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ABSTRACT

If the object DP in “inverted” OVS orders in Polish is anaphoric, then there is a question of the
satisfaction of anaphoric A-binding in this new position. One type of examples suggests that
there is no reconstruction at LF, hence the movement is to an A-position. Other cases seem to
indicate the extension of the binding domain. Nonetheless, more facts from Polish point to
contrary assumptions. First, object DPs with anaphoric possessives seem to be reconstructed at
LF in base positions and there are examples suggesting no extension of the binding domain.

The paper offers an account of these perplexingly contradictory facts in terms of the
Thematic Hierarchy (Grimshaw 1990) and the specific First Merge properties of “quirky”
subjects for some object experiencer verbs (e.g. podobaé sie) and psych-causative (frighten-
type) verbs (irytowaé). Such subjects do enter the derivation in Spec.vP but rather in
Spec.VP positions. In conclusion, it is argued that the OVS configurations in Polish do not
differ in principle from so-called Dislocation structures, featuring the OSV order (contrary
to Baylin 2003 and Witkos$ 2007).

1. Introduction

It has been suggested by Tajsner (1998) and Witkos$ (2007) that the derivation
of the non-canonical OVS order in Polish involves a displacement of an object
into the Spec. TP position. The problem which we want to address in this pa-
per is that of the syntactic status of the Spec. TP position in Polish. On raising
the issue we also want to address a related question of the classification of the
operation of argument scrambling to Spec. TP as either A- or A’- type of
movement.
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2. Extension of binding, reconstruction and object raising to Spec. TP

The relevant examples are (1)-(3) below, all representing the “inverted” OVS
order.!

1) Ksigzke dat Ani Marek.
bookacc gave AnnaDAT Mareknowm
‘Mark gave Anna a book.’

2)  Ani dat Marek ksigzke.
Annpat gave Mareknom bookACC

3)  Janka zaprosit Adam.
Janekacc invited Adamnom
‘Adam invited John.’

In his discussion of Russian scrambling Baylin (2003) classifies analogous Rus-
sian cases as instances of A-movement (Generalized Inversion, GI) and con-
trasts them with the OSV pattern derived by so called Dislocation, which he
claims to be an instance of A’-movement. The diagnostics is based on syntactic
locality tests and the binding properties of the derived structures. Unlike the
cases of Dislocation, Generalized Inversion is claimed to be an instance of A-
movement showing little LF reconstruction effect, and allowing for the exten-
sion of the A-binding domain. Witkos$ (2007) generally sustains Baylin’s (2003)
claims for Polish. He provides an example of the extension of the binding do-
main in the sentence’s left edge involved in an instance of GI:

4)  ?? Nowe historie o sobie spodobaty si¢ Marii.
[new stories about self]nom liked self Marypat
‘Maria liked new stories about herself.’

5)  Marii spodobaly sie nowe historie o sobie.
Marypar liked self [new stories about self]nom
‘Maria liked new stories about herself.’

Example (4) is illicit because there is no binder for the anaphoric expression
included within the nominative (subject) DP. If the dative indirect object is
raised (inverted by GI) to the Spec. TP position it provides a necessary binder

' The use of bold type on the final words in (1)-(3) indicates the application of nuclear sentence

stress for rendering non-exhaustive end-focus.
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for the anaphor, hence the grammaticality of (5). The case has been referred to
as “inverse binding” in which the object binds a constituent within the subject.

Furthermore, GI, unlike Dislocation, is argued not to reconstruct on the basis
of the cases like the following:

6)  Nowe ksiazki o Janie spodobaly si¢ jemu samemu.
[new books about Jan;]nowm liked self to him; himself
‘New books about Jan pleased him himself.’

7) *?Jemu; samemu spodobaty si¢ nowe ksiazki o Janie;.
To him; himself liked self [new books about Jan;]xom
‘New books about Jan pleased him himself.’

If there was reconstruction in (7) its ungrammaticality should be alleviated with
the dative indirect object placed back in LF into the c-command domain of the
subject, hence eliminating the observed Condition C effect. Such an alleviation
of the Condition C violation may be observed in an instance of Dislocation,
deriving the OSV order:

8) [Jemu; samemu] [nowe ksiazki o Janie;] nawet si¢ spodobaty.
[to him; himself] [new books about Jan;]nom even self liked
‘New books about Jan even pleased him himself.’

The explanation of the contrast lies in that Dislocation is an instance of A’-
movement featuring obligatory LF reconstruction.

The status of the Spec. TP position is crucial for the explanation of the ob-
served properties and contrasts. If it is an A-position, then the constituents
raised to the position may serve as A-binders and the binding domain is ex-
panded along with the movement. It seems, however, that a wider range of facts
from Polish do not corroborate such a status of the Spec. TP position, at least
for the cases of the inverted OVS pattern. We will try to show below that the
facts of anaphoric binding in Polish put the possibility of the extension of the
binding domain postulated for GI by Baylin (2003) and Witkos$ (2007) in doubt.

3. Anaphoric phrases in Polish

Consider first in brief what constitutes a class of Polish anaphoric expres-
sions. The class comprises the set of free-standing pronominal DP forms
inflected for accusative, genitive, dative, instrumental and locative cases:

9) Acc Gen Dat Inst Loc
siebie siebie sobie sobq sobie
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The accusative form renders English personal reflexive forms: herself, them-
selves, etc., the dative form renders English to herself, to themselves, and the
locative one, the forms about herself, about themselves, etc. The class of ana-
phors comprises also an instance of the anaphoric possessive swdj, inflected for
case, number and gender, for example:

10)  swojaccsinamasc dom (his/her/their, etc. (own) house)
swojaaccsivgrem mame (his/her/their, etc. (own) mother)
swoiminstpr kolegami  (with his/her/their, etc. (own) colleagues)

Interestingly, the case paradigm for the anaphoric pronoun represented in (9)
lacks a nominative form. This may be understood as a restriction imposed on
the grammar by the Polish lexicon; the subject cannot be anaphoric. The restric-
tion may be overcome by syntactic means, though. Thus, the anaphoric adjec-
tive swdj may occur within a nominative DP, in a class of comparative con-
structions with a preposition jak (‘like’), as in (1 1):2

11) Jarek; wyglada jak [swoj; brat blizniak Jnom.
Jareknom looks how [his (own) twin brother]|xom
‘Jarek looks like his twin brother.’

4. Constraints on inverse binding

Provided that the presence of the anaphoric adjective makes the whole DP ana-
phoric in a relevant respect, one might try to put it in a position c-commanded
by a direct object raised to Spec. TP by Generalized Inversion, as in (12) or

(13):

12)  *Marysigi zdradzita swoja; siostra.
Maryacc betrayed [her (own) sister nom
‘Mary was betrayed by her own sister.’

13) *Marysi; spodobaly si¢ swoje; siostry.
Marypar liked self [her (own) sisters]nom
‘Mary liked her own sisters.’

The placement of the object DP in Spec. TP should provide the binder for the
anaphor within the nominative DP just as it happened in (5) above. This does

2 Likewise, a free standing anaphor like sobie may be part of a larger DP in nominative like histo-

rie o sobie ‘stories about oneself’.
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not occur in either (12) or (13) though, and the sentences are ungrammatical,
displaying the lack of proper anaphoric binding. In that they do not differ from
the non-inverted forms (14) and (15):

14)  *Swoja; siostra zdradzita Marysig;.
[her (own) sister|nom betrayed Maryacc

15) *Swoje; siostry podobaly si¢ Marysi.
[her (own) sisters]nom liked self Marypar

The case (15) above is particularly instructive. Inverse binding (extension of
the binding domain) appears to be possible in (5) featuring an anaphor occur-
ring as a complement of a noun (kistorie o sobie ‘stories about -self”) but not in
(15) in which the anaphor takes the form of a possessive adjective (swoje siostry
‘her own sisters’).

Consider also a case of the inversion involving a PP cornplement:3

16) *U Kowalskich; byt swoj; krewny.
At the Kowalskis was [their (own) relative Jnom
‘Their (own) relative was at the Kowalskis.’

Again, the DP within the PP raised to Spec. TP does not provide the binder for
the anaphor within the nominative DP. Note also that all the above cases of
illicit binding are rescued if the possessive anaphoric adjective is replaced with
the pronominal forms:

17) Marysigj zdradzila jej; siostra.
Maryacc betrayed [her sister nom
‘Mary was betrayed by her own sister.’

18) Marysi; podobaly si¢ jeji siostry.
Marypar liked self [her sistersnom
‘Mary liked her own sisters.’

The case is supposed to correspond to the grammatical Russian example used by Baylin (2003),
which illustrates the possibility of extending the binding domain as a result of Generalized In-
version:

U Petrovych byl svoj dom.

At the Petrovs was [self’s house]nom

“The Petrovs had their own house.’

The possessive meaning of the construction is not available in Polish, only a locative meaning.
This probably affects the syntactic analysis of the construction, though it is not clear how.
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19) U Kowalskich; byt ich; krewny.
At the Kowalskis was [their relative]nom
‘Their relative was at the Kowalskis.’

The examples above show clearly that the binding domain is not extended in
these cases. If the Spec. TP position was unconditionally an A-position, then
any constituent with matching inherent properties should be able to act as an A-
binder of a lower anaphor. What may be observed instead is that the non-subject
DP can only control the lower pronominal, which excludes the extension of the
binding domain.

Furthermore, the form with the accusative DP containing the anaphoric ad-
jective inverted to Spec. TP c-commanding a subject DP is fully licit:

20) Swojg; siostre zdradzita Marysia;.
[her (own) sister]|acc betrayed Marynom
‘Mary betrayed her own sister.’

Examples like (20) indicate that the inverted OVS structure is reconstructed at
LF for binding just like a corresponding Dislocation OSV structure (21) is:

21)  Swojg; siostre Marysia; zdradzita.
[her (own) sister|acc Marynom betrayed
‘Mary betrayed her own sister.’

The site of the reconstruction must be low enough to allow for the subject DP to
c-command the direct object again. The reconstruction of the object cannot thus
occur in the “intermediate” outer Spec. VP, because from there the object still c-
comrilands the subject in the base position of the inner Spec. vP, as shown in
(22):

22) [ [swojai siostre] [v» [Marysiali ...]]]

Rather, the reconstruction site for the object must be the position of its first
Merge as a complement of the verb:

23) [w [Marysia]; ...[ve V [swoja; siostre]]]

We apply here the phase-based mode of derivation and the clausal architecture involving a
“light” verb projection vP with two possible Specifier positions, the inner one and the outer one,
as in Chomsky (1999, 2001, 2005).
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It follows from the above observations that the option of inverse binding is
not freely opened to all instances of the object DPs raising to Spec. TP instead
of the subject. The extension of the binding domain appears to be conditioned in
two important ways; (i) the DP raised to this position must be a (dative) object
of an experiencer type of verb, but not an (accusative) object of a different type
of verb, and (ii) the anaphor bound by the object must be a free standing ana-
phor embedded within a larger DP (historie o sobie (‘stories about -self”), dow-
cipy z siebie (samego) (‘jokes about -self’)), etc. but not the possessive, ana-
phoric adjective (swoje siostry, swojego brata, etc.). It has also been shown that
the placement of the anaphoric DP in Spec. TP in GI configurations is possible
without changing the binding relations in a sentence. This indicates that there is
possible reconstruction in such cases, contrary to Bailyn’s (2003) and Witko$’s
(2007) predictions.

5. Argument structure of Experiencer verbs and frighten-type psych verbs

If the above predictions and grammaticality judgments are correct then we can
return to Witkos’s (2007) arguments about the status of GI and the position of
Spec. TP in Polish and consider a possible alternative explanation. First, the
acceptable cases involving the extension of the binding domains he provides are
limited to the class of object experiencer verbs, like podobaé sie (‘like’) in
which the dative object takes the function of a “quirky subject”. It may be ob-
served, however, that at least one more verb type in Polish displays similar
properties. These are the so called frighten verbs of the class of psychological
verbs, represented in Polish by such items as irytowac, niepokoic, przerazac,
szokowad, etc. (‘irritate’, ‘disturb’, ‘frighten’, ‘shock’, respectively), as exem-
plified by (24) below:’

24)  Marig; irytowaly/przerazaty/niepokoity/szokowaty [historie o sobie;]
Maryacc irritated/frightened/disturbed/shocked [stories about self]nom
‘Mary was irritated/frightened/disturbed/shocked by the stories about
herself.’

The “quirky” subject in such cases bears Acc not Dat.® Next, the only type of ana-
phor which appears in constructions with such verbs are those embedded within a
larger nominative DP (e.g. historie o sobie, ‘stories about oneself’) while the DPs

We use here Grimshaw’s (1990) classification of predicate types.

By “quirky” subject we mean a case when the thematically most prominent argument is not also
the most prominent in the other dimension, as proposed in Grimshaw (1990). This includes the
cases in which non-nominative, and non-agent DPs become subjects.

6
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containing a possessive anaphoric adjective (e.g. swoja siostra, ‘one’s own sister’)
do not appear to tolerate extended binding. The situation is analogous to this repre-
sented by experiencer object verbs, as illustrated by (25) and (26):

25)  *Marii; podobat si¢ swoji nauczyciel.
Marypar liked self her (own) teacher

26) *Marig; irytowata/przerazata/niepokoita/szokowata swoja; siostra.
Maryacc irritated/frightened/disturbed/shocked her (own) sister

Furthermore, the effect of the extension of binding is lost for both groups of
verbs if the DP contains possessive lexical subject:

27) *Marig; irytowaly [ich; historie o sobie;]
Maryacc irritated [their stories about self]nom
‘Mary was irritated by their stories about her.’

28)  *Marii; spodobaty si¢ [ichj nowe historie o sobie;].
Marypar liked self [their new stories about self]nom
‘Maria liked their new stories about herself.’

Given the above handful of intriguing facts we would like to suggest that the
source of the acceptability of examples like (5) and (24) is that they involve two
semantically marked classes of verbs. These are the object experiencer verbs and
dyadic (selecting two arguments, as in Klimek — Rozwadowska 2004) frighten-
type psychological verbs. One complement of such verbs denotes the theme or
source (or involuntary causer) of emotions experienced by the individual denoted
by the second complement. The former complement is rendered as nominative,
the latter may be dative (for object experiencer verbs, e.g. podobac sie (‘like’),
przypomnie¢ sie (‘recall’), or accusative (for frighten-type psych verbs). The the-
matic role carried by the nominative DPs is Source or Theme while that of the
dative or accusative argument is invariably the Experiencer.

6. The thematic hierarchy

The crucial element of the proposal is now the adoption of some form of the
Thematic Hierarchy by which “the order of NP arguments is not free...” We
thus follow an assumption that “the consensus in the field is that the order is
determined by the thematic roles of the corresponding semantic arguments”
(Jackendoff 2002: 143). Grimshaw (1990: 24) postulates the following thematic
hierarchy:7

7 The discussion of the dependence of syntactic order on thematic hierarchy and the proposals of
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29)  (Agent (Experiencer (Goal/Source/Location (Theme))))

What matters most for our needs is that of the two theta roles associated with
object experiencer and frighten-type psych verbs, the Theme and Source argu-
ment are less prominent than the Experiencer argument. This designates to them
a lower position in a syntactic hierarchy.

In Grimshaw’s (1990) terms the prominence relations in the argument struc-
tures involved for object experiencer verbs and frighten-type of psych verbs are
as follows:®

30) Psychological state (object experiencer verbs)

(x ()
Exp Theme

31) Psychological causative (frighten-type psych verbs)
(x )
Exp Theme
(adopted from Grimshaw 1994: 41).

The difference between the depth of embedding of the x argument for the two
types of verbs follows from the difference in their prominence in the event
structure they enter in the two cases. The event structure, which Grimshaw
(1990) argues to be associated lexically with every verb, expresses the aspectual
dimension by which an expression is split into two sub-events: the activity and
the state. The argument expressing Cause is claimed to be always associated
with the first sub-event, which gives it prominence in the aspectual dimension
with respect to all other thematic roles. For the class of object experiencer verbs
there is no Cause argument involved, hence the Experiencer role is most promi-
nent in both the thematic hierarchy and the aspectual hierarchy. This determines
its status as an external argument.

If there is a mismatch between the prominence of an argument in the two hi-
erarchies, no argument gains the status of the external argument. This occurs in
the case of frighten-type psych verbs, which involves the Cause role. The

the relevant hierarchies may also be found in: Grimshaw (1990), Dowty (1991), Van Valin and
La Polla (1997), Jackendoff (1990a).

Actually, Grimshaw (1990) discusses the difference between fear-type psych (fear, like, love)
verbs and frighten-type psych verbs (frighten). We classify Polish object experiencer verbs like
podoba¢ sie, przypominac sie (‘like’, ‘recall’) together with Grimshaw’s fear-type psych verbs
on the following grounds: Both types involve the same two arguments: Theme and Experiencer,
which are canonically aligned in the same way: Experiencer > Theme (Jankowi podoba sie Ania
vs. John likes Anna). Furthermore, neither of them expresses a clear causative relation: Theme is
not a Cause of the action.
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Cause, which is subsumed in the Source role, is more prominent in the aspectual
dimension while Experiencer is more prominent in the thematic hierarchy. As a
result, no argument gains the status of the external argument in (31), hence the
greater depth of embedding of x in (31) than in (30). Despite the lack of the
external argument in the structure of frighten-type psych verbs, the prominence
of Exp with respect to Theme (Source) is anyhow warranted, as presumed by
the hierarchy in (29).

7. Thematic hierarchy, the position of first Merge and the reconstruction site

Following these assumptions, the dative and accusative objects raised to the
position Spec. TP in examples like (5) and (24) above are Experiencer argu-
ments, which according to the thematic hierarchy, should precede the Theme
arguments. A reverse consequence of the thematic hierarchy predicted in Grim-
shaw’s theory is that “theta marking always proceeds from the least to the most
prominent” (Grimshaw 1990: 35). The interpretation of these points in terms of
the minimalist derivation should be that the argument with a less prominent role
should be first-Merged lower in the structure. If this is correct, the binding facts
observed in (5) and (24) would follow straightforwardly if the base (i.e. first-
Merge) structure was reconstructed at LF in which the dative and accusative
DPs c-command the nominative DPs.

We have seen that there is evidence for the need of such reconstruction from
examples like (20). It may be seen also that the account proposed explains the
ungrammaticality of (7). The case (12) is explained as well, since it features a
relation in which the (nominative) Agent argument contains the anaphor, which
cannot thus be properly bound in the reconstructed LF structure by the accusa-
tive DP, regardless of the surface alignment between the two DPs. What re-
mains to be explained are the cases (13) and (15) as well as (25) and (26) above,
in which the possessive anaphors are included in the DPs representing Theme or
Source. Since they are the arguments merged earlier than the DPs representing
Experiencer, at a reconstructed LF, the Experiencer DP should thus always c-
command the Theme/Source argument at a reconstruction site allowing for
proper binding of the anaphor contained in the latter, regardless of the superfi-
cial order of the two. One more unexplained case is (4) in which at LF the da-
tive (experiencer) DP apparently binds the nominative DP, thus giving no ac-
count of the marginality of the example.

Let us first consider the cases (13), (15), (25) and (26). The crucial property
of the structures will be that the anaphor functions in them as a possessive ad-
jective (e.g. swojq siostre ‘his (own) sister’). In that the cases differ from the
grammatical examples in which the anaphor is a free-standing complement of a
noun (historie o sobie ‘stories about -self”) embedded deeper within the struc-
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ture of the DP. The explanation of the contrast we propose is based on two
premises. The first is the observation of the general difference in availability of
anaphoric interpretation between two types of configurations, illustrated below:

32) *Swoje; dowcipy irytowaly Marysig;.
her own jokesnowm irritated Maryacc
intended meaning: ‘Her; own jokes irritated Mary;.’

33) Dowcipy o sobie; irytowaty Marysig;.
Jokes about herself irritated Mary
intended meaning: ‘Jokes about her;irritated Mary;.’

If the anaphor is the possessive specifier of the nominal phrase the anaphoric
interpretation is excluded and the sentence is illicit. If the anaphor is embedded
deeper within the nominative subject DP the anaphoric interpretation is possible
and the sentence is well formed.

The real nature of the violation in (32) is not obvious. Assuming that the
nominative subjects occupy A-positions in both (32) and (33), the source of the
ungrammaticality of (32) is presumably not the lack of proper anaphoric A-
binding. If this was the problem with (32) there would be no explanation for the
well-formedness of (33) in which anaphoric binding is possible despite analo-
gous configuration. More plausibly, the inappropriateness of (32) is caused by a
Condition C violation with the name A-bound by the anaphor. The condition for
such an account is the postulation of the “anaphoric transparency” of the phrase,
so that the anaphoric “load” of the specifier percolates to the whole subject pp.’
There is no condition C violation in (33) because the anaphor is more deeply
embedded there and its “anaphoricity” does not project to the whole subject DP.

However, we have assumed in the previous discussion that in the derivations
of examples like (32) and (33) featuring a psych frighten-type verb, the DP rep-
resenting the Experiencer theta role is more prominent, hence base-Merged
later. The relevant configuration at the point of the first Merge of the Experi-
encer DPs is (34):10

® A further question is the presence of co-indexation which is generally incompatible with a

minimalist approach to binding. If anaphoric binding properties are in fact the result of A-
movement, as in Horstein (2001) the analysis would have to account also for the mechanics of
the movement from the position of anaphor to antecedent, the question to which we return.

We assume that the anaphors are “copies” of the DPs moving locally as in Hornstein (2001).
The insertion of the antecedents of the anaphors is thus an instance of Internal Merge, not Exter-
nal Merge, with further consequences for the composition of Initial Numeration. We do not dis-
cuss here the details of the analysis in this respect, though.
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34) VP
/\
DP \Y
/\
Marys|iQAcc A% DP
irytowaly [swoje dowcipy [nom

[dowcipy o sobie]nom

The vital property of the configuration in (34) is that the Acc DP c-commands
the anaphors within the Nom DP, hence allowing for the anaphoric interpreta-
tion. Furthermore, given Grimshaw’s (1990) predictions, the Exp argument in
(34) is not the external argument. This may be interpreted in minimalist terms
as base-Merge in [Spec. VP], not [Spec. VP].

Nevertheless, the presence of the v head and hence of the Spec. vP position
appears indispensable for the structure in (34) given the presence of nominative
Case on the lower DPs. A nominative DP has to enter an Agree relation with a T
head which is to be introduced at a later (CP) phase so that it must occupy a posi-
tion which is accessible for such a relation. This is the second major premise on
which we base our analysis of the perplexing contrast between the effect of ana-
phoric binding in the cases involving possessive and free-standing anaphors.

Thus, a merger with v is the next step in the derivation of examples (32) and
(33) resulting in the formation of configuration (35):

35) vP
v
N
v VP
T
DP Vv
T~
Marysie  V DpP
irytowaty swoje dowcipy

dowcipy o sobie

The nominative DP is then internally merged in Spec. vP, which is also an A-
position. This results in the extension of the binding domain, as illustrated in
36):
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36) vP
/T
DPnom /\
A v vP
swoje dowcipy /\
dowcipy o sobie  DPacc /V\
Marysig \' DP
irytowaty {swoje dowcipy}
{dowcipy o sobie}

Configuration (36) may be taken to be responsible for the Condition C violation
resulting in the ungrammaticality of (32), as discussed above.!!

8. Verbs podobac sie and lubic

Note also that the account proposed above allows for the explanation of the
perplexing contrast between examples (37) and (38):

37) Janek; lubi swoje; siostry.
Janeknowm likes his own sistersacc
‘Janek; likes his; sisters.’

38) *Jankowi; podobaja si¢ swoje; siostry.
Janekpar likes his own sistersnom
‘Janek; likes his; sisters.’

The verbs lubi¢ and podoba¢ sie (‘like’) are synonymous and we will assume
that they belong to the same semantic class of object experiencer verbs. The
theta role of the prominent argument for both is Experiencer and the lower ar-
gument is marked as Theme. As indicated above, the difference between them is
purely syntactic and it lies in the selection of cases. In the derivation of either
sentence, the Experiencer DP is the most prominent argument in terms of the
thematic hierarchy. Consistently, it should be merged later in a structure than

""" We assume here that the configuration in (36) is LF- reconstructed fully after the movement of

the ACC object to Spec.TP. Thus, the superficial position of the ACC object in Marysie iry-
towaly swoje dowcipy is Spec. TP, which is an A’-position which does not extend the binding
domain, as discussed earlier. But, at LF it is reconstructed in Spec.VP. The nominative subject,
in turn, is reconstructed in the position of first Merge, as a complement of V.
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the second Theme argument. However, “later” means different things for the
two cases; for the verb podoba¢ sie the Exp DP is first-merged in Spec. VP, as
discussed above, resulting in a configuration analogous to (34) above. For the
verb [ubi¢, however, probably for economy reasons, the experiencer DP is first-
merged already in the Spec. vP.'? This means it qualifies syntactically for the
external argument.

The configuration after the whole sequence of the first mergers of the argu-
ments at the vP phase in the case of sentence (37) would be like in (39) below:

39) vP
T
DPnom y
J an|ek V/\V P
A% DPacc
lul!)i swoje siostry

Naturally, there is no possible movement (internal Merge) of the accusative DP
to Spec. VP, as it is the case in the derivation of examples with podoba¢ sie be-
cause the position is occupied by the nominative DP. No promotion of a “quirky
subject” to the external argument is thus possible in this case. A further result is
that in (39), which is a base structure reconstructed at LF, there is no possible
violation of binding conditions A or C, hence the grammaticality of (37), and
any “scrambled” or topicalized variant of (37) like those in (40) and (41):

40) Swoje; siostry lubi Janek;.
41) Swoje; siostry Janek; lubi.

Recall that Grimshaw (1990) has distinguished between psych (frighten type)
and object experiencer verbs by assuming that the second class projects an ex-
ternal argument while the first does not. We interpret these points in a different
way; Polish psych verb (frighten-type, e.g. irytowac) and the verb podobac sie
of the object experiencer class project the empty position of the external argu-
ment as the Spec. vP. This is an A-position which has to be filled with a nomi-
native DP by Internal Merge and not by External Merge. The relevant DP is
first merged in a lower position, as the complement of the verb. For the verb

12 The economy measure is the following; by first-merging in Spec. vP, not Spec. VP, there is no
need for another instance of Internal Merge (Move).
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lubié, the position of the external argument (Spec.vP) is filled by an instance of
External Merge by the nominative (Experiencer) DP, while the other DP
(Theme) is fist merged as the complement of the verb. In this way we derive an
observed parallel between psych verbs and the verb podobac¢ sie, which is not
shared by the synonymous verb /ubi¢, with respect to the binding properties.

9. Psychological agentive verbs

It should be noted finally that the psych (frighten-type) verbs in Polish have
their regular transitive counterparts, illustrated in (42):

42) Marig; irytowal/przerazat/niepokoilt/szokowat jej; sasiad.
Maryacc irritated/frightened/disturbed/shocked [her neighbour |xom
‘Mary was irritated/frightened/disturbed/shocked by her neighbour.’

The difference between the verbs used as in (42) and those in the previous ex-
amples is that here the second argument rendered by a nominative DP is classi-
fied as Agent, not Experiencer. In Grimshaw’s (1990: 41) classification the type
is labeled psychological agentive and assigned a structure like in (43);

43) & )
Agent Exp

It follows from the thematic hierarchy that the Agent is dominant over Experi-
encer, hence the external argument may only be the former, not the latter. Fur-
thermore, for examples like (42) there should be no licit interpretation if the
anaphor was included within the agentive argument, even if the anaphor was
appropriately deeply embedded within the DP. A relevant example might be
(44) contrasted with (45):

44) *Marig irytowali sasiedzi ze swojej kamienicy.
Maryacc irritated [neighbours from her own apartment-house]nom
‘Mary was irritated by the neighbours from her apartment-house.’

45) Marig irytowaty historie ze swojego dziecinstwa.
Maryacc irritated [stories from her own childhood]nom
‘Mary was irritated by the stories from her childhood.’

The clear difference in the grammaticality status between (44) and (45) provides
strong support for our earlier assumptions. The avoidance of Condition C viola-
tion is possible only in (45) and not in (44) because at the LF reconstruction site
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of (45) at which binding is assessed the accusative DP (Experiencer) c-
commands the nominative DP (Theme (Source)) containing the anaphor. This
allows also for the proper anaphoric interpretation of the possessive pronoun in
this case. On the contrary, at the reconstructed LF site for (44), the nominative
DP (Agent) necessarily c-commands the accusative DP (Experiencer), as fol-
lows from the thematic hierarchy. This disallows proper anaphoric binding and
induces a Condition C violation in this case.

10. Word order types and focal effects for experiencer verbs and firighten-type
psych verbs

Before we conclude let us return to example (4), repeated as (46) below, pro-
vided by Witko$ (2005) to illustrate the lack of reconstruction in the case of the
movement of the “quirky subject” to Spec. TP.

46) ?? Nowe historie o sobie spodobaty si¢ Marii.
[new stories about self]nom liked self Marypar
‘Maria liked new stories about herself.’

It seems that the general marginality of cases like (46) is not sustained given
that some minor modifications of (46) may result in its acceptability, as in (47)
or (48):

47) Dowcipy o sobie spodobaly si¢ (tylko) MARII/Marii, (inni woleli zar-
towac ze swoich kolegow).
[jokes about self]nom liked self (only) Marypar, others preferred to joke at
their colleagues
‘Only Mary liked the jokes about herself (the others preferred to joke
about their colleagues).’

48) Sceny ze swojego  dziecinstwa  przypomniaty si¢  tylko
TOMKOWI/Tomkowi.
[scenes from self childhood]nom recalled self only Tomekpat
‘Only Tomek remembered the images of his childhood.’

In particular, what may eliminate the marginality of cases like (46) is the use of
focal or emphatic stress on the final element. Cases like (47) and (48) fall under
the category of either non-exhaustive (information) or exhaustive (identifica-
tional) focus, in Kiss’s (1998) classical classification. The alternation is marked
with the two options of bold type; small or capital letters.

Note also that cases (47)-(48) feature the canonical SVO order, in which the
Experiencer argument is the object, while most examples in this section feature
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the non-canonical OVS pattern with the dative or accusative (Experiencer) DPs
raised to the position of Spec. TP rendering the effect of “quirky” subjects. We
would like to propose the following derivational mechanics for the two types of
cases involving Experiencer and frighten-type psych verbs, rendering also the
effect of nuclear stress placement and the realization of focus in its two variants:
information and identificational (as discussed in e.g. Kiss 1998; Zubizarreta
1998; Winkler 2000; Zubizarreta and Vergnaud 2006; Reinhart 2006, etc.).13 :

1. Type I: SVO order

The structure derived by the instances of the first mergers of the constituents at
the vP phase is (49):

49)  [vp vV [ve DPparacc [v V DPxoml]]]

The dative/accusative DP in (49) is the Experiencer, hence it is prominent with
respect to the nominative DP representing Theme (Source). In the position the
dative/accusative DP occupies in (49) it acts as a binder for an anaphor con-
tained in the nominative DP. Next, the nominative DP is internally merged
(moved) to the inner Spec. vP. The move is motivated by a need to escape the
Spell-Out at the vP phase and the realization of the external argument, as dis-
cussed above. The position of the inner Spec. is an A-position resulting in the
extension of the binding domain:

50)  [w DPnomlv vV [ve DPpat/ace [v V {DPxom } 111

The nominative DP in (50) occupies a position from which it may bind the Ex-
periencer DP, thus inducing the observable Condition C violation in cases like
(32) or (38) above. The dative/accusative DP stays in the Spec. VP and is trans-
ferred to PF at the vP phase. It will be assigned nuclear stress under the standard
application of the Nuclear Stress Rule (e.g. Cinque 1993; Zubizarreta — Verg-
naud 2006; Reinhart 2006; Adger 2007). The verb escapes SO at this phase by
raising to v. The nominative DP in Spec. vP is now accessible for the Agree
relation with a higher T head and for the Pied-piping to Spec. TP for the satis-
faction of the EPP feature at the CP phase:

51)  [cp [tp DPxom T [vp {DPxom }Hv [v V] [ve DPparace [v {V} {DPnom } 11111

13" In Tajsner (forthcoming) we argue for a tripartite distinction between pure information focus,
identificational, non-exhaustive (non-polarity) focus and identificational exhaustive (polarity
focus).



426 P. Tajsner

We assume further that the above derivation does not make use of the EPP
feature in v.'* Thus, there is no need for the projection of the outer Spec. vP and
internal Merge of any constituent to satisfy the EPP feature in v. The placement
of nuclear stress on the final element may be interpreted as resulting in either
information focus or identificational, non-exhaustive focus, depending on the
parameters of the context. For example, sentence (33) repeated here as (52),
may be understood as performing a completive function of identificational fo-
cus when used as a response to a wh-question like (53) below: 13

52) Dowcipy o sobie; irytowaty Marysig;.
[Jokes about herself]nom irritated Maryacc
intended meaning: ‘Jokes about her; irritated Mary;.’

53) Kogo irytowaty dowcipy o sobie?
Whomacc irritated [jokes about himself]nom
‘Who was irritated by the jokes about himself?’

2. Type II: OVS order

The structure derived by the instances of the first mergers is identical as in Type
I given in (49) above. The next step is also the same; the nominative (Theme)
DP is internally merged in the inner Spec.vP in order to avoid the early SO at
the vP phase. This is needed for the nominative DP to enter a probe-goal rela-
tion with the T head for checking the un-interpretable ¢-features and the Case of
the latter. However, a further step, still at the vP phase, is a movement of the
dative/accusative DP to the outer Spec. vP, triggered by the presence of an addi-
tional occurrence of the EPP feature in v. Finally, the verb moves to v and the
resultant structure is (54):

54) [v» DP pat/ace [vo DPrxoM [v [VV] [ve {DP}patace [v {V} {DPxowm } 1111

14" The assumption may be seen as questionable given that sentences with Experiencer arguments

featuring the canonical SVO order appear to introduce some marked interpretation, especially if
equipped with focal stress. Under this view, no new interpretive effect would be carried by the
OVS order in which the Experiencer DP is raised to Spec. TP. We assume however that the in-
terface condition works in the following way: it triggers the introduction of the feature EPP in v
only if the available standard mechanics of derivation does not guarantee some required interpre-
tation. It applies blindly so it has no way of distinguishing “marked” from “unmarked” interpre-
tation. What it does is distinguish the interpretation available with the use of standard syntactic
means (i.e. without an extra occurrence of EPP) from the “new” interpretation unavailable with
the use of regular means. A need to achieve the latter triggers the insertion of the EPP in v.

!5 See Tajsner (forthcoming) Chapters Four and Five.
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No part of this structure is transferred to PF at the vP phase and at the CP phase
the dative DP is Pied-Piped to Spec. TP to satisfy the EPP in T, while a probe-
goal relation is established between the T head and the nominative DP in the
outer Spec. vP. All this leads to structure (55):

55)  [cp [tp DPpar T [v» {DPpat/acc }[ve DPnom [v V] 1111

The nuclear stress is assigned to the lowest (earliest merged) constituent of the
part of structure transferred to PF at the CP phase, which is the nominative
DP.'¢

Finally, the interpretation of sentences realizing the pattern (55) may involve
pure informational focus or non-exhaustive, identificational focus, the latter
option possible if the context provides the necessary topic. For example, sen-
tence (56) will represent identification in the context of the wh-question (57):

56) Tomkowi podobatly si¢ dowcipy o sobie.
Tomekpar liked  self [jokes about selfnom
‘Tomek liked the jokes about himself’

57) Dowcipy o kim podobaty si¢ Tomkowi?
[Jokes about whoyoc]nom liked self Tomekpat
‘Jokes about whom did Tom like?’

11. Summary of the analysis

The issue considered in this paper has been the syntactic status of the position
occupied by the fronted object in the so-called Generalized Inversion (after
Bailyn 2003) structures in Polish. It has been argued above that the position of the
inverted object is in fact the Spec. TP position, but contrary to Bailyn (2003) and
Witko$ (2007) its status is not that of an A-position extending the binding do-
main, but rather of an A’-position which triggers reconstruction at LF. The array
of real A-positions responsible for binding effects has been located lower in a
structure, at the site of first mergers (base positions) of sentence constituents.
Furthermore, it has been argued that the sequence of the External Merge op-
erations is determined by the Thematic Hierarchy (as of Grimshaw 1990 or
Jackendoff 2002) to the effect that the roles higher in the hierarchy have to be
assigned later in structure. This determines that the Experiencer argument of the
two classes of Polish verbs; object experiencer verbs like podobaé sie (but not

16 The lowest element in (55) is the verb but it may be assumed that the v-to-T movement occurs in
PF prior to the assignment of nuclear stress. Thus, the verb carries nuclear stress only if it is the
lowest element transferred to Spell Out at the vP phase.
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lubi¢) and psych-causative verbs (frighten-type) must be structurally dominant
over their second argument, which is Theme (Source). The first-merge positions
of these two arguments are Spec. of VP and the complement of the verb, respec-
tively. This means that the verb types in question do not lexically select external
arguments in Polish (in Grimshaw’s 1990 terms). It has also been showed that the
base arrangement of these arguments is reconstructed at LF which is a way of
building the necessary binding configurations. In that the GI configurations in
Polish do not differ in principle from so-called Dislocation structures, featuring
the OSV order, also contrary to Baylin’s (2003) and Witko$’s (2007) position.

Some more minimalist technology of derivation by vP and CP phases we
have postulated may be summarized as follows. The nominative DP (subject) in
the two above mentioned classes of Polish verbs is internally merged in the
inner Spec. VP position, as a way of syntactic promotion to external argument.
This also makes it available for further relations with the T head at a later phase
of derivation (Case and Agree). The derivation of the OVS order is then further
conditioned by the appearance of the feature EPP in v, triggering internal Merge
of the dative or accusative DP (object, “quirky subject”) in the outer Spec. vP.
Once in this position, the DP carrying “quirky” case is already accessible for
overt Pied-Piping to Spec. TP.

REFERENCES

Adger, David
2007 “Stress and phasal syntax”, Linguistic Analysis 33: 238-266.
Bailyn, John F.
1995 “Configurational case assignment in Russian syntax”, The Linguistic Review 12: 315-
360.
Chomsky, Noam
1999  “Derivation by phase”, MIT Occasional Papers in Linguistics 18.
2001 [Reprinted in: Michael Konstowicz (ed.), 1-52. Ken Hale: A life in language. Cam-
bridge, MA: The MIT Press.]
2001la “Beyond explanatory adequacy”, MIT Occasional Papers in Linguistics 20. Cam-
bridge, Mass.: The Department of Linguistics and Philosophy, MITWPL.
2005a “Three factors in language design”, Linguistic Inquiry 36: 1-22.
2005b  “On phases” [Unpublished MS., MIT.]
Cinque, Guglielmo
1993 “A null theory of phrase and compound stress”, Linguistic Inquiry 24/2: 239-298.
Dowty, David
1991  “Thematic proto-roles and argument selection”, Language 67: 547-619.
Everaert Martin — Henk van Riemsdijk (eds.)
2006  The Blackwell companion to syntax. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.



Inverse binding and the status of the Spec. TP position ... 429

Grimshaw, Jane
1990  Argument structure. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Hornstein, Norbert
2001  Move! A minimalist theory of construal. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.
Jackendoff, Ray
1990  Semantic structures. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
2002  Foundations of language. Brain, meaning, grammar, evolution. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Kiss, Katalin
1998  “Identificational focus versus information focus”, Language 74: 245-73.
Klimek, Dorota — Bozena Rozwadowska
2004 “From psych adjectives to psych verbs”, Poznan Studies in Contemporary Linguistics
39: 59-72.
Kosta, Peter — Lilia Schiircks (eds.)
2007  Linguistic investigations into formal description of Slavic languages. Frankfurt am
Main: Peter Lang.
Reinhart Tanya
2006 “Focus — The PF interface”, in: Tanya Reinhart (ed.), 125-164.
Reinhart Tanya (ed.)
2006 Interface strategies: Reference set computation. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Schwabe Kerstin — Ning Zhang (eds.)
2000  Ellipsis in coordination. Tiibingen: Niemeyer.
Tajsner, Przemystaw
1998  Minimalism and functional thematization. Poznan: Motivex.
(in prep.) Aspects of the grammar of focus. A minimalist view.
Van Valin, Robert D. Jr. — Randy J. La Polla
1997  Syntax. Structure, meaning and function. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Winkler, Susanne
2000 “Silent copy and polarity focus in VP ellipsis”, in: Kerstin Schwabe — Ning Zhang
(eds.), 221-247.
Witkos, Jacek
2007  “Polish and A-type scrambling”, in: Peter Kosta — Lilia Schiircks (eds.), 457-470.
Zubizarreta, Maria Luisa
1998  Prosody, focus and word order. (Linguistic Inquiry Monograph 33.) Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
Zubizarreta, Maria Luisa — Jean-Roger Vergnaud
2006 “Phrasal stress, focus and syntax”, in: Martin Everaert — Henk van Riemsdijk (eds.),
522-568.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002000d>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002000d>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>
    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e000d>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


