Apache
We also call the Apaches on this side [of the bdrdpache.

Tagalog xNPs (including proper names) require ardaher, which takes a special form
with proper names. XNPs can be bare only in thdigaée position and in a particular existential
construction (Norvin Richards, p.c.):

" English is rather exceptional in that only denjiredicates appear without an article. This phemam
extends to indefinite nominal predicates in Fre@i¢hpferman 1979, Pollock 1983, Boone 1987, Longdb4994,
Chierchia 1998, Roy 2001, among others), in Dutkh Qwart, Winter and Zwarts 2005) and in Germanilllnot
address the nature of the phenomenon here antlmsedly as a diagnostic for predication.
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(19) Kalabaw Si Marcos. Tagalog: predication
water-buffalothe. PRPR Marcos
Marcos is a water buffalo

The special preproprial definite article disappdarshe naming construction, which can
thus be assimilated to other instances of predicati

(20) Pinangalanan ko siyang Alice. naming
named |  hetNnkr Alice
| named her Alice.

Catalan (data due to Louise McNally and Maria Niierti Girbau, p.c.) also has a special
definite article used with proper names. This &tdisappears when the proper name appears in
a naming construction, as shown by the contrastdet xNR and xNB in (21)%

(21) Vva resultar que *(en) Johnny el van anomenan)( Jonathan.
go-3>aturn.out that the Johnny him get3 name the Jonathan
It turned out that Johnny had been named Jonathan.

Likewise, in colloquial Icelandic, Northern Norwegi and Northern Swedish argument
proper names also require a preproprial articldgipg 1993:54). In Northern Norwegian, the
preproprial article takes the form of a third pergowonoun (data and judgments due to Peter
Svenonius and @ystein Alexander Vangsnes, p.c.):

(22) a. Ho Marit sa han @ystein.
she Marit saw he @ystein
Marit saw @ystein.

b. Han@ystein sA& ho Marit.
he @ystein saw she Marit
@ystein saw Marrit.

In naming constructions (as well as some otherd) a8 vocatives, play-acting and certain
possessives) this preproprial article disappeaets{bg 1993):

(23) a. Deaem dagpte barnet  (*ho) Marit. naming
they baptized child.the (she) Marit
They baptized the child Marit.

b. Han heter (*han) Qystein.
he is.called he @ystein
He is called @ystein.

If proper names in naming constructions are usedipatively, the lack of the article can
be explained by analogy with bare predicate defnih (14). However, the lack of the article
does not by itself argue in favor of the theoryttpeoper names are predicates in naming
constructions. Indeed, one could argue that theoredor article absence is non-referentiality.
Then proper names could appear bare in naming reatishs not because they are predicates
but because they are not referential — somethilg dansistent with the hypothesis that naming
constructions involve “mention” rather than “usé’pooper names. The cross-linguistic data that
we will consider next are, however, incompatiblélwthe assumption that the proper name in

8 The feminine preproprial articleais only preserved in the more conservative diajesttsh as the Balearic
Catalan — other dialects use the regular feminitielala (Maria Ndria Marti Girbau, p.c.). See Longobar@b2
and Coromina i Pou 2001 for some discussion of I@atand Campbell 1991 as cited by Delsing 1993 hen t
subject of special preproprial articles in Tagaldglagasy, and Maori.
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the naming construction is a phonological strirgf is an unanalyzable quote of the name itself,
i.e., thatAlice in the naming construction meafif{ls/ and nothing more.

2.5. Predicate marking
In Korean, proper names in haming constructiongapwith the copula (Shin-Sook Kim, p.c.):

(24) a.  ku-nun caki-uy ttal-lul Miran-i-la-ko pwedlss-ta.
heTopP self-GEN daughteracc Miran-beASSERTIVEQUOT call-PST-DECL
He called his daughter Miran.

b. salam-tul-un  ku-lul hankwuk-uy Elvis-i-la-ko wpll-ess-ta.
personPL-TOP heAcCc KoreaGEN  Elvis-beASSERTIVEQUOT call-PSTFDECL
People called him the Korean Elvis.

The presence of the copulacannot be squared with either the simplex “merittbeory
or with the view that proper names in naming carcdions denote something like “the name X7,
since in neither of these two approaches is a atipalelement expected to appear.

The same kind of evidence can be drawn from theilligion of the predicative particim
in Welsh, which is obligatory in small clauses (Bow/ 1993, 1994, Rouveret 1996, Zaring 1996,
among others):

(25) a. Mae Sibn *(yn) ddedwydd. Rouveret 1996:128
is  Sibn PRT happy
Sidn is happy.

b. Y mae Sion yn feddyg.
PRT IS Siébn PRT  doctor
Sibn is a doctor.

Welsh is like English in that definite predicatggpear without an article, but if a DP is
marked definiteyn cannot appear because a different (equative) earin is used (Rouveret
1994). With naming verbs, proper names behaveskhkeantically definite but syntactically bare
nominal predicates, appearing with the predicgtiasicleyn (Alain Rouveret, p.c.):

(26) Enwyd ef yn Si6n ardl ei dad.
nameprPASsS he PRT Sidn after his father
He is named Sibdn after his father.

Obviously, the presence of the copular particlairadly follows from the hypothesis that
the proper name is a predicate here and seemdicap otherwise. Even stronger evidence for
a small clause analysis of naming constructionsesofrom languages with morphological case-
marking.

2.6. Case-marking

In languages where predicates are marked with ticplar case, the case on xNid naming
constructions is that of a predicate. Such predieatase-marking falls into two categories:
dedicated predicative case and case agreement.

2.6.1. Predicative case

The languages to be considered in this subsecterHangarian, Arabic and Russian. While
none of these three languages has a dedicatedusadeonly with predicates, predicates are
nonetheless consistently marked with a particubsec(dative, accusative and instrumental,
respectively). This case-marking extends to namorgstructions.
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In Arabic the predicative case is accusative, aswshby the ECM and nomination
constructions below (examples due to Nisrine Al4Z3hThe passivized variant is there to show
that accusative is not copied from the case of x(d&se agreement):

(27) salma [itabarat walad-a-ha wazir-an. ECM
Salma considerRF child-Acc-her ministeracc
Salma considered her child to be a minister.

(28) a.  salmallayyanat walad-a-ha wazir-an. nomination
salma nom_lnateAus-PRF_chlld-Acc-her ministeracc
Salma nominated her child to be a minister.

b. walad-u-ha Ouyyna wazir-an.
chlld-NQM-her nominat®ASSPRF MministerAcc
Her child was nominated to be a minister.

As expected, in naming constructions, xNd?also marked accusative:

(29) a. salma lagqgabat walad-a-hdlaliy-an. naming
salma nicknameaus-PRF child-Acc-her Ali-Acc
Salma nicknamed her child Ali.

b. walad-u-ha luggiba Oaliy-an.
child-Nom-her nicknamerAssPRE Ali-Acc
Her child was nicknamed Ali.

In Hungarian, xNP predicates are marked dativeshasvn by the resultative construction
in (30a) and the nomination construction in (3Gkgt4 due to Veronika Hegedis and Gabriella
Toth):

(30) a. Az anyja tanarnak tanitatja Pétert. resultative
the mother-his teacherbDAT learn-make Petexcc
His mother makes Peter learn to become a teacher.

b. A lany- om-at elndk-nek jelolt-em. nomination
the daughter dc-Acc presidentDAT nominated-$G
| nominated my daughter president.

In Hungarian naming constructions xNfears dative and xNFs marked with accusative:

(31) a A lany- om-at Mari- nak nevezt-em el.
the daughter dc-Aacc Mary-DAT named-$G PREVERB
| named my daughter Mary.

This is the exact reverse of what happens in dittaes (dative on the @\L, accusative
on the THEME), showing that naming constructions project aedéht structure.

In Finnish, XNB in naming constructions is marked with the traingacase, which is the
case marking resultative predicates in changeaté stonstructions (Fong 2003, examples due to
Liina Pylkkanen, p.c.):

(32) a. Me valits-i-mme Sue-n presidenti-ksi. nomination
we electPsT1PL SueAccC presidentrrs
We elected Sue president.

b. Me maalas-i-mme seina-n keltaise-ksi. resultative
we paintpstlPL  wall-acc  yellow-TRs
We painted a/the wall yellow.
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Case-marking in Finnish being partly semantic, xPnaming constructions is marked
translative, rather than essive (the case of pgippegdication not involving a change of state).

(33) Me kutsu-mme  William Gatesi-a Billi-ksi. Finnish: naming
we call-IpL William GatesPART  Billy-TRS
We call William Gates Billy.

In Russian (and many other Slavic languages) pageicare marked instrumental (Bailyn
and Rubin 1991, Bailyn and Citko 1999, Pereltsz4i§1, among many others):

(34) a. Jadtaju ee lingvistkoj. ECM
| consider hemcc linguistiNSTR
| consider her a linguist.

b. Ona vernulas' krasavicej. depictive
she came back beautysTr
She came back a beauty.

(35) a. Senat izbral Cezar'a konsulom. nomination
SenateNoM chosem CaesalkCC CONSUIINSTR
The Senate elected Caesar consul.

b. Cezar byl izbran konsulom.
CaesanNoOM wasM chosenvi COnSuliNSTR
Caesar was elected consul.

In naming constructions, xNRan be marked instrumental as well:

(36) Ee okrestili Annoj. naming
3FSGACC baptizedPL AnnaiNSTR
They baptized her Anna.

Russian differs from Hungarian and Arabic in thathwhe default vertzvat’ ‘call’ and
some of its derivates, xNIean also be marked nominative:

(37) a. Moju sestru zovut  Nina/Ninoj.
my  sisteracc call-3L NinaNOM/INSTR
My sister is called Nina.

b.  Septimija prozvali Sever/Severom.
Septimiusacc nicknamedPL SeverusNoM/INSTR
Septimius was nicknamed Severus.

c. Ego obozvali *plaks#&/plakso;.
3MsG-AcC dubbedrL crybabyNOM/INSTR
He was stigmatized as a crybaby.

There is some difference in meaning between nommand instrumental, but it is very
elusive, and the entire phenomenon resembles thiae mominative/instrumental variation with
the copulabe (Bailyn and Rubin 1991, Bailyn and Citko 1999, &svaig 2001, among others).
As suggested by David Pesetsky, p.c., the nomimatiase-marking here is probably the
nominative of direct quotation, as indicated byrapées like (38):

® Czech also allows the two cases in naming cortiansand with the copulae instrumental is interpreted
as more temporary (Hana Skrabalova, p.c.).
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(838) Liza nazyvaet svoju sestru moja radost/*mmelost’ju.
Lisa calls self's sister my joMOM/INSTR
Lisa calls her sister “my joy”.

The first person pronoun in (38) is interpretedraerring not to the speaker of the
utterance, but rather to the subject of naming yeeh Lisa’s siste}, which means that the entire
expression is used quotatively.

Furthermore, with proper names that are not narhlsmans or animals only nominative
is allowed in naming constructions (many thank8&ry Schein for drawing my attention to
this fact):

(39) Tolstoy nazval svoj romaAnna Karenina/*Annoj Kareninoj
Tolstoy called self’'s novelAnna KareninaNOM/INSTR
Tolstoy called his novel “Anna Karenina”.

The unavailability of instrumental case-marking ncayrelate with the fact that inanimate
individuals such as books are never properly “céller “addressed” by their names, though |
cannot offer any formal account of this phenomenon.

2.6.2. Case agreement

Case agreement is a phenomenon whereby the stlicase assigned to the subject (nominative
or accusatlve) is shared by the predicate. Thisns\daat it is a characteristic property of small
clauses? I will not be concerned with the syntactic meclsamunderlying case agreement here
(see Maling and Sprouse 199%rampton and Gutmann 2000, Bailyn 2001, Chomskyi 20t
Matushansky 2008 for some discussion), but willeheuse it as a diagnostic for a small clause
structure.

An example of a language with case agreement is.LatLatin small clauses, the case on
the predicate is the same as that on xN¥en passivization renders xNRominative, this is
reflected in the case of the predicate:

(40) a. Ciceronem clarum habent. small clause
CiceroAcc famousacc consider/hold
They consider Cicero famous.

b. Cicero clarus habetur. passive
CiceronomMm famousnom consider/holdrAss
Cicero is considered famous.

(41) a. Ciceronem consulem facit. verb of nomination
CiceroAcc consulacc make-3G
S/he makes Cicero consul.

b. Cicero fit consul. passive
CiceronoM is.made-8G consulnom
Cicero is made consul.

The fact that case agreement also takes placenaatiing constructions suggests that verbs
of naming take small clause complements:

10 case agreement also occurs in Japanese and Kwitamalienable possession, and Massam 1985 and
following her Cho 1998 argue that inalienable pes&m in Korean involves ECM. Although, interestingne of
the contexts in Northern Norwegian where the prppab article disappears is possession, it is glikedy that the
two phenomena are completely different. | will parsue the matter any further here.
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(42) a. Filium meum Lucium VOCO. verb of naming
SONnACC my-ACc LuciusAcc call-1sG
| call my son Lucius.
b. Meus filius vocatur Lucius. passive
my-NOM SONNOM call-PAsSs3sG LuciusNom

My son is called Lucius.

There is no accepted theory of case agreementytilg “copying” the case of the subject
onto the predicate can be viewed as a kind of aggag no relation is commonly assumed to
exist between two internal arguments of a ditraresiverb that would permit to connect their
case-marking. In other words, case agreement isamhpatible with a theory where xR a

predicate.
Another language with case agreement is Icelamdadifg and Sprouse 1995):
(43) a. Han er kennari/*kennara. Maling and Sprouse 1995:168

he is teachexom/acc
He is a teacher.

b. Eg taldi hana/*hun  vera kennara/*kennari. Maling and Sprouse 1995:170
|  believed hemrcc/NOM to-be teachescc/NOM
| believe her to be a teacher.

As expected, with respect to case agreement Idelaedbs of naming behave like ECM
verbs (examples due to Thorbjérg Hréarsdottir):

(44) a. Eg kalladi/ skirdi  déttur mina Herborgu.
| called/ baptized daughtecc 1scPossacc Herborgacc
| called/baptized my daughter Herborg.

b.  Dottir min er kollué Herborg.
daughtemwom 1sG.POSSNOM is called Herborgom
My daughter is called Herborg.

c. Yngri dottir min var skird Vigdis.
younger daughtexom 1SGPOSSNOM was babtized Vigdisiom
My younger daughter was baptized Vigdis.

The same effects obtain in Modern Greek (examplesta Dimitra Papangeli):

(45) a. Theoro to Yani ilithio. ECM
consider-$G theAcc Yani-Acc idiot-mascAacc
| consider Yani an idiot.

b. O Yanis theorite ilithios. passive
theNoM YanisNoM considerrAss3sa idiot-NoMm
Yani is considered an idiot.

(46) a. Diorisa to Yani diefthindi. nomination
appointed-$G theAcc Yani-Acc directorAcc
| appointed Yani (the) director.

b. O Yanis dioristike diefthindis passive
theNOoM YanisNoM appointPASS3sGdirectorNom
Yani was appointed (the) director.
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As examples (45) and (46) show, besides being @ agiekement language, Modern Greek
also necessitates an article for proper namesgunaent positions. In haming constructions, the
definite article on xNPdisappears and the case on xMRthe same as that on xNP

(47) a. Vaftisa to Yani Petro. naming
baptised-$GtheAacc Yani-Acc PetroAcc
| baptized Yani Petro.

b. O Yanis vaftistike Petros. passive
theNom YanisNoM baptisePASS3SG PetrosNnom
Yani was baptized Petro.

In other words, both predicate diagnostics sugthegtthe naming construction in Modern
Greek involves a small clause.

2.7. Other predicate positions

If there are ECM verbs of naming, there should disimg verbs of naming, such as the Dutch
heten(Eddy Ruys, p.c.) and the Gernfagisserito be called’:

(48) Zij heet Marie. Dutch
she is.named Marie
She is named Marie.

Further evidence in favor of our hypothesis comemfthe fact that proper names can also
appear as secondary predicates and complemenrtisesfECM verbs (see also Bach 2062):

(49) Born [PRCQCharles Lutwidge Dodgsof, the man who would beconi@wis Carroll was
an eccentric and an eclectic.

The general analysis of depictives is that theyeappn the predicate position of a small
clause with a PRO subject. If a proper name appeaessecondary predicate, this means that it
can function as a predicate. Likewise, the fact thgroper name can appear witbcomeor
make which are commonly assumed to combine with spiallses, shows that it can function as
a predicate in this environment as well.

A possible objection to be raised at this poinhis absence of extended VP complements
to verbs of naming. While most ECM, raising and ma@tion verbs allow infinitival, indicative
or subjunctive complements (sometimes with a sutitenge in meaning), verbs of naming can
only appear with a nominal small clause, as showthé contrast between the nomination verbs
in (50) and the naming verb in (51):

(50) a.  Theyproclaimed Arthur to be the king of all England. infinitival
b.  The princadeclaredthat the war was inevitable. indicative
c. Gawainehosethat Dame Ragnell be a beauty by day and a haghy. subjunctive

(51) a. Earnshaw named the foundling Heathcliff.
b. *Earnshaw named the foundling (to) be Heathclif
c. *Earnshaw named that the foundling is/be Hd#thc

" Proper names cannot appear with verbsdié@mor believe Two possible explanations can be envisaged:
(1) These verbs impose a scalarity constraint on tlitplement (Matushansky 2002b), to which properesmdo
not conform, and (2) proper names have no possiblkd argument slot and therefore do not form srollses
that could appear as complements to intensionalsv&ee also section 4.2 for the discussion ofittavailability of
de dictoreadings for proper names.
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| can envisage two explanations, a syntactic oméciwi find uninteresting, and a semantic
one, which seems to be less arbitrary, but hapitblelem of predicting uninterpretability rather
than ungrammaticality.

The syntactic explanation capitalizes on the faat 2 head can c-select its complement.
Thus no verb of perception, for example, allowsniti’al complements, but finite complements
are permitted with all of them and some also pesmiall clause ones:

(52) a. Carol saw that the sentinel had left. CP
b.  Carol saw Claire running/run/*to run. small clause/xVP/*IP

It is possible therefore that verbs of naming resthe lexical category of the predicate of
the small clause they combine with to NPs only.Bples such as (53) show that other ECM
verbs can c-select an xNP small clause (cf. Stolg8ll, 1983):

(53) a. |consider Elizabetticlevert a friend#'in the running/*(*to) live in Paris.
b. |let Elizabeth *clever/*a friend/into the house/ (*to) live in Paris.
c. | made Elizabetk cleverV a professor/*into the housé(*to) live in Paris.

The alternative is that a copula, as in (51b) &ia), would introduce an event argument,
which is incompatible with the semantics of botbgar name small clauses (on which below)
and naming verbs. This solution has more to recamaniiself, since the semantics of naming
verbs that we propose below does indeed make theomipatible with event complements, but
it predicts that (51b, c) should be uninterpretabtaer than ungrammatical.

2.8. Interpretation

The final piece of evidence in favor of analyzingger names in the naming construction as
predicates and against a ditransitive analysischvianiould treat proper names as “mentions” or
unanalyzable quotes, comes from the interpretatiadhe proper name in these constructions.

Suppose that the naming construction indeed indodseimple mention of a proper name,
just like (54) do:

(54) a. (The wordjry has three letters.
b. A hand wrote (the word8jene, mene, tekel, uphargn the wall.

The italicized expressions in (54) involve mentrather than use, as can be shown by the
fact that they can be preceded by such explicicattbns of their metalinguistic status as “the

word(s)”, “the expression”, etc. However, a propame X cannot be replaced witie/a name
(of) Xin naming and nomination constructions, which nsetiat X does not denatiee name X

(55) a. Theynamed him (*the name (of)) Heathcliff.
b.  The Senate nominated him (*the office/functiatyd.. (of)) consul.

If the naming construction did in fact require antien of the proper name, such mention
could have been made explicit. The fact that itnpossible suggests that the proper name here
is not used as a quote.

12 One potential counter-example due to Roger Sctsehitd, p.c., involves the default vechll:

(i) She called him every name in the book.

This example (under the assumption that it can fia@eon-idiomatic reading) raises two separatélpros.
On the one hand, it would seem that a proper namelfter all be replaced by a regular xNP. On therp how can
a predicate be universally quantified? To answes¢hquestions we compare the construction in (ipao in (ii),
which also has a predicational meaning and contaiigersal quantification (see Partee 1986 answeadiliams
1983):
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2.9. Summary

| argued, on the basis of the following cross-liistju generalizations that verbs of naming (like
verbs of nomination and other clearly ECM verb&gta small clause complement:

. The definite article on the predicate proper nasnéropped in naming constructions

just as it is dropped with definite predicates

. Case-marking of the proper name parallels thatmkdicate (the predicative case or

case agreement, depending on the language)

. Proper names can function as predicates withoana@ny verb

Evidence against alternative syntactic analysesedound in the Appendix (section 7).

Importantly, there is nothing about the semantiadhie naming construction that requires it
to be analyzed as involving predication. It is thess-linguistic syntactic evidence that rules out
semantic analyses where proper names are treatethaalyzable quotes or mentions (along the
lines of “(the phonological string or sound)s/”).

We hypothesize that proper names in argument paositshould incorporate the meaning
that they have in the predicate position, just tlkedinite argument DPs incorporate the meaning
of corresponding NP predicates. Two sides of thestion must be taken into account: on the
one hand, proper names are predicates, but ortlike lmand, they must be sufficiently different
from common nouns to explain such differences betwie two as the ability to appear with
verbs of naming (excluded for common nouns) anddinelictoreading (generally considered
impossible for proper names).

3. THE BASICS OF THE ANALYSIS

The goal of this section is to provide a lexicalrgior proper names, which will serve as a basis
for the analysis proposed below. Since we will assuon the basis of the data provided above,
that proper names enter syntax as predicates, \Web&iable to account for modified and
complex proper names in a way parallel to modiitcatinside DPs. | will show that proper
names are more than simple one-place predicatdsneed to incorporate into their meaning a
naming conventiolfto be defined below). As a result, we will alsdble to account for certain
peculiarities of the behavior of proper names guarent positions.

The appearance of proper name predicates in thengaoonstruction allows us to
immediately discard the class of hypotheses, wipeoper names in argument positions are
constructed on the basis of artificial predicateskimg reference to the denotation of a proper
name, such a& . x = Alice or are abbreviated definite descriptions of timel lAristotle = “the
one whaAristotelize$. Neither of such artificial predicates gives us tlght meaning in naming
constructions.

Closer to the correct result is the hypothesis aedigx, among others, by Bach 1981, 1987,
2002, Geurts 1997 and Recanati 1997, where thedeantry of a proper name approximates the

(i) This house has been every color.

Both (i) and (ii) are English-specific. The simitgrbetween the two argues in favor of our thedggause it
means that the default naming vexdll shares some properties with the coph#aNonetheless, given how often
call has special syntax, we do not consider this résydbrtant. Furthermore, as Philippe Schlenker.Ymotes, a
straightforward naming counterpart of (ii) is impiide:

(iii) * She has been every name.

One possible explanation of this fact is that tbemnamein itself is not a predicate proper name (in the
sense to be made precise below) and so cannoebaaisubstitute for one. Much more likely is thypdthesis that
the example in (i) is as idiomatic as it seems, thedefore should not even be considered.
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meaning of a common noun, as in (56). Howeverertign 4.2 below | will show that such a
simple predicate is not sufficient.

(56) [Cate] =Ax . x is an entity named "/

The presence of the ‘named X’ component in the mngaof a proper name immediately
explains why, for every proper name in an argunpasition, an inference can always be made
that the individual that this proper name denotrd that particular proper name:

(57) Lisa came home.
= [X [x is named Lisa & x came home]

However, | believe that the lexical entry in (5@&ends to be further decomposed, with the
relation of naming (or nicknaming or baptizing)wed as another argument of the proper name,
as presented in (58). | propose that proper nameesva-place predicatésbesides the standard
individual argument slot, they also have an argursét for thenaming convention Ra notion
introduced by Recanati 1997 that will be made peebelow):

(58) [Alice]= Ax 0 De.AR e, - R (x) (010s/)

where n is a sort of the type e (a phonologicahg}r

| will argue below that when a proper name funcias the predicate of a small clause in
the complement of a naming verb, it is the verblitthat supplies the naming convention. On
the other hand, when a proper name appears ingamant position, the argument slot for the
naming convention is saturated by a free varialifee-contextually saliemaming convention in
force between the speaker and the heaoemore strictly speaking, the naming conventén
the speaker that is presupposed to be shared e#rer. Thus the meaning of a proper name in
an argument position, once the argument slot femi@aming convention has been saturated (see
section 4.1 for details and technicalities), becawlese if not identical to that in (56):

(59) [Alice](Ro) =Ax [ De . Ry holds between x and the phonological striigs/
where R is the contextually salient naming conventiondrcé between the speaker and the hearer

The lexical entry in (58) means that the contefth® name quotes the (phonology of) the
name itself, which makes my approach a special ohske so-called “quotation theories” of
proper names (cf. Kneale 1962, Bach 1981, 19872 20@ Geurts 1997). This reference to
phonology is essential, because phonology is theaae that allows us to distinguish different
proper names (Sylvain Bromberger, p.c., see alsaigtussion in Abbott to appeat).

3.1. The naming convention

The lexical entry in (56) becomes problematic anlyhe naming construction. The question that
arises when we try to use it there is that of howgecify the fact that the meaning of the naming
verb (or of its root) is what determines the relatbetween the subject and the predicate of the
small clause. In other words, if (60a) holds, thie& phonological string]EII]D/ is the name of
this girl, while if (60b) holds, then the relatibetween the two is that of nicknaming.

(60) a. This girl is named Grey.
b.  This girl is nicknamed Grey.

'3 Though the word “predicate” is often used to derare-place functions, | follow here the more laage,
which also permits to treat scalar adjectives aglipates, despite the additional argument slothferdegree.

14 Consequently, phonological strings become therasebbjects in the model. | set this complicatioies
here as not directly relevant, but will presuppites they belong to the sartof the semantic type
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Since the lexical entry in (56) explicitly specgithe relation between the proper name (the
phonological string) and its bearer as that of mgnno room is left for maneuver. | propose to
make this room by making the nature of the nammgvention holding between a proper name
and its potential bearer variable.

As is easy to see, a naming convention is a reldi&ween a phonological string and an
entity that bears that phonological string as rtgppr name due to this naming convention. Can
more be said about the formal nature of this r@t&iln particular, can naming conventions be
characterized as functions from entities to phogickl strings, functions from phonological
strings to entities or even bijections? | believatthe answer is negative.

3.1.1. Functions from phonological strings to entities

Under this view, each proper name has only oneebetlrough an individual may bear more
than one proper name. In fact, the cross-lingusstitax of proper names appears to presuppose
that each proper name is only associated with ndiwidual: proper names behave as definites
by default and appear with an indefinite articledther determiners) as a marked option.

In languages, where proper names must appear witlrtecle, like common nouns (as in
Modern Greek and Albanian below), by default theckris definite:

(61) a. Theoro to Yani ilithio.
consider-$G [thg.Acc Yani-acc idiot-mascacc
| consider Yani an idiot.

b. Ron-a konsidero-hej student-ja mé e miré e éklas
Ronakhe.Nomconsidered-NAT student-thesvom moreAGRgood AGRclass-theAT
Rona was considered the best student in class.

Conversely, cases like (62) and (63) are in no eefgult and are perceived as marked:

(62) a. There are relatively few Alfreds in Priraet Burge 1973
b. Some Alfreds are crazy; some are sane.

The indefinite article, universal quantifiers arehtbnstratives (in particular, the so-called
expressivahat, see Barker 1998) are also possible:

(63) a. There's a Mr. Smith to see you, sir.
b.  This Rover of yours has overturned the garbggeé
C. Every John Smith hates his name.

Whereas the hypothesis that naming conventioniactions from phonological strings to
entities does entail that they should appear watimde articles, it cannot explain why cases like
(62) and (63), where proper names combine withfinde articles and other determiners, are
possible at all. In addition it predicts that indwvals may not share a name received by the same
convention, which is patently false.

Likewise, this hypothesis cannot deal with compbegper names, likéucy Smith(see
section 4.4). In the first place,liicyis a singleton set (as predicted by this hypof)ethen the
surnameSmithshould have been treated as an appositive. AlgesSolution” to this problem
would have been to treat the complex proper naney Smithas morphologically, syntactically
and semantically simplex. Introspectively, howeweperson utteringucy Smithis aware of the
fact that both Lucy Smith is namddicy and is, furthermore, not uncomfortable with the
existence of Lucy Brown, which means that the promenelLucyis associated with more than
one individual. Likewise, restrictively modified guer names, such as (64), are predicted to be
impossible:
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(64) Q: Which Lucy do you mean?
A: The tall Lucy.

Finally, the hypothesis that naming conventionsfanetions from entities to phonological
strings cannot explain why are proper names intigredefinite, which means that there are few
advantages attached to adopting it.

We conclude that the hypothesis that naming comvesiare functions from phonological
strings to entities, however attractive it seemmadst be set aside. This also means that naming
conventions cannot be bijective.

3.1.2. Functions from entities to phonological strings

Under this view, once the naming convention haslssdected, each individual only bears one
proper name. Once again, this assumption is inkigrenoblematic, though less so than the

previous one. First of all, examples like (65) segjghat the same individual can be associated
with more than one name, even by the same speaker:

(65) She was Lo, plain Lo, in the morning, standimgy feet ten in one sock. She was Lola in
slacks. She was Dolly at school. She was Doloragb@mulotted line. But in my arms she
was always Lolita (Vladimir Naboko\olita).

It could be argued that (65) involves more than oaming convention. It does not seem
illogical or wrong to assume that naming convergican be pragmatically sensitive, and (65)
reflects such sensitivity. However, once again demproper names pose a problem. The fact
that an individual is namelducy Smithwould seem to preclude its being nanteaty — which,
once again, contradicts our intuitions. We themefoonclude that naming conventions do not
seem to be functions in either direction.

3.1.3. The nature of the naming convention

It would seem that neither of the two hypothesasaded in the beginning of this section should
be adopted, as both are fraught with problems:entnibss-linguistically proper names behave in
argument positions as if they were underlyinglygkiton sets, in practice such is demonstrably
not the case (as has been extensively discusdbe iiterature): there clearly are several Johns
and more than one Mary in the world, as is alsesithted by the possibility of using a proper
name with an article other than the definite oné®) and (63) and the entailments arising from
the use of complex or modified proper names.

In short, whereas the observed cross-linguistidasyof proper names suggests that the
relation between names and individuals that beamtls a function, such a conclusion seems to
be too strong for the lexical semantics of proganes in the general case.

This is why | propose to treat naming conventioasr@ations between individuals and
proper names: one individual may bear more thanname and a given proper name may be
associated with more than one individual. The fagigarticularly clear for surnames, on which
more in subsection 4.4 below.

If a naming convention is a relation between irdlisls and proper names (phonological
strings, properly speaking), no special proviso inligsmade to explain why an individual may
have more than one name, or why there may be canpptger names. In order to motivate the
definite article it becomes necessary to use cademain restrictiora la von Fintel 1994 (cf.
Bach 1981); for proper names in argument positdefsiteness is therefore achieved in more or
less the same way as for contextually restrictdohite descriptions. The only problem with this
tactics is that no explanation is given for thessrbnguistically default character of the definite
article — in the approach proposed here there dhmeiino difference between proper names and
common nouns. Since | can offer no straightforwsnidition for this problem, | leave it open.
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4, ARGUMENT PROPER NAMES

The behavior of proper names in the naming construshows that they can enter syntax as
predicates, just as common nouns do. It therefeeens probable that in argument positions they
behave exactly like common nouns, and that conmerfsom the predicate type to the argument
typese and{(e, b, t) is accomplished by the same means. In other wardsn proper names are
interpreted as definite, they are in fact definiéscriptions:

(66) a. A Jane Smithis here to see you. existential quantifier or choice function
b. TFheAliceis here. iota operator

The proposal that in their most familiar meaninggar names are definite descriptions is
in itself not new. On the one hand, many syntaatid semantic arguments in favor of this view,
some of which will shortly be presented, have badwanced. On the other hand, a number of
proposals have been presented as to the exacerddtthre predicate serving as a basis for these
definite descriptions.

In this section | will show how the proposed lexieatries for proper names can account
for their behavior in argument positions. | willrdenstrate that we can deal successfully not
only with the general rigidity of proper names,etwby Kripke 1980, but also with cases where
proper names do not behave rigidly (Geurts 19%90lhe 2002). In addition, this proposal will
make it possible for us to sketch a possible amabfscomplex and modified proper names, such
asAlice Liddellandthe famous detective Sherlock Holmes

4.1. The semantics of proper names in argument positions

The proposal that proper names are underlyingldipages is not new, nor is the hypothesis that
their meaning incorporates the notion of “being adin Thus Geurts 1997 proposes that proper
names have the meaning in (56):

(56) [Cate] =Ax . x is an entity named 2"/

It is easy to see that the lexical entry in (58)asy close to that; the only difference is that
in (56) the relation between the proper nafEll and its bearer is that oaming whereas in
(58) it is left undetermined. Depending on what $dra relation saturates the R argument slot,
the phonological strindlllls/ and the entity that this string can be used terr® (the external
argument of the predicate) can stand in the relatfithnaming nicknaming baptizing or other,
linguistically unspecified naming practices (cf. €55)).

(58) [Alice]= Ax 0 De.AR e, - R (x) (010s/)

where n is a sort of the type e (a phonologicahg}r

Thus once the naming convention argument slottis&@d, the meaning of the resulting
predicate is identical or very similar to what Geyroposes:

(67) a. [Alice](R) =~ Ax O De. x is called s/
b. [Alice](Rz) = Ax 0 De . x is namedils/
c. [Alice](R3) =Ax [ De . x is baptizedls/

A note on compositionality is in order here.

It should be observed that tleeargument slot of the proper name is ordered betoee
naming convention R argument slot. This meansttietefinite article cannot straightforwardly
combine with the proper name. To resolve this issaeappeal to the mechanism proposed in
Heim and Kratzer 1998, where a null operator (PR&) be freely merged inside xNPs. This
operator moves, leaving behind atrace, which makes it possible for the proper nt&omaerge
with the contextually introduced free variable bétnaming convention in force between the
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speaker and the hearer, which | will indicate gsTRe null operator is then re-merged, forcing
A-abstraction and resulting in da, d-type NP, which can now be combined with the dédini
article:

(68) DRy
D’ e,
[ /\
the PRQ (e, b
/\
Ax O De (t)

RO’M

X NP «e.ce, 1), t)
A_
\ Alice

To summarize, with respect to the interpretatiopraper names in argument positions this
proposal presents a variation of Geurts’: a pro@ame in an argument position consists of the
definite article and a constituent denoting a prigpef being named so-and-so. The difference
between my proposal and Geurts’ is how this mearsrdgerived: while for Geurts the relation
between the name itself (the phonological string) @&s bearer is always that of naming and the
proper name predicate cannot be decomposed aimgfum my proposal the naming convention
is a free variable introduced by the context artdrating an argument slot of the proper name
predicate. While by default, what the context pdeé is the naming convention in force between
the speaker and the hearer (cf. Recanati 1997 aluzd? and Rainsbury 1998), other naming
conventions can be introduced, as will be discugssdction 4.3.

The essential similarity between my proposal andr@eexplains why our predictions for
proper names in argument positions partially calacin particular, both proposals can address
the fact that proper names appear with an overhitkefarticle in some languages (see above)
while in others some (sub-classes of) proper ngmbkikh Strawson 1950 caltpuasi-namessee
Burge 1973, Geurts 1997, Elbourne 2002, Borer 20@5Matushansky 2006b) seem to contain
the definite article:

(69) a. the Thames, the Pacific, the Alps...
b. the States, the Netherlands, the Sudan...

If argument proper names are derived from an uwitheylpredicate, just like common
XNPs, the presence of an article is unsurprisirgyitirs its absence that needs to be explained.
Under any other hypothesi$e has to be treated as part of the proper name hwhakes it all
the more strange that it disappears in exactlystdme environments where the regular definite
article does:

(70) a.  our ugly little Thames
b. this beautiful Sudan of ours

Both proposals correctly predict the existence efinite proper names with determiners
other tharthe as in (70), as well as with non-definite deterang as illustrated by (62) and (63),
repeated below:

(62) a. There are relatively few Alfreds in Priraet Burge 1973
. Some Alfreds are crazy; some are sane.
C. Every John Smith hates his name.

(63) a. There's a Mr. Smith to see you, sir.
. This Rover of yours has overturned the garbggaa
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The compositional semantics of such examples fses@lent from the discussion above
on the natural assumption that these determindraviegust like the definite article.

Possibly the most interesting example of this ks{71), where definiteness is preserved,
despite the lack of the definite article. (71) does mean “There exists no individual named
Catherine that | could see”, rather it means tlzauld not see the contextually salient Catherine.

(71) ...but no Catherine could | detect, far or near. Emily Bronté,Wuthering Heights

A similar phenomenon can be observed with thosenommnouns whose extension is a
singleton set (as a result of contextually intratidomain restriction):

(72) a.  There is no sun today.
b. Ilooked all over the place — no dean!

This “definite” behavior of both proper names awdnecnon nouns can be derived from the
hypothesis that quantifiers (including the negatieg like other determiners, introduce a covert
restriction on their domain (von Fintel 1994).

The similarity between proper names and other defaescriptions does not end here, and
Geurts 1997 provides other arguments in favor efdéfinite description hypothesis, which we
will examine shortly. However, it can be (and hasm) objected that proper names in argument
positions do not generally behave as straightfadvagfinite descriptions in that they exhibit the
well-known property ofigidity of referencgKripke 1980), to which we now turn.

4.2. Indexicality of argument proper names

It is well-known that noun phrases, and in paracwuefinite descriptions, in argument positions
can be reade re(73a) orde dicto(73b):

(73) Mary considers the man to be a fool.
a. = The unique (contextually relevant) male individimy, is a fool in Mary’s
belief-worlds
b. = The unique (contextually relevant) male individumMary’s belief-worlds is a
fool in Mary’s belief-worlds

The prevalent view in semantic and philosophicabties of proper names, starting from Kripke
1980, is that this property doesn’t hold for propames in argument positions, as shown by (74)
forming a minimal pair with (73):

(74) Mary considers Peter to be a fool.
a. = The individual called Peter inyis a fool in Mary’s belief-worlds
b. 4 The individual called Peter in Mary's belief-wosl@who might be John ingyis
a fool in Mary’s belief-worlds

Whereas a definite description can be interpreingiede reor de dictq a proper name is
only interpretedde re In other words, a proper name always denotesdhee individual in all
possible worlds — proper names reifgidly.'®

A possible account for the rigidity of proper nanoesnes from the widespread proposal
that it results from indexicality, since indexicalsch as, nowor hereare also known to denote
the same individual across different possible wrltb arrive at this compositionally, one has to
assume that proper names contain an indexical thenguestion is, which indexical?

1> Geurts 1997 argues that the generalization iaéhdntrue and provides several counter-examplésAm
alternative way of dealing with Geurts’ exceptionhjch relies once again on the naming conventignaent slot,
will be discussed in section 4.3.
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One proposal (Burge 1973) is that the meaning opg@r names contains a demonstrative
and the occurrence @flice in an argument position should in fact be intetguieasthat Alice
Larson and Segal 1995 implement this proposal byragg that the null demonstratitieat is
present in syntax. Of several arguments againstvieiv presented by Elbourne 2002, the most
basic one comes once again from languages withvart definite article with proper names:
why is there no overt demonstrative?

An pragmatic view, due to Lerner and Zimmermann4l9891 and Haas-Spohn 1995,
makes reference to thesage that is salient in the conte’t variation of this view (Recanati
1997, Pelczar and Rainsbury 1998) makes use ohtlexical ofthe name-assigning convention
or dubbing in force As is clear from the sample lexical entry in (5&peated below, this latter
hypothesis is the one | would like to use.

(58) [Alice]=Ax 0 De.AR e, - R (x) (010s/)

where n is a sort of the type e (a phonologicahg}r

In order to account for the rigidity of proper name argument positions | propose to
compare proper name predicates with relational sidikee friend and adjectives likéocal and
close which may take a contextually supplied indexaslan argument.

(75) a. Lucy went to a local bar. = local to Lucy, or local télERE
b. She is a good friend. = my friend

Both local andfriend require an internal argument that is not ovemxamples (75). One
possible analysis (Mitchell 1986, Partee 1989 arativR003) is to assume that this slot can be
saturated by a covert free variable receiving d@isi® from the context. Extending this analysis to
proper names, we hypothesize that in argumentiposithe naming convention argument slot is
saturated by a free variable — that of the namornyention in force between the speaker and the
hearer, or more strictly speakirtge naming convention of the speaker that is pressed to be
shared by the heareilhis convention (I will indicate it asgRis indexical in the sense of being
fully extensional: it contains no argument slot fopossible world. As a result, proper names in
argument positions will be rigid.

(76) [theAlice]=1x . Ry (x) (/Ul0s/), where R isthe naming convention in force between the
speaker and the hearer

One argument first levied against definite deswiptheories of proper names by Kripke
1980 relies on the fact that substitution of a propame such aalice for the corresponding
definite descriptiorthe individual named Aliceoes not yield the same truth-conditions: (77a)
(with namedunderstood as a resultant state) is a logical twith existential import, whereas
(77b) is not:

(77) a. The individual named Alice is named Alice. a logical truth: Fi. F(x))
b. Alice is named Alice. not a logical truth

Our treatment of the problem is the same as GeWtsler our proposal, the interpretation
of (77Db) is roughly equivalent to (77c):

(77) c.  The unique individual such that the nangogvention in force between the speaker
and the hearerdgholds between this individual and the phonologstahg O10s/ is
named Alice.

The naming convention in force between the speakdrthe hearer is not necessarily the
same as the naming convention established by ttenaene(on which more below) and so the
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fsu_lbj%:ts in (77a) and (77b) need not denote thes sadividual, which is why the substitution
ails.

The issue of rigidity is the second one (after tffgiroper names in naming constructions)
where the hypothesis advocated here (58) and themposed by Geurts 1997 (56) diverge. As
can be easily seen from the exposition above, (Ihand (58), being fully extensional, predict
the rigidity of proper names. However, whereagéma to maintain the extensionality of proper
names, Geurts argues that they should, in fadrela¢ed as intensional in order to account for a
number of cases where proper names behave notyrigidvhich we now turn.

4.3. Non-rigid uses of argument proper names

If proper names are rigid, their reference canmaoy with context. Nonetheless, argument proper
names, just like definite commaon xNPs, can functisrbound variables (Geurts 1997) and as E-
type expressions (Elbourne 2032):

(78) a. Ifachildis christened ‘Bambi’, then Degnwill sue Bambi’'s parents.
b.  Every woman who has a husband called John éeacalled Gerontius takes only
Gerontius to the Rare Names Convention.

It is obvious thaBambiin the consequent of the conditional in (78a) &wdontiusin the
matrix of (78b)8 refer to different individuals infférent possible worlds, thus violating Kripke’s
generalizatiort:

How do we deal with these examples, given thackbentry in (58) is fully extensional,
i.e. does not leave any room for a possible wokldfbpose to make use of the hypothesis that
the R argument slot of a proper name is saturayeal dbntextually provided free variable, or in
other words, a functional pronoun of the semanpete,(n, ).

One striking fact about the cases where proper samargument positions exceptionally
behave non-rigidly is that in all these cases thecept of naming is explicitly introduced in the
preceding context. In section 5 | will argue thaiaaning verb introduces an existential quantifier
over naming conventions. In other words, the meaanin79a) is something like (79b):

18 A question that arises immediately in this contiexthat of why proper names are extentional, wiere
other nouns (common nouns) are not. | tentativebppse that this hypothesis is legs hocthan it seems: proper
names are themselves decomposed into the lexida{tha phonological string corresponding to theneaand the
functional part, introducing the naming relationid this functional part that it extensional, thesdering proper
names less unusual as lexical items. Further maivdor a decompositional analysis of proper namgsovided
in section 7.4.

7 While discussing how the referential/attributivistihction (Donnellan 1966) applies to proper names
Kripke 1980 introduces an example where two peaptgakenly identify Smith as Jones and talk abdunt Wwhile
using the nam@donesto refer to him. | contend that this is not amiltitive use of a proper name, since in the given
context it is completely rigid and determined bg traming convention in use between these peopéealSe Bach
1981 for a discussion.

181t could be argued that examples (78) are rathwmard. As Geurts 1997 points out, this awkwardrigss
an epiphenomenon due to a general constraint aga&ipstition and resurfaces in parallel examplgsnfiolving
definite descriptions. Geurts 1997 shows that saghmples can be improved by introducing a competing
antecedent as a reason for repetition, as in (ii):

0) If a man is elected president, the presidétitbe male.
Mary talked to no senator before that senatar iwgeached.

TP TP

(ii) If you call your children Bamby and Thump@&@humper is not likely to thank you.
If a man is elected president and a woman, piesident, only the president will be

male.
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(79) a.  The child is christened Bamby.
b. [ [veVname Ecthe child Bamby]] = Aw . [R [R is a christening convention in w &
R ([the child])(O0mO0/)

In other words, the use of a naming verb introdweoastential quantification over naming
conventions just like the use of an indefinite cetiintroduces existential quantification over
entities. As is well-known, a pronoun appearingsaé the syntactic scope of an indefinite NP
can nevertheless appear to be bound by it (th@kedc'’donkey” sentences):

(80) a. A man walked in. Something happenedim.
b. If a manwalked in now, something would happerhtm.
C. Every timea manwalks in, something happenshon.

The contextually provided variable that can satithe naming convention argument slot
is a pronoun. Whereas the default naming convemidorce between the speaker and the hearer
is available in the absence of an antecedentaliliest person pronoun, other naming convention
variables can only be used if they are made exptidihe preceding context (or, potentially, by
deixis), like third person pronouns.

In other words, the pronoun saturating the namorgention argument slot for the second
use of proper names in (78) is anaphoric to theimgm@onvention introduced by the existential
guantifier in the naming verb. Whatever analysich®sen to account for exceptional scope
cases in (80), it can be extended to (78), aslithake examples the naming verb introduces
existential quantification over naming conventions.

Importantly, the violation of rigidity of referenaa examples like (78) is due not to the
presence of a possible world argument slot in pro@enmes, but in the variation in naming
conventions introduced by the naming verb, evendhdhe naming convention itself remains in
no way intensional.

One more comment is in order. Examples like (78)haghly marked. While the approach
advocated here permits us to account for thenfsat sheds some light on their relative infelicity.
The existential quantifier over naming conventitimst makes it possible to interpret argument
proper names non-rigidly is part of the lexicalrgrfbr the naming root. As a result the entity
that it “introduces” cannot be easily referredand the resulting sentences are odd.

A more complicated issue is that of the possibkeavascope of proper names, illustrated
in the following example from Bach 1987:

(81) The electoral process is under attack, arsdgtoposed, in light of recent results, that
alphabetical order would be a better method ofcsiele than the present one. Someone
supposes that ‘Aaron Aardvark’ might be the winniragne and says, ‘If that procedure
had been instituted, Ronald Reagan would stillddeg TV commercials, and

[(12)] Aaron Aardvark might have been president.’

There are multiple problems with this example. tFafsall, it seems to me that in this case
Aaron Aardvarkrefers rigidly to the person so named in the actt@ld. Some support for this
intuition comes from the fact that the proper nadRmnald Reagamn the first conjunct of the
relevant clause appears to do so. Furthermoree shvec semantics of counterfactuals takes into
consideration only the possible worlds closesturspthere is ho reason to assume that naming
conventions in the worlds differing only in the @len procedure would be different from ours.

Secondly, all other things being equal, we wouldehaxpected an indefinite article with
the proper nam@aron Aardvark In order to obtain the desired reading with tksictd surface
syntax, it is necessary that the election procediwvelve a random bijective assignment of
names to individuals. In this case, the exampleldvba amenable to the same treatment as (78).
Even so | must admit that | do not find it fullyagnmatical and feel thatn Aaron Aardvark
would have been required.
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Geurts 1997 also introduces the following examphere the proper names in the subject
position seem to be indefinite, despite the absehtee article:

(82) a. In English, Leslie may be a man or a woman.
b.  ButJohn is always male.

In this use ofLeslieandJohnto mean ‘an individual named Leslie or John’, greper
names seem to scope under the modal. Howeverexhimple involves a covert conditional (
English that appears to make reference to something siemyjar to a naming convention (a
language), which suggests that it can also bectidite (78).

The final remaining question has to do with therptetation of examples like (83).

(83) If some people call Alice “Al”, Freddy is nbappy.

Let's assume that we have two individuals, a (Aliaad f (Alfred). Whilea is generally
referred to as Alicef is usually called Al. However, there are a fewglepwho, because they
use “Al” to refer toa, call f “Freddy” (and he doesn't like this). (83) cannetised to describe
this situation — in other words, the naming conwenintroduced as a result of the existential in
the naming rootdall) in the antecedent of the conditional in (83) aarve used in calculating
the referent of the argument proper ndmeddyin the consequent. Why is it so?

My explanation is tentative and once again hastwith the treatment of counterfactuals.
| propose that by default naming conventions inticei by naming verbs are viewed as identical
to the naming convention in force between the speakd the hearer except for the relations
explicitly mentioned. In other words, thoughll introduces a naming convention in (83), the
naming construction doesn’t explicitly mentidérjAlfred) and therefore the naming convention
introduced by it is assumed to differ from the ddffanaming convention in force between the
speaker and the hearer only in what concerns thgare betweenll/ and a (Alice).

4.4. Complex and modified proper names

Treating proper names as unanalyzable entities sneldifficult or impossible to address the
syntax and semantics of complex proper nariviiss(Alice Liddell and modified proper names
(the young FrankensteinOur semantics makes the task relatively simple.

4.4.1. Complex proper names

An additional argument in favor of a predicatiorséd analysis of proper names can be drawn
from complex and plural proper names:

(84) a.  Sherlock Holmes
b. Annie and Ron Smith

The interpretation of complex proper names seente ttully intersective (but see section
4.4.3 for a discussion of some complications). iflterpretation of conjoined proper names can
be obtained in whatever way the interpretationasfjasined NPs is, though | leave the details of
composition aside here (see e.g., Heycock and Zaihgz003):

(85) a. [theSherlock Holmes]=x [Ro (x) (/000100/) & Ro (x) (/00°Im0/)]

where Ris the naming convention in force between the speakd the hearer

b.  [theAnnie and Ron Smith] £X X, X2 <i X [Ro (x2)(/0000/) & Ro (X1)(/smU0/) &
Ro (x2)(/000/) & Ro (x2)(/sml0/)]

whereRy is the naming convention in force between the lspeand the hearer

One gratifying result of this approach is thatlibwas us to easily derive the entailment that
Sherlock Holmes is Sherlock and that he is Holm@sther is that the treatment of coordinated
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proper names can be assimilated to the treatmeobafinated common nouns (though many
issues, including the behavior of plurality heemain):

(86) a. the remaining squares and circles
b. the black and white squares

Furthermore, under the assumption that proper ndreesme one-place predicates once
the argument slot of the naming convention has Ii&lean care of, they can combine with other
predicates in the same way nouns do:

(87) a  [theMiss Alice Liddell]=1x [miss (x) & R (x)(/010s/) & Ro (x)(/1001)]

whereRy is the naming convention in force between the lspeand the hearer

b. [the famous detective Sherlock Holmeskdfamous(x) & detective(x) &
Ro(x)(/000100/) & Ro (x)(/00°ImD/)]

whereRy is the naming convention in force between the lspeand the hearer

Plural proper names such the Clintonsand perhaps certain morphologically transparent
diminutives (e.g.Ninocka ‘Nina-DIM-DIM-NOM.SG in Russian omRosita’'RosabiM’ in Spanish)
can also be analyzed as compositional.

4.4.2. Restrictive modification

Examples like (87b) are intriguing in more than taet that they contain two proper names in
juxtaposition. Proper names in such examples relgecainmon nouns in that they are modified,
and the modification can be restrictive (88a) an-nestrictive (88b)~

(88) a. the older Miss Challoner there are two people named Miss Challoner
b. the charitable Miss Murray there’s only one Miss Murray (Anne Bronf&gnes Greyp. 165)

Our approach, where proper names in argument positire treated exactly in the same
way as DPs based on common nouns, predicts thialnigy of modification. Nothing special
needs to be said about the semantics of modifiepgomames, with one possible exception:

(89) The Paris of the forties was not a nice ptadee.

At first blush, temporal modification in (89) (Kagri994, Gartner 2004) is something that
names do and definite descriptions seem not t@uld the similarity between proper names and
common nouns seems to break down (90a). Howevee w@ draw a parallel with kinds (cf.
Kripke 1980), we see that common nouns interpratedinds do permit temporal modification
along the same lines (90b):

(90) a. *The house of the forties housed Bill'siaand her extended family.
b.  The human of that era was not yet fully bipedal

If the interpretation of (90a) involves stages ddired-individual (cf. Carlson 1977), while
the interpretation of (89) is obtained by referetcetages of an object, then in both cases, all we
need to compositionally obtain the required intetgtion is predicate modification, though this
still does not explain why (90b) is ungrammatidalentatively suggest that the availability of
temporal modification is linked to the possibiliy generic interpretation, though | can offer no
explanation for this connection.

19 On the obligatory use of the article with such ifiodtion in English and some other languages, ek as
on the role of the chosen adjective, see Matuslya2@86b.
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Further discussion of modified proper names in Bhgand French can be found in Sloat
1969, Kleiber 1981, Gary-Prieur 1991, 1994, 20Gia3son 1994, Kayne 1994, Paul 1994,
Gartner 2004, Borer 2005 and Matushansky 2006b.

4.4.3. The mode of combination

As observed by an anonymous reviewer, if the ietdirge interpretation of complex proper
names results from Predicate Modification, we camieal with the essential ordering difference
between first and last names, predicting insteatiSherlock HolmeandHolmes Sherlockave
the same meaning. This is obviously incorrect, Whteans that a simple juxtaposition of the
two proper names, however it is obtained syntaltficzannot be correct.

A related problem arises from the fact that nouam(or rather, xXNP-xNP) combinations
are not normally allowed, except in compounding:

91) a. a woman teacher compounding
b. *atall woman English teacher xNP-xNP combination

The two issues are obviously related: how doessa fiame combine with a last name in
syntax so that the result is asymmetrical? | wall provide a full answer to this question, but |
will attempt to sketch a possible direction foruig research into it.

It seems relatively straightforward to concludet tttee compounding analysis cannot be
applied to complex proper names. First of all, tdeynot fit into the interpretational pattern of
compounds, where the first noun is perceived asdadf a modifier on the second one (instead,
it would seem that the surname is viewed as a neodih the first name). Secondly, their stress
pattern is not that of compounds and thirdly, carpbroper names exist in languages (e.g.,
Russian) that do not have productive noun-noun comging?

However, combinations involving a proper name anotlzer DP are possible in English,
as illustrated below:

(92) a. my sister the economist = my sister(,) who is an economist
b.  Chomsky the philosopher = Chomsky in his guise as a philosopher

The structure in (92), whatever it might be, diéfam its interpretation from what we would
have expected for complex proper names. The fiBstrNthe construction exemplified in (92a)
must be relationaks(ster, neighbor etc.) and a possessive is obligatory. On therdtaed, in the
construction exemplified in (92b) the second NP twabe interpreted as contrastive and bears
focal stress (e.gGChomsky the philosophas opposed t€homsky the linguist* Moreover, the
modification in (92b) is not necessarily on thedkwuf individuals (distinguishing between two
different individuals named Chomsky), but can dsoon the level of guises. Neither of the two
properties holds with complex proper names.

Conversely, however, the construction in (92b) afsmlves a proper name as its first
component and the interpretation of last nareés fact restrictive, which suggests that complex
proper names might, in fact, have the same unaeylsiructure. Nonetheless, this still leaves us
with the task of determining what this underlyingusture might be. Although | will not attempt
to do it here, the first hypothesis to examine wldoé that the second DP in (92) is a nominal

% Even though native Russian surnames are morphalhgiadjectives, this is not true for surnames
borrowed from other languages, nor for patronymidsich decline as nouns rather than adjectives.

21| have been able to find a non-contrastive ushisfconstruction, but it seems rather marked:

(i) All cleverness, whether in the rapid uselwdt difficult instrument the tongue, or in some
other art unfamiliar to villagers, was in itselspicious... (George ElioGilas Marnej
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reduced relative, comparable to the adjectival cedurelatives (93a) or (93b), which are also
known to be constrained, both syntactically andaseinally (cf. Bolinger 1967, Kayne 199%):

(93) a. stars visible
b. work done

As mentioned above, the interpretation of compleppr names is directly relevant to the
issue of their underlying structure. Although regldicelatives are interpreted intersectively, the
status of the head NP is not the same as thategdrédicate. The difference in the interpretation
of the linearly first name in (94) might followtiie reduced relative structure is assumed:

(94) a. Ashley Brooks
b.  Brooks Ashley

For a variety of reasons, among which the lengtthisfalready very long paper, | will not
treat this issue here and limit myself to a few enobservations concerning the asymmetry of
first, last, middle and other names.

The first thing to note is that the set of firstmes and the set of last names are generally
distinct, English being an exception rather tharlle. Nonetheless some intersection between
the two can be observed in many languages anddaming constraint is generally present. This
suggests once again that first and last namesdahbeujiven different treatmefit.

Another issue is the correct treatment of patroegmmicknames and similar phenomena:

(95) a. Mikhail-ovich (Michael’'s son’s patronymic) Russian patronymics
b.  Mikhail-ovna (Michael’'s daughter’s patronymic)
(96) a. Katil-ius (a man’s last name) Latvian surnames

. Katil-iene (a married woman'’s last name)
C. Katil-iute (an unmarried woman'’s last name)

(97) Red, Shorty, Pumpkin...

The existence of morphologically derived proper aarfpatronymics, nicknames and even
first names in some cultures), whose internal stinecremains semantically transparent, creates
a problem for the hypothesis that predicate progenes contain an unanalyzable phonological
strong as a sub-component of their meaning. Thigptioated issue also cannot be treated here.

22 An interesting support for treating complex propames as involving modification comes from Persian
where complex proper names (i) behave like modifi@shmon nouns (ii), in that the first name is markéth the
ezafe vowel (Kahnemuyipour 2000). As (iii) showss £zafe vowel does not indicate that the consitititdears is
a modifier — rather, the ezafe vowel appears orlitiearly first constituent in modification strucés, whatever its
semantic role is:

(i) Arsalan-e Kahnemuyipour
Arsalangz Kahnemuyipour

(i) sag-e gahveyi-ye gonde
dogEz brownez big
a big brown dog

(iii) kif-e  charm
bagez leather
leather bag

% |nterestingly, in Japanese, where relative clapsesede rather than follow their head NPs, therlame
also precedes the first name in conventional usBigis. fact provides further support for the padaiigh reduced
relatives. Unfortunately, | do not believe that gatern is general.
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4.5. The behavior of the definite article

The proposal that argument proper names are defiescriptions raises the question of why it is
only in some languages and with some names thaatticle becomes overt. Why is the definite
article absent in such proper name#\bse?

| believe that the ability to “absorb” the defindeticle is a purely morphological property
of a particular lexical item, and is essentiallg tame property as the ability to appear with a
special preproprial article in languages like Gatabr Northern Norwegian. Some support for
this view comes from the fact that modificationeirieres with this ability: thus modified proper
names in English nearly always appear with artitdeg Sloat 1969, Gallmann 1997, Borer 2005
and Matushansky 2006b for discussion):

(98) a. the *(French) Mary Poppins restrictive
b. the *(young) Mozart
c. the *(incomparable) Callas non-restrictive

Although Longobardi 1994, 1999 et seq. treats (2&anvolving N-to-D raising over the
modifying adjective, this analysis cannot possibéy extended to (99b), where the modifier is
nominal, or to (99c), where two articles are présen

(99) a. Bruegheihe Younger
b. Jackhe Ripper
c. theyoung Richardhe Lion-Hearted

Evidence for the similarity between article dromdhe ability to appear with a dedicated
preproprial definite article in Catalan comes frtiva fact that in modification contexts instead of
the special articlen/na the regulael/la article is used (Coromina i Pou 2001, Maria Ni@rti
Girbau, p.c.):

(100)el Pauque vam coneixer a la festa
the Pauthat gofl meet at the party
the Paul that we met at the party

In Matushansky 2006b | suggest that the absenteeddrticle with definite proper names
is a morpho-syntactic phenomenon and utilize thehraeism of m-merger (Matushansky 2006a)
to account for it. For space reasons | can negpetl out this proposal here, nor compare it to
the view taken by Longobardi 1994, 1999.

4.6. Coercion of proper names with determiners

Besides examples where indefinite proper namesirgdlerstood as “entity named X”, there are
other cases, where proper names appear with oimies in languages that normally use them
without. One such case is what Boér and Gary-Pdié@1, 1994 call thenetaphoricuse of the
proper name, where the phonological sequence gamesg to the proper name is no longer
interpreted as proper in any way:

(101) He issuch a (typical) Jeremiah- very Old Testament, very protestant, very proper.

The difference between (62) and (101) is that (J@&supposes that there are properties
that all people called Jeremiah share (i.e., teegekind referred to a3eremial). The more
exotic examples in (102) may or may not be instarméehe same phenomenon:

(102)a.  She ia veritable Mary Poppins.
b.  St. Peterburg was considetbd Venice of the North
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This a case of coercion, where the proper name é¢fi@es the meaning, roughly, ‘an
individual having the typical properties associateth the unique individual that is callédary
Poppins/Venice In other words, the proper name here seems ve hacome common: a new
kind is created, whose members share properties dtlan just having the same name. The set
of relevant properties is determined by the properf the single individual bearing that name
(in popular perception).

A completely different kind of coercion is illusted in (103), where the derived common
noun refers to the product or produce of the ett#tsring the proper name (see De Clercq 2008
for some discussion).

(103)a.  The museum acquiradRembrandt anda Corot last year.
b. How'sthe last Agatha Christie?
C. It is easy to choose betwesBeaujolaisanda St. Emilion.
d. Mathias Rust fleva Cessna

| am not ready to discuss either the intricaciesuafh conversions or the differences and
similarities between them at this point, but thestidctly show that even with an overt article the
distinction between proper names and common notiispersists: while for the former,
individuals in their extension share one propethat( of bearing a particular name), for latter
exactly the opposite is true: various instances kihd (a common noun) necessarily share some
properties other than the word used to refer tonth& proper name can turn into a common
noun as a result of one of several coercion presgssit crucially, all these uses are constructed
around the referential use of a proper name thadtions as the input to coercion.

4.7. Summary

We have examined the use of proper names in argupesitions and shown that the complex
lexical entry proposed in (58) can account for trlong the same lines as the simpler lexical
entry in (56) proposed by Geurts 1997. Immediateebis arising from treating argument proper
names as definite descriptions consisting of agropme predicate and a determiner include the
straightforward explanation for the preproprialideé article in languages where proper names
must be introduced by a determiner, a preliminatgrsective analysis of complex and modified
proper names and an indexical treatment of theitygof proper names arising from the nature
of the naming convention used by default. An adagatof my analysis is that it allows for a
straightforward way of dealing with bound and Eeypses of proper names discovered by
Geurts 1997 and Elbourne 2002.

5. PROPER NAMES IN PREDICATE POSITIONS

Given the sample lexical entry in (58), how do wenpositionally obtain the meaning in (104)?
(104) [Alice is nicknamed Al] = [R [R is a nicknaming convention in w & R(Alice)l/) in w]

Two points about (104) require immediate clarificat First of all, the lexical entry that
we have proposed for a proper name is not inteakiavhile naming constructions definitely
invoke non-rigid relations between entities andopronames. Secondly, the use of the existential
guantification over nicknaming conventions in (104)st be justified.

We begin with the natural assumption that the ngnsimall clause is combined with the
naming verb directly and that the meaning of a erayame predicate is as in (58), repeated here:

(58) [Alice]=Ax 0 De.ARe.m 1) - R () (10s/)
where n is a sort of the type e (a phonologicahg)r
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5.1. Event decomposition

| adopt a decompositional approach to the eventar&os of verbs cast in the framework of
Distributed Morphology, where the change-of-staimmponent of the meaning and its causative
component are introduced by functiondlheads known asecoMme and causke with the usual
semantics associated with these heads (see Dow, Hale and Keyser 1993, von Stechow
1995, 1996, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995, Rappdfovav and Levin 1998 and Harley
2003).

This means that naming verbs project the complexcttre in (105), where theAause
component of the naming vP assigns the theta-fdlee@GENT of baptizing

(105) VP

/\
& \l
Carroll vlﬂ/\vP

CAUSE Y/\VP
—0/\
BECOMEV SC
Vbaptize XNP;  xXNP,

the girl  Alice

The presence of the aspectaatoME component is confirmed by case-marking on xNP
in the Finnish examples (32) and (33), repeatedvh%ﬁ (32) shows that in small clauses with a
change-of-state meanlng, the predicate is markédtive translative case, presumably assigned
by thesecome \° (Fong 2003). (33) shows that in naming constrastigNB is also marked
translative.

(32) a. Me valits-i-mme Sue-n presidenti-ksi. nomination
we electPST1PL SueAcC presidentrrs
We elected Sue president.

b. Me maalas-i-mme seina-n keltaise-ksi. resultative
we paintpstlpL  wall-aAcc  yellow-TRS
We painted a/the wall yellow.

(33) Me kutsu-mme  William Gatesi-a Billi-ksi. naming
we call-IpL William GatesPART  Billy-TRS
We call William Gates Billy.

Another argument, due to Danny Fox, p.c., in fasohaving more than one event in the
structure associated with verbs of naming is modiion byagain As shown by von Stechow
1995, 1996 and Beck and Johnson 2004, with a chaingiate verbagain can modify either of
the events involved®

2 strictly speaking, case-marking only functionseailence for a particular functional head assigriirig
the standard Case Theory, where cases are asggneldecked) by heads. In the non-standard thearygsed by
Matushansky 2008 treeCOME component need not be projected in syntax, butlmeay feature on some functional
or lexical head, encoding the associated presup@osir conversational implicature.

% Both this and the next example face the same enublhe causing event cannot be readily distinguish
from the transition to the final state (Was Sesanagle operagain or did itbecome operagain? Is th8ECOME
component of the meaning merely an implicature®.Will not address the issue here, as not direetgvant.
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(106) Ali Baba opened Sesame again.
a. Ali Baba restored Sesame to the state of bgeg o restitutive
b. Ali Baba repeated the action of opening Sesame. repetitive

von Stechow 1995, 1996 argues that the restituimeing of (106), paraphrased in (106a),
results fromagain scoping below the:AUSEv while in its repetitive reading, paraphrased in
(106b), again scopes higher than tteuse V°. Exactly the same argument can be offered for
verbs of naming:

(107) You can’t call her Griselda again.

In its repetitive reading (107) can be used intaasion where the challenge is to give a
doll different names without ever repeating ones€tlfe restitutive reading of (107) suits the
situation where the task is not to repeat the nérae not to cause the doll to have the same
name). We therefore see that naming verbs haveraglex an event structure as change of state
verbs, with the final state described by the comtiam of the verbal root with the small clause.
In the interests of transparency | will treat thial state as if it denoted a proposition becoming
true at the time provided by tBECOME component, though in reality it should be treatecha
stative eventuality. Thus, in what follows | wikltompletely abstracting away from the agent of
the naming verb and the time and event argumetiteohaming small clause, if any.

5.2. The naming small clause complement

The lexical entry in (58), repeated below, meaias ghsmall clause with a proper name predicate
will have the compositional semantics in (108).

(58) [Alice]=Ax 0 De.ARe.m 1) - R () (10s/)
where n is a sort of the type e (a phonologicahg)r

(108) [the girl Alice] =
= [Alice] ([the girl]) =
= [AXe AR n. 1y - R (X) (010s/)]([the girl]) =
=AR.R ([the g|rl]|) (010s/)

where n is a sort of the type e (a phonologicahg)r

In other words, the small clause complement ofraing verb still has one open argument
slot — that of the naming convention. | propose thia saturated by the embedding naming verb.

5.3. The naming verb

In order to provide a compositional account of honwper name predicates are interpreted in
naming constructions, | adopt a Distributed Morplggl approach, where verbs are decomposed
both syntactically and semantically. Importantlye ttonclusions drawn in the previous sections
do not depend on the success or failure of thitysisa— it is here to provide a possible way of
treating the empirical phenomena discussed above.

Separating the agent and the event from the rotiteohaming verb, | propose that the root
in (105) introduces an existential quantifier omaming conventions, while restricting them to a
certain subclass (determined by the lexical conpémihe naming root). In addition, dependence
on the world and time of evaluation must be tak®&o consideration: unlike argument proper
names, predicate proper names are not rigid.

Suppose that a haming root, for instarizaptize invokes a particular functiomAPTISM)
that evaluates whether a given relation of the sgim&ype(e,(n, ) is a baptismal convention in
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the possible world W It then must be checked if there exists suchatiosl between the subject
of the small clause and the phonological stringtedian the contents of the proper name that is
the predicate of that small clause. Then the meaoiithe VP in (105) is something like (109) —
note that the agent of the baptizing event ancttemit argument are yet to be introduced:

(109) [ [ve Vbaptize Ecthe girl Alice]] 1 =Aw . [R e (n, 1) [BAPTISM (s (e,n, . ty (W)(R) & R([the
girl])(/ 010s/)

where n is the sort of phonological strings

In other words, the VP denotes a proposition thdtue in the possible world w iff there
exists a relation between the girl afitllé/ such that this relation is a baptism conventiowi

Naming verbs therefore resemble possibility modadsie the latter introduce restricted
existential quantification over possible worldse former restrict and existentially quantify over
naming conventions. The reason to assume that gavenios introduce existential quantification
(rather than an iota operator or a universal) esféitt that one naming convention involving the
subject of the naming small clause does not exdiuel@xistence of others:

(110) Her parents have called her Elisabeth, bety®ne calls her Libby now.

Likewise, the behavior of naming predicates undggation also favors the presence of an
existential quantifier (Daniel Buring, p.c.):

(111) Not named Elvis or Prince, Kurt Zipfel haditad himself an appropriate stage persona.

(111) means that Kurt Zipfel is not named ElvisPoince undeany naming convention,
with the existential quantifier in the lexical gntf the verb necessarily scoping under negation.

To obtain (109) compositionally, no additional asptions are required. Since a proper
name has two argument slots, of which the first isnef typee, the combination of a proper
name with its subject is completely straightforwaad in (108). If the root of a naming verb has
the lexical entry as in (112), the compositionired:

(112) [Vbaptizd = Af (e (n, ), 1 - AW . [R¢e (n, 1) [BAPTISM (s (e.(n, ),y (W)(R) & T (R)]

In other words, the root of a naming verb takestall clause complement as an argument
and introduces restricted existential quantifiaataver naming conventions, while relativizing
them to possible worlds.

As mentioned earlier, in order to combine this Vithwhe BECOME component (if present)
and thecausecomponent, its semantics must be slightly modiiredccordance with the chosen
theory of change-of-state verbs (cf. Dowty 197%tKer 1994 and von Stechow 1995, 1996) in
order to incorporate an eventuality argument (geptnd possibly a temporal argument as well. |
will not attempt to do this here.

5.4. Non-naming predication

We now return to proper names with ECM and raisidps, as well as in secondary predication,
where no naming verb is available. Two issues shbaladdressed with respect to these: why is
such predicative use possible at all and why doegi marked?

Geurts’ lexical entry in (56) predicts that a propame small clause should not be able to
combine with any verb. Since a proper name preglioaty has one argument slot, that for the
subject, once this position is saturated, the splallse has the semantic typeAt first blush,

% | set aside for the moment the question of whetiaening is also evaluated with respect to timeriats
in order to simplify the exposition.
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this seems correct: examples (113), while grammktdon’t have the desired interpretation
where the proper name would be interpreted asdigate meaning ‘named X'.

(113)a. #The happy parents made their daughtee Al
b. #She was Beth Clark.

The lexical entry in (58), with its argument slot 2 naming convention, yields the same
result: once the R argument slot of the proper niansaturated by the contextually available free
variable of the naming convention in force betwdle® speaker and the hearer, introduced in
section 4, the proper name small clause shoulchbble to combine with anything:

(114) t simplified
n,y
—
e (e,(n, H)
the girl Alice

If the naming convention argument slot is not saed, the resulting small clause has the
semantic typén, t, which is also incompatible with any verb but anmag one.

However, this result seems partially incorrectegithe availability of examples like (49),
repeated below, and (115). Although such examg@elrharked in the sense that the meaning of
“being named so-and-so” is made very promineny &re nonetheless interpretable:

(49) Born [PRQCharles Lutwidge Dodgson, the man who would beconheewis Carroll was
an eccentric and an eclectic.

(115) Once she went to school, she stopped lesngeraldaand became simplis.

At this point it could be assumed that Geurts’ dakientry in (56) and my lexical entry in
(58) must contain one more argument slot that wpeldnit a naming small clause to combine
with something else in order to derive (49) ands|1The problem is that by both Geurts’ and
my analyses, (49) and (115) would still be predidi® be completely uninformative, since the
naming convention in question, be it introducedliekty or implicitly, is presupposed to be
shared by the speaker and the heZrer.

| hypothesize that this is in fact true and ex@awot only why such examples are marked,
but also why they make very prominent the meanintpeing named so-and-so”. | propose that
the discourse function of such examples is to nead@icit the relativization of Rto particular
times or places:

(65) She was Lo, plain Lo, in the morning, standimgy feet ten in one sock. She was Lola in
slacks. She was Dolly at school. She was Doloragb@mulotted line. But in my arms she
was always Lolita (Vladimir Naboko\olita).

2" Many examples of this kind involve a name charftgr anarriage:

(i) a. Herfirst marriagenade her Mrs. Narcisse Pensoneau.
b. After her second marriage dhecameMrs. John Dawson.

However, these examples also have an irrelevadimgawhereMrs. is interpreted as “the wife of”, which is
why | set them aside in this discussion.

%8 |n addition, the predicative use of proper nantedesived is predicted to be extensional, i.e.,; Sheliefs
in (i) should be about the state of affairs inpalksible worlds.

(i) Sue believes that after her second marriagéoshameMrs. John Dawson.
I will not even attempt to evaluate the validitytbfs result.
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(116) Dr. Asher is Claire in France and Klara irmi@any.

In other words, | suggest that no new naming coners are implied in the interpretation
of (49), (65), (115) and (116). Instead the speadmphasizes the fact thap,Rhe naming
convention in force between the speaker and thesheia in fact relativized to specific places
and times. It is this relativization that makegdssible for naming small clauses to appear as
complements to change-of-state verbs, despiteatttettiat neither the naming conventionirier
the proper name predicate normally have a tempogaiment slot.

Due to the tentative nature of the proposal, | wdt attempt to express it in formal terms.
Other ways of dealing with the same issue, onéemtintroducing a covert equivalent of the
verbal rootcall, can be imagined, although introduction of nulneénts has the disadvantage of
undermining the intuition that the proper namehiese environments is a predicate.

6. CONCLUSION AND TOPICS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

| have used cross-linguistic evidence to argue phnaper names can enter syntax as predicates
when they appear in the naming construction. Eideor the predicate status of proper names
in the naming construction comes from their caseking (which cross-linguistically appears to
be systematically the same as that of predicatésdppearance of definite articles in languages
where proper names appear with a definite artitlargument positions and the appearance of
copulas and copular particles in naming constrastio

If proper names can be predicates, argument properes can be viewed as definite
descriptions, which explains why in some languamed with some proper names the definite
article is obligatory. In section 3 | proposed aveloanalysis of proper names as underlyingly
two-place predicates with an argument for the ngnsimnvention, which | motivated in sections
4 and 5. As a result, proper names in argumentiposiare treated as definite descriptions
utilizing the indexical of the naming conventionforce between the speaker and the hearer and
naming verbs are viewed as introducing an exisientiantifier over naming conventions, in
exactly the same way as attitude verbs introduse\gersal quantifier over possible worlds.

No part of this analysis is in itself surprisinghel proposal that proper names in argument
positions are definite descriptions quoting thergiogical form of the name itself dates back at
least as far as Kneale 1962 and has been receivbcated by Geurts 1997. The idea that their
rigidity is due to a hidden indexical has also bdsgussed, as noted above. My contribution as |
see it is to provide independent evidence from ngmvierbs for a definite description analysis
with a “quotation” predicate and a hidden indexiohthe naming convention in force between
the speaker and the hearer, and derive the negessanings compositionally.

The interpretation of argument proper names is asitipnally obtained in the following
way: if proper names can enter syntax as predidatesrgued in section 2), then in argument
positions (unless some other determiner is presbet) are definite descriptions. As a result,
argument proper names are compatible with thenegbeiore than one person with a particular
name in the same way definite descriptions are editvlp with there being more than one entity
satisfying the restrictor of the article: as a festicovert domain restrictioa la von Fintel 1994
(cf. Bach 1981, 2002). We can also deal with comjled modified proper names in the same
way as with modified common nouns.

The postulated argument slot for a naming convarggrmits us to explain why argument
proper names are rigid (Kripke 1980). In the gelheaae, the naming convention argument slot
is saturated by the indexical of the naming coneenin force between the speaker and the
hearer, while in exceptional cases it can be intced by the naming verb and anaphorically
referred to by a null pronoun.

Finally, we have seen that in order to compositignabtain the correct meaning for the
VP consisting of a naming verb and a small claugh & proper name predicate, no new
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assumptions must be made, beyond a particular forrthe lexical entry of naming verbs. The
argument slot for the naming convention is quasdifover when the naming small clause
combines with a naming verb. Naming verbs are tbezeviewed as existential quantifiers over
naming conventions, parallel to the interpretambrattitude verbs as universal quantifiers over
possible worlds.

The most important feature of the analysis is thist definite description theory of proper
names is independently motivated in all its compbnieCross-linguistic syntax of the naming
construction shows that proper namsas be predicates, and that in the naming construttien
mustbe analyzed as predicates. Its compositional seesanakes it imperative that the meaning
of a proper name make use of a naming conventrahttee nature of this convention be supplied
— either by the verb, or by the context. This negueent slot becomes essential when we turn
to proper names in argument positions, becaudmwsaus to provide an natural source for the
rigidity/indexicality of proper names.

It should be noted that the lexical entry for pnropames that | have proposed obviously
sheds no light whatsoever on how proper names hafgpeefer to those individuals that they
refer to, or in other words, how the connectionngetn a particular phonological string and a
particular individual is established. This issushg#ted to the pragmatics of naming conventions
and becomes akin to lexical semantic issues likatwhmeans to be a doctor.

Furthermore, we are still far from having solvetthé problems posed by proper names.
Some of the remaining issues (e.g., the absenteeafefinite article with definite proper names
in languages such as English) are morphosyntasttiers (e.g., default and non-default proper
names, discussed by Saul 1997 and Zimmermann 29@be interpretation of predicate proper
name in the absence of a naming verb) are semamtig/et others (e.g., the fact that in certain
environments, such as Dutch possessives, propeesndmehave as if they were heads) are
syntactic. | leave the discussion of these issoeduture work in the hope that the approach
advocated here will help resolve at least soméerit

1. APPENDIX: ALTERNATIVE STRUCTURES FOR THE NAMING CONSTRUCTION

In section 2 | argued that cross-linguisticallye ttaming construction involves a small clause. In
this section | will discuss various alternative poeals: (a) a ditransitive structure, (b) resuati
or depictive secondary predication, and (c) control

7.1. Double object

For languages with overt copulas in small clauBks,Korean (section 2.5), or overt predicate
case-marking (section 2.6), it is well-near impbkesto argue that xNFmay not be a predicate.
This is why we constrain our discussion of doulddgect analyses to languages where no overt
morphology or preproprial definite articles (sent@4) can give us a clue as to whether xidP
referential.

7.1.1. xNP; is not thecoAL, XNP; is not theTHEME

At a first glance, the naming construction seemsavolve ditransitive syntax, with xNBerving
as thecoAL of the action and xNPas itsSTHEME. The naming construction would then involve
two objects:

(117)a. give one’s daughter a name
b.  name one’s daughter Alice

To exclude this analysis in English it is enougltoémsider the passivization properties of
naming verbs. It is a general property of Englisdt to passivize, an argument has to start out as
the object of a verb (or of a preposition, in psepdssives). GAL andTHEME can both do so:
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(118)a. Marie was given a book. GOAL
b. A book was given to Marie. THEME

However, in naming constructions only xNéan passivizé?

(119) a. Caesar was nominated/elected/declaresutfy the Senate).
b. *Althe/@ consul was nominated/elected/decl&adsar (by the Senate).

(120) a. | was called/christened/named/baptized Al
b. *Alwas called/named/baptized me.

This means that xNRloes not behave like theilEME object in English, and therefore, the
naming construction cannot involve two objects. ifilr argument can be constructed for
Dutch, where in double object constructions, ofilg tnost internal argument (the accusative
one, though it is not case-marked) can be passiizddy Ruys, p.c..):

(121) a. het Marie/ ? een meisje gegeven boek double object
the Marie/ a qirl given book
the book given to Marie/to a girl

b. *het Anna Karenin&en boek gegeven meisje
the Anna Karenindga book given girl

If verbs of naming had ditransitive syntax, we wbbhve expected theiEME to be able
to passivize, and theoAL to be unable to do so. In other words, the propene should behave
like a bookand the name-bearer should behavedikgrl. The facts are exactly the opposite:

(122)a. de Marie genoemde/gedoopte vrouw naming
the Marie named/baptized woman
the woman named/baptized Marie

b. *de een vrouw genoemde/gedoopte Marie
the a woman named/baptized Marie

The putativeGoAL in the Dutch naming construction can be “extemesli/passivized,
while the putativerHEME cannot. This is unsurprising if the naming verbas a ditransitive, but
takes a small clause complement, and the behakitreanomination construction supports this
conclusion:

(123)a. ?de de baas gemaakte vrouw small clause
the the boss made woman
the woman made the boss

b. **de een vrouw gemaakte baas ? under the readirtye boss made into a woman
the a woman made boss

It is easy to see that xNEoesn't behave like theoAL object in Dutch, either. The same
kind of argumentation can be attempted for anyuagg with suspected ditransitive syntax.

29 One could argue that passivization failure in (li2@lue to the non-referentiality of the propemeasince
it is equally impossible to passivize the direcjeabin idioms likegive someone a breaffive someone a stantc.
One possible objection to that is that the namiogstruction is not idiomatic and semantically fulignsparent;
another — that in ditransitive analyses of namiaths, the proper name is intended to denote songethnamely,
its own phonological form.
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7.1.2. XNP; movement

In modern English, genuine ditransitives (dativeapplicative) do not allow Heavy NP Shift,
unless the dative preposition is inserted:

(124)a.  They gave the office *(to) the most tadehtandidate they could lay their hands on.
b.  Hadrian built a city *(for) the young man he éavmost dearly.

Verbs of naming behave like ECM and nomination seirb grudgingly allowing right-
dislocation of xNRif XNP; is very heavy and/or contrastive (Heavy NP Shift):

(125) She will consider stupid *Harriétnly the most obvious idiot in the whole country.

(126)a.  The Senate nominated/elected/declareditt@aesarthe most talented candidate
they could lay their hands on.

b.  Call/name/christen/baptize Al *miile first man you will meet on this journey.
All other factors being equal, naming verbs appedre closer to ECM verbs once again.

7.1.3. The lexical category of the predicate

A major difference between ECM and ditransitivebgers that ECM verbs allow non-nominal

predicates, while ditransitives only permit nomimdljects. Verbs of naming seem to behave
more like ditransitives than like ECM here, sinseaarule, XNP cannot be replaced by an AP or

a PP:

(127)a.  Alice gave Beth a book/the book/*intemggtfin the room.
b.  Name/christen/baptize me *French/*talented/*aag/*in the room.

However, verbs of naming share this inability tketaa non-nominal predicate with some
verbs of nomination:

(128) a. *The Senate nominated/elected him gneaizang.
b. Amy was declared innocent/amazing.

The only naming verb allowing adjectival predicatesall, but as we have already noted|l is
too often exceptional and appears in constructingr than naming.

The inability of naming verbs to take non-nominatgicates is not conclusive, since we
know that ECM verbs can constrain the lexical catggf the predicate in their complement
(Stowell 1981):

(129) a. | consider Elizabeth clever/a friend/ia thnning/*(to) live in Paris.
b. Ilet Elizabeth *clever/*a friend/into the hou®o) live in Paris.
C. | made Elizabeth clever/a professor/*into thadei(*to) live in Paris.
d. | allowed Elizabeth *clever/*a friend/*into tHeuse/*(to) live in Paris.

Another possible explanation comes from the faat the semantics of naming verbs is
such that they must combine with proper namessAssy to see, whatever their surface form is,
proper names are nouns, most likely as a restittenf semantics:

(130) a. Red, Black simplex adjectival names
b. Shorty, Golden derived adjectival names

This means that the restriction may not be on #@@ing verbs but on names — naming
verbs do not constrain the lexical category ofghexlicate, but lexical items with the meaning of
a proper name happen to be always nominal.
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7.1.4. Alternation classes

Another possible argument against analyzing namveps as ditransitives is the fact that
ditransitives usually allow some sort of an altéiorain the argument ordering, effected via a
preposition:

(131)a. give Coraline the key give the keyto Coraline dative alternation
b. bake Mommy a cake> bake a cakéor Mommy applicative alternation

No similar PP-alternate exists for verbs of namipgt like there is no such alternation
with ECM verbs and verbs of nominatich:

(132)a.  dub the knight Sir Lancelet *dub Sir Lancelot for/to/... the knight
b. declare Arthur king~ *declare king for/to/... Arthur
c. make/consider Arthur great *make/consider great for/to/... Arthur

Once again, a null preposition analysis is impdedib rule out.

7.1.5. Conclusion

There’s nothing priori wrong with the double object hypothesis, and hisonsistent with the
fact that some languages employ this strategy.ust jseems unlikely for the languages
considered.

7.2. Control

The control structure is potentially compatibletwihe syntactic data discussed above: it would
still allow the proper name in the naming consinrcto be predicative (and marked as such),
but it would avoid the necessity of treating namuegbs as ECM verbs. The structure in (133)
can be interpreted as “Carroll named his heroine, lsis heroine became Alice”, which in a

sense is just the resultative construction:

(133) vP control structure simplified
DF v

Carrol ve/\VP

o o—
\Y XNP; SC
| =N
name his heroinePRO XNB
Alice

Two objections can be raised against the contrpbthesis. The first one is that unmistakable
control verbs, such gsersuadeor promise never take small clause complements and do take
xVP complements! Exactly the opposite is true of naming verbs, @ssubsed in section 2.7:
verbs of naming can combine with naming small aaumnly.

% Interestingly, some nomination verbs have a ttasivariant where the xNPpredicate turns into the
direct object (David Pesetsky, p.c.):

(i) declare the winner, elect the president

The object must be definite, which makes the coostin resemble certain semantic incorporation £ase
such aplay the pianol have nothing to say about this phenomenon.

31 |atridou 1990, Matushansky 2002a: the epistemisioa of soundand other perception verbs might
involve control. See Miller 2003 for the countegiament.
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The second objection is that the semantics of #mimg construction does not fall into the
range of control verb semantics. As Comrie 1984ples, there is a clear semantic difference
between subject and object control verbs, and etvieo types of subject control verbs:

. Subject control verbs, type 1: have the meaninfnantal orientation”, expectation

or desire. Examples includeant, wish, hope, need, hatadexpect

. Subject control verbs, type 2: verbs of “commitniemmicluding try, promise, decide,

agree, refusandthreaten

. All the object control verbs are verbs of “influeri¢convince.

Verbs of naming do not belong to any of these elassd do not necessitate a [- human]
object:

(134) Tolstoy named his book “Anna Karenina”.

However, there exists another environment projgctire control structure with a small
clause: that of secondary predication.

7.3. Secondary predication

Secondary predicates (depictives or resultativisg) @ften feature case agreement. Can it be that
verbs of naming and nomination do involve smalusks, but not as primary predication?

The first major argument against this view is thetfthat secondary predicates are always
optional. Though with certain verbs, such as theepional verkcall or baptize the predicate
can be omitted (and the meaning changes drasdicatlyer naming verbs do not allow predicate
omission:

(135)a.  Will you call your daughter, please?
b.  Every Christian is baptized.
c. *Every gangster is nicknamed.

A priori, the secondary predicate analysis fares better ttia primary predicate analysis
because it can deal with examples like (135a, Wwéver, we can easily see that this
hypothetical secondary predicate behaves neitkerlidepictive nor like a resultative.

7.3.1. Finnish: against depictives
A straightforward example of a recognized depicis/€L36):
(136) Alice returned to her hometowst PRO rich/a president/in a good mood].

The first argument against analyzing verbs of ngnaa involving a depictive secondary
predicate is the simple fact that its interpretatie incompatible with the meaning of the
depictive: the small clause predication in depe&tidescribes the state of affairs that obtains at
the culmination of the event denoted by the mainbyevhile with verbs of naming and
nomination, the small clause describes the restifteonaming/nomination.

As mentioned above, the distinction between theseiriterpretations is reflected by case-
marking in Finnish: Finnish depictive DPs bear essiase, as opposed to xNR the naming
construction, which is marked translative. tranmgtatlso appears with verbs of nomination and
in resultatives (exx. due to Liina Pylkkanen, p.c.)
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(137) Alice palas-i kotikaupunki-in-sa rikkaa-napidentti-na. depictive
Alice return-past hometown-illatives8.poss rich-Esdpresidentess
Alice returned to her hometown rich/a president.

(138) a. Me nimi-t-i-mme William Gates-in presidieikisi. nomination
we namerSTCAUS-1PL  William Gatesacc presidentrrs
We named William Gates president.

b. Me kutsu-mme  William Gatesi-a Billi-ksi. naming
we call-PL William GatesPART  Billy-TRs
We call William Gates Billy.

C. Me maalas-i-mme seind-n keltaise-ksi. resultative
we paintpsT1pL  wall-acc  yellow-TRs
We painted a/the wall yellow.

We conclude that the depictive analysis is inaglie in Finnish, which means that at
least for this language we need an alternativeagrgtion, involving a small clause. This brings
us to the next question — can verbs of naming andgmation be resultative?

7.3.2. Russian: against resultatives

The same kind of an argument can be used in tisose- for at least some languages in our
sample, the resultative proposal cannot work, and & different hypothesis is necessary. Since
we already have such a hypothesis, the resultatiedysis, even if it works for some languages,
IS unnecessary.

One reason for rejecting the resultative analysmes from the fact that no language that |
know of allows nominal resultatives without a prsipion:

(139) We hammered the metal flat/*sword/*a swefitto a sword.

The fact that Russian does not allow nominal oeetdjal resultatives provides a further
argument against the resultative approach to thengaconstruction.

7.4. Benefactives and incorporation

Although we have only discussed languages wherangaconstructions involve small clauses,
many languages use the ditransitive structure tvey the same meaning, as in the example
(140) from Georgian (Lea Nash, p.c.):

(140) man  kalisvils meri jaarkua. Georgian
he-ErGcdaughtemAT Mary-NomM name-3-AR
He named his daughter Mary.

This means that in some languages proper namelecapated as direct objects and have
one of the possible argument typesr ((e, b, t). The most natural meaning for a proper name in
such a language would be the actual quotation,the.phonology of the name (“mention”, as
opposed to “use”). We then expect substitutionhaf proper name by an expression like “the
name N” to be possible.

Interesting questions arise. If proper names cae b “mention” meaning as well as the
naming predicate meaning, can one be derived frenother? We have discussed and dismissed
(section 3.1) the possibility of incorporating tpeedicative component of predicate proper
names into the main verb, but could the meaningredlicate proper names itself be composed,
not just in the lexical entry, where a proper nadoes contain the “mention” of itself, but
compositionally, in syntax and semantics?
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| believe that the fact that the meaning of a proy@eme contains not only the phonological
string itself but also the relation that holds betw this string and an individual bearing the
proper name (the naming convention R) makes itiplest treat at least some proper names as
morphologically complex entities. This would als@yide for a natural explanation of how any
phonological string can become a proper name.

If correct, this analysis makes the following petain: in languages, where naming verbs
appear in a ditransitive structure and the propenenfunctions as a direct quotation, the syntax
of the proper name should show similarities witlotqtions, for instance, lack of case-marking
(or surface nominative case).

7.5. Summary

A brief examination of possible alternative struetifor naming verbs shows that even where
morphology does not provide unambiguous evidence femall clause analysis, there are other
factors permitting us to exclude these alternativdhough some languages appear to use an
explicitly marked double-object construction fommag verbs, we maintain that most naming
verbs are best treated as taking a small-clausgleoment.
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