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Reviewed by Krzysztof Migdalski

Studies in formal Slavic linguistics, edited by Franc Marus$i¢ and Rok
Zaucer, is a collection of papers presented at the Formal description of
Slavic languages conference held at the University of Nova Gorica in
Slovenia in December 2006. The original idea of the conference, which
was first organized by Gerhild Zybatow, Uwe Junghanns, and their
collaborators at the University of Leipzig in 1995, was to provide a
venue for linguists interested in the formal analysis of Slavic phonol-
ogy, syntax, semantics, information structure, and computational lin-
guistics. Chomsky’s Principles and Parameters Framework has always
been in the center of attention for the majority of the participants, but
alternative formal approaches (for instance, GPSG, HPSG, LFG) have
been considered as well. In this way FDSL meetings attract a some-
what broader spectrum of topics than the Formal Approaches to Slavic
Linguistics conference organized annually in the U.S.

The first six FDSL meetings were hosted biennially in turns by
Leipzig and Potsdam Universities. The event in Nova Gorica was the
first FDSL conference to diverge from this pattern, and was accord-
ingly named FDSL 6.5 to mark its “stopover” status. As was empha-
sized in the call for papers, it was also the first meeting devoted to
formal analyses of all the Slavic languages held in a Slavic-speaking
country. There had been a few formal Slavic linguistic conferences or-
ganized in Central and Eastern Europe previously, yet they were ei-
ther restricted to a subgroup of Slavic languages (such as Formal ap-
proaches to South Slavic and Balkan languages (FASSBL) held in
Plovdiv and Sofia since the mid-1990s) or, in the case of the Generative
linguistics in Poland (GLiP) meetings organized since 1999 by the Uni-
versity of Warsaw, they were aimed at Polish generative linguists or
linguists working on Polish.

Thirty-one talks, including four invited lectures, were presented at
the Nova Gorica conference. Subsequently, twenty papers were sub-
mitted to the proceedings, and each of them was reviewed by external
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referees. Eventually, nineteen papers appeared in the volume, as one
contribution had been withdrawn. In this way the proceedings contain
a smaller number of articles than the regular Leipzig/Potsdam FDSL
publications. Apparently for this reason the editors decided not to
maintain the traditional thematic division of the volume content into
Phonetics and Phonology, Computational Linguistics, Psycholinguis-
tics and Language Acquisition, Syntax, and Semantics. Instead, the
papers are arranged alphabetically according to the authors” names.

The volume opens with a paper by one of the invited speakers,
Zeljko Bogkovi¢, entitled “On two types of negative constituents and
negative concord”. As always, Boskovi¢’s contribution is inspiring and
provides an interesting analysis. It examines two types of negative
constituents: ni- and negative concord items (i-NClIs). These constitu-
ents were previously investigated by Progovac (1994), who analyzed
them in terms of A'-binding. Ni-NCls, which require clause-mate nega-
tion, were argued to be subject to Principle A, and thus had to be A'-
bound by negation in their governing category. Contrastively, i-NCls,
which do not tolerate clause-mate negation, were subject to Principle
B, and hence had to be A'-free in their governing category. Boskovi¢
points out that Progovac’s proposal captures the relevant data neatly,
but it faces problems when extended to other languages. Moreover, he
shows that the analysis is challenged by empirical data related to re-
construction effects. Ultimately, he links the distinct distribution of
these elements to overt movement to Spec,NegP, which is available to
the ni-NClIs, but not to the i-NClIs. This restriction is morphologically
motivated and supported by a similar behavior of NClIs in unrelated
languages such as Norwegian and West Flemish. It does not appeal to
Conditions A and B, which, as some linguists have recently suggested
(cf. Hornstein 2001 and Kayne 2005), should be eliminated from the
theory on independent grounds.

A joint paper by Carlos de Cuba and Ivana Mitrovi¢, “Restrictions
on wh-adjunct movement in Serbian”, provides some new data related
to long-distance wh-movement. It has been known since Rudin’s 1988
work that the Superiority Condition is violated in (short) multiple wh-
movement in Serbian/Croatian. The authors observe, however, that
long-distance wh-movement shows restrictions with respect to the po-
sition of adjunct wh-elements as well as adjunct extraction, which is
allowed only out of non-factive complements. They propose that ex-
traction is possible with non-factive predicates due to the presence of
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an additional functional projection, which provides an escape hatch
for the moved element. This idea is in line with some earlier proposals
(cf. Haegeman 2006, McCloskey 2005) suggesting a more elaborate
structure of non-factive predicates, which have been put forward to
account for cases of embedded V2 in Swedish.

The main argument of Barttomiej Czaplicki’s paper “Decomposi-
tion of nasal vowels in Polish” is that the Polish nasal vowels spelled
as g and ¢ are not nasal, but rather they should be analyzed as a se-
quence of an oral vowel and a nasal consonant //VN//. While this idea
is not new, as it has been put forward in Gussmann 1980 and Rubach
1984 contra some older analyses such as Stieber 1958, the author takes
it a step further. Apart from claiming that the nasal vowels are not part
of Polish phonetics, he shows that their underlying representations
cannot be maintained in a phonological analysis.

Véra Dvofdkova-Prochazkovd’s paper “Argument structure of
Czech event nominals” offers a syntactic analysis of the nominaliza-
tions derived with the -(e)ni/ti suffix in Czech. The author observes a
strict relationship between the syntactic position of an argument in
relation to the event nominal and its morphological case. She notes
that the external and internal arguments, which are marked for struc-
tural cases (nominative and accusative) in the clause structure, are
marked for genitive case when the clause is nominalized. If an argu-
ment carries an inherent case in the clausal structure, this case is pre-
served in the nominalization. These patterns are analyzed on the basis
of constructions with different types of verbs (e.g., unaccusative and
unergative verbs) and their aspectual variants (perfective and imper-
fective). Unfortunately, the article is rather dense, the research ques-
tions are not clearly stated, and the structure is somewhat messy. For
example, the article begins with a very brief overview of three ran-
domly selected previous approaches to the theory of nominalization,
but it is not clear what the purpose of this overview might be. The
author admits that the article is an abridged version of her masters the-
sis, and its overall aim is to summarize the data systematically and re-
flect “a bit about them”. It would be helpful for the reader if the author
was more explicit about the purpose of the extensive data presentation
and if the research questions were specified in more detail. Perhaps
the author’s analysis of the Czech data gives new insights for the the-
ory of nominalizations, but this is not immediately obvious.
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Alja Ferme’s “Morphological complexity and obstruent devoicing
in Slovene” investigates a type of devoicing which seems to be a case
of morphology-phonology interface. The devoicing occurs at the end
of phonological domains (e.g., utterance-finally), but it is also sensitive
to the categorial status of the word involved. For instance, it applies
only at the end of words that belong to major morphosyntactic catego-
ries such as nouns and adjectives, but it does not occur with preposi-
tions. The author explains this categorial contrast by arguing that
prepositions in Slovenian do not form phonological domains on their
own, so the final obstruent is not located at the domain boundary and,
consequently, does not lose voicing.

It seems it might also be possible to propose a non-phonological
analysis to explain the lack of obstruent devoicing with prepositions in
Slovene, which, as the author notes, is also observed in other Slavic
languages such as Czech (cf. Hall 2003) and Russian (cf. Padgett 2006).
Namely, there are some syntactic facts showing that some prepositions
are not independent words in Slavic, but rather overt case realizations.
For instance, a preposition can never be stranded nor can it be sepa-
rated from its NP complements by any lexical material. This is striking,
given the lax word order in Slavic in general. Moreover, in Migdalski
2006 (ch. 4) I analyzed clitic doubling in Macedonian and I argued that
this process occurs for object case checking, as it is possible only with
case assigning verbs. Curiously enough, dative objects in Macedonian
are clitic-doubled even when they are introduced by the preposition
na, which is unexpected because they could receive case from the
preposition. In view of this, I proposed that na is not a true preposi-
tion, but rather an alternative realization of dative case. If this is cor-
rect, and if other prepositions can be analyzed as case realizations on
their objects as well, it is not surprising that they may form a single
prosodic word together with the object.

Steven Franks’s article “Deriving discontinuity” sheds new light
on the long-standing problem of clause-initial constituents that seem
to be split by clitics in languages with Wackernagel clitics such as Ser-
bian/Croatian. Franks investigates the idiolect of a Croatian linguist
Anita Peti-Stanti¢. It is generally acknowledged these days (cf. Franks
and Progovac 1994, Boskovi¢ 2001) that clitics may follow only those
elements at the beginning of a clause that can be separated from the
rest of the clause by non-clitic elements as well. Thus, there is no rela-
tion between the (non)-clitic property of the element following the ini-
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tial element and its ability to cause apparent syntactic discontinuity.
Franks looks at semantic effects caused by splitting and observes that
different types of focus might be involved. If the element splitting the
initial material is a clitic, the elements following or preceding it do not
need to be contrastively focused. On the other hand, if the separator is
a tonic constituent, the adjacent words are always contrastively fo-
cused. There is an extensive discussion of several approaches to split-
ting that have been proposed, but the most perplexing fact is not just
the diversity of the proposals, but actually the multitude of judgments
that the relevant data are given by native speakers. What I find par-
ticularly interesting is that virtually all instances in which an initial
constituent can apparently be split by a clitic but not by a tonic ele-
ment are found acceptable by Croatian speakers but much less readily
so by Serbian speakers. Wayles Browne has pointed out to me that in
Croatia the enforcement of prescriptive linguistic norms is much more
rigorous than in Serbia, and speakers of Croatian may be explicitly in-
structed to place clitics immediately after the clause-initial word irre-
spective of its syntactic status. This prescriptive norm may disregard
syntactic constraints on clitic placement, such as the impossibility of
splitting coordinate elements. Therefore, the unexpected cases of con-
stituent discontinuity caused by clitic placement in Croatian observed
by Franks and presumably the lack of similar effects in Serbian might
be due to the importance given to prescriptivism and language norms
in Croatia.

Atle Gronn’s paper “Russian aspect as bidirectional optimization”
analyzes the role played by pragmatic notions such as context sensi-
tivity, underspecification, and pragmatic implicature in the interpreta-
tions of aspectual distinctions in Russian. The author assumes the
framework of Bidirectional Optimality Theory due to Blutner (1998,
2000). The paper focuses on potential perfective and imperfective
readings of certain telic verbs, such as opozdat’/opazdyvat’ ‘to be late’.
When these verbs are negated and used in the imperative form, their
interpretation may vary as to whether or not they refer to a specific ac-
tion that is performed accidentally. The author claims that this seman-
tic distinction cannot be captured by traditional truth-conditional ap-
proaches because they do not pay attention to alternative variants that
the speaker can use in accordance with his/her pragmatic motivations.
In the author’s view, the pragmatically preferred variant will be the
one that pairs the (un)marked form with the (un)marked interpreta-
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tion. Whereas the application of the Bidirectional OT model is cer-
tainly interesting and has its own virtues, some of the ideas seem
stipulative. For example, it is unclear on what basis the author decides
that one of the two readings (termed m, in the paper) of the analyzed
verbal pairs is unmarked and more stereotypical. Besides, one of the
OT constraints proposed by the author for the hearer is “Do not ac-
commodate”, which is puzzling, because accommodation is a frequent
communication strategy. Moreover, Dorota Klimek-Jankowska points
out to me (personal communication) that the author’s interpretation of
aspect as the event time e that is temporally included in the assertion
time ¢ (e € t) is problematic given the existence of perfective generics,
which are atemporal. Finally, the author states that Bidirectional OT
“is a powerful principle in diachronic linguistics” and attempts to
show that it can explain the diachronic shift in aspectual marking in
Slavic. Unfortunately, this section is not worked out and actually also
contains some non-standard factual claims. The author states that in
Old Church Slavonic perfectivity/telicity was not grammaticalized,
and that the aspect system was modified through the replacement of
the old Indo-European aspectual tenses aorist and imperfect by the
perfective/imperfective oppositions. This is not an accurate descrip-
tion, because the imperfect tense emerged much later than the aorist in
Indo-European, and some Indo-European languages (e.g., Germanic)
never developed it. Moreover, Old Church Slavonic marked aspectual
contrasts in both the aspectual tenses (aorist and imperfect) and did so
with prefixes, (like Modern Bulgarian), so the generalization made by
the author does not really hold.

Natalia Ivlieva and Alexander Podobryaev’s paper, “Bound to be
bound: On certain similarities between pronominal and anaphor
binding” compares these two types of binding, focusing on Russian
but exploring crosslinguistic implications. The authors take as a start-
ing point Epstein et al.’s 1998 assumption that anaphors can be bound
at any stage of the derivation and extend it to all bound variables.
They first analyze data discussed earlier in the literature, which show
that quantificational nominal expressions must precede pronominal
elements to bind them. Then they provide new examples of the type
givenin (1).
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(1) [ZenSCinu, [kotoraja rodit emu; syna,]] iScet
womanucc Wwhichyoy bear him  sonucc searches
[kazdyj muzcinal;.
eVeI'yNOM manyom

‘Every man; looks for a woman that will bear him; a son.’

These examples demonstrate that on the surface bound pronominals
can be followed by a quantifier phrase. The authors propose that they
involve LF reconstruction of the shifted object into its base positions.
This is a necessary assumption because, in at least one stage in the
derivation, a quantifier phrase must have the object of its scope.

Vesselina Laskova investigates “Double definiteness constructions
in Bulgarian”. She looks at three different constructions in which the
definite article is attached to elements other than nouns: demonstra-
tives, possessive pronouns, and numerals accompanied by an adjective
that follows them. She observes that in colloquial Bulgarian these con-
structions display special semantic, syntactic, and phonological be-
havior. What is remarkable about these structures semantically is that
when the adjective, the possessive, or the numeral carries the definite
article, the whole DP receives an anaphoric or deictic interpretation.
The special phonological property of the construction is the require-
ment of a short pause between the demonstrative (or the first element
carrying the article) and the second element with an article, which is
absent in standard Bulgarian. The syntactic analysis proposed by the
author is not entirely fleshed out and is somewhat murky, but if I un-
derstood it correctly, she proposes that the second element carrying
the definite article is inside a relative clause in the pronominal posi-
tion. The paper provides some new data and recasts them against the
background of other Balkan languages. For the sake of clarity it would
have been useful if the author had explained how the constructions
found in colloquial Bulgarian differ from those occurring in standard
Bulgarian, as this is not immediately obvious for the reader not famil-
iar with Bulgarian DP syntax.

The paper entitled “Functional generative description, restarting
automata, and analysis by reduction”, coauthored by Markéta Lo-
patkovd, Martin Platek, and Petr Sgall, is the only article in the volume
dealing with computational linguistics. The authors refer to FGD,
which is a dependency-based system that has been used since the
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1960s. Given that it has been adapted to handle free word order, it is
particularly useful for studies on Slavic. In the present paper they sug-
gest a new formal framework for the system based on restarting auto-
mata and they demonstrate its advantages.

Tatjana Marvin examines “The interaction between stress, syntax,
and meaning in Slovenian Priscianic formations”. Priscianic forma-
tions are morphological structures which are not formed on the basis
of the lexical root in a paradigm, but rather on a stem. The author dis-
cusses a type of this formation in Slovene which involves the nominal
affix -ec that can be attached to the active [-participle or the passive n/t-
participle. These two structures differ in meaning: when -ec is affixed
to the [-participle, the noun acquires the agent interpretation, while
when -ec occurs on the passive participle, the meaning is “the carrier of
the property denoted by the n/t-participle”, for example, plavalec ‘a
swimmer’ versus ranjenec ‘an injured person’. These structures also
show a contrast in stress pattern: the nominalizations formed on the
basis of the n/t-participle retain the stress of the participle, whereas
those formed from the [-participle shift the stress to the pre-suffix syl-
lable. The author derives these phonological and semantic contrasts
from different syntactic structures she proposes for these two types of
the nominalizations. She adopts Marantz’s 1997 word formation
framework, which allows syntactic operations to occur between word
morphemes. She proposes that in the [-participle nominalizations the
affix -ec is inserted within the word-level phase (vP), whereas the n/t-
participle nominalizations do not involve the verbalizing v functional
head, as they are adjectival. This correctly predicts that in the n/t-parti-
ciple nominalizations there is no event component, which explains the
lack of the agentive interpretation. This idea also implies that these
nominalizations cannot be modified by adverbs and that their mean-
ing cannot be associated with any thematic roles related to the vP do-
main (e.g., agent, theme, or patient). In order to explain the contrast in
the stress placement between the two types of the nominalizations, the
author appeals to the notion of phase in word formation. She proposes
that the affix -ec affects the stress pattern of a chunk of a word if it is
affixed within the phase of this chunk, hence before it is shipped to PF.
If the affix is attached outside the phase boundary, the stress pattern
remains unchanged. This means that the stress pattern is changed only
in the case of the nominalizations built on the [-participle, as they
contain a v phase head in the word structure.
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Marvin’s paper is well argued and clearly written. It seems to me
that a potential extension of the ideas developed in the paper would be
an investigation of the diachronic status of the I-participle. The [-parti-
ciple is currently a verbal stem for the -ec nominalizations, but origi-
nally it derives from a group of Proto-Indo-European verbal adjectives
ending in *-lo (cf. Damborsky 1967), which signified the agent’s likeli-
hood to perform a certain action or referred to a characteristic feature
of the person involved. These forms could also serve as stems of
nomina agentis (agent participles) and proper names in many Indo-
European languages. Only at a later stage were they reanalyzed as
participles in compound tenses in Slavic (as well as in Armenian and
Tocharian), with the verb “to be” used as the auxiliary. It would be in-
teresting to investigate how the structural properties of the *-lo agent
participles/nominalizations have changed with their reinterpretation
as participles and then as nominalizations again, after the attachment
of the -ec affix. It seems these forms have undergone a complete “cate-
gorial cycle”, starting as possible stems of nominalizations, later re-
analyzed as main verbs in periphrastic tenses, and then in some in-
stances reinterpreted as nominalized formations with the -ec affix.

Ora Matushansky’s “A case study of predication” proposes a new
Case Theory. Her main hypothesis boils down to a head assigning
Case to its complement (as in Stowell 1981), with two additional as-
sumptions: a particular Case can be assigned to more than one termi-
nal and a particular terminal can be assigned more than one Case fea-
ture. The original motivation for Matushansky’s proposal is the obser-
vation that the current Case theory cannot account for the full range of
facts concerning predicate case assignment. Namely, the traditional
Case theory only deals with case-marked NPs and pays no attention to
case-marked AP predicates. Moreover, the most recent approaches to
Case, starting with Chomsky 2000, invariably link Case to agreement,
suggesting that unvalued Case features make an NP visible for agree-
ment. This is problematic if we look at AP predicates because they do
not trigger any agreement by themselves. Thus the idea of a close rela-
tionship between Case and agreement does not seem to be on the right
track. On Matushansky’s approach, T° assigns nominative to its com-
plement (vP, AspP, or some other verbal functional head), and v° as-
signs accusative to VP. The Case-assigning heads also mark Case on
each terminal that they c-command. In this way the subject and the
predicate are assigned the same case, unless the assignment is blocked
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by an intervening head. One of the implications of this theory is the
possibility for a single terminal to receive a bundle of Case features.
Matushansky demonstrates that her Case Theory accounts for the
same empirical facts as the old one and additionally it successfully
handles instances in which more than one Case can be assigned to a
predicate. For example, a post-copula predicative NP in Russian,
which can surface marked for nominative or instrumental, will receive
a nominative Case feature from T° and a predicative Case feature (e.g.,
instrumental) from Pred’. These feature bundles will receive a PF re-
alization specified by some language-specific vocabulary insertion
rules. Matushansky lists a fragment of vocabulary insertion rules for
Russian and Finnish, but chooses to remain silent about more complex
cases of predicate case marking in languages such as Hungarian,
where, as she notes, it depends on the category of a predicate, change-
of-state semantics, and intentionality. Hence, although her new Case
Theory seems quite elegant, it is unclear how it can handle more com-
plex predicate Case assignments without making language-specific
stipulations about their actual morphological realizations.

A different approach to Case is assumed in the next paper in the
volume, authored by Lucie Medovd, who explores “Reflexive clitics,
movement, and layered case” in Czech. The author examines two
readings of the accusative reflexive clitic se in Slavic, which can be im-
personal (as in variant A in (2)) or truly reflexive (as in variant B in

(2))-

(2) Deéti se mejou  kazdej den.
kidsyoy SEacc washzp,  every day
‘One washes kids every day.’ (variant A)
‘Kids wash themselves every day.’ (variant B)

She notices that the impersonal reading is blocked when se is replaced
with the dative reflexive clitic si. Conversely, when there are two ar-
guments in the structure marked for accusative and dative, and the
accusative one becomes reflexivized with the clitic se, only the imper-
sonal reading is available, as indicated in (3).
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(3) Deti se vracej rodic¢tim.
kidsyoy SEacc returnsp,  parentspar

*'The kids return (themselves) to their parents.’
‘The kids are being returned to their parents.’

Medova proposes that the presence of a dative non-clitic argument
blocks the reflexive interpretation of se. She tries to account for the ob-
served variation by using Starke’s (unpublished) theory of layered
Case, which posits several Kase projections (a separate one for each
morphological case) in the extended nominal structure. All nouns are
merged case-marked, and when they move through Kase positions,
one Case-shell is stranded in each projection. Hence, the actual mor-
phological Case realization depends on the final position of the nomi-
nal element in the phrase structure. In the case at hand, the author as-
sumes a dative-genitive-nominative sequence in the Case architecture
and proposes, in a nutshell, that the relevant empirical facts arise
through appropriate peeling mechanisms and some additional opera-
tions. It is difficult to appreciate the workings of the mechanism and
its relevance to the data discussed because of the somewhat sketchy
organization of the paper. It ends with a two-sentence conclusion, in
which “the proper analysis of SE” is left for future research.

Anna Pazelskaya analyzes “Argument structure in Russian dever-
bal nouns in -nie”. Her basic concern is the status of arguments of tran-
sitive verbs in nominalizations (such as the destruction of the city by the
enemy). She evaluates three approaches to nominalizations, starting
with Grimshaw 1990, who argues that the external argument is sup-
pressed and eliminated from the argument structure in nominaliza-
tions and may only optionally surface as a by-phrase adjunct. She also
refers to Giorgi and Longobardi’s 1991 theory, which argues that tran-
sitive verbs nominalize only after obligatory passivization, as well as
to Alexiadou’s 2001 account, according to which the vP projection is
preserved in nominalizations but is deficient and thus unable to assign
case. She validates these theories against the Russian data and finds
them all mutually compatible, as they account for different empirical
facts.

The paper by Maria-Luisa Rivero and Milena Milojevi¢ Sheppard
on “Revisiting involuntary state constructions in Slovenian” addresses
three main issues concerning these constructions (ISCs). First, it de-
bates whether they should receive a biclausal analysis (with two Vs, as
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in Marugi¢ and Zaucer 2004, 2006) or a monoclausal treatment (as in
the authors’ previous work). Second, it ponders the source of inten-
tionality/modality in view of the lack of overt modal markers in this
structure. Finally, it tries to determine whether ISCs can be analyzed
on a par with Inchoatives with dative involuntary agents (as proposed
in Kallulli 1999 for Albanian).

ISCs, exemplified for Slovenian in (4), consist of dative logical sub-
jects and verbs occurring in the default third person neuter form.

(4) Zdajle se mi ne  gre jutri domov.
now REFL mepar NEG gOPRESﬁSG tomorrow home

‘Right now, I do not feel like going home tomorrow.’

Strikingly enough, they may contain adverbials with contradictory
meanings such as zdajle ‘right now” and jutri ‘tomorrow’ within the
same clause, which led Marusi¢ and Zaucer to propose the biclausal
analysis. Rivero and Milojevi¢ Sheppard note, however, that one of the
adverbs must characterize the subject’s feeling or plan while the other
one refers to the event described by the verb, and no other combina-
tions of conflicting modifiers are possible. Hence, they attribute the
possibility of the juxtaposition of the adverbs to the presence of a mo-
dal aspectual operator. As for the morphological makeup of the con-
structions, the authors suggest that the aspectual operator is expressed
overtly in Bulgarian through aspectual tense marking, aorist and im-
perfect. The situation is less clear in Slovenian, which lacks these
tenses. Finally, the authors debate whether the ISCs should receive the
same analysis as inchoative constructions with dative involuntary
agents (as argued for in Kallulli 1999), but they decide against it be-
cause in Slovenian different morphological patterns of the verb par-
ticipating in the structures in Slovenian and the inchoatives do not rely
on aspect.

Peter Staroverov’s paper deals with “Type shifting and lexical se-
mantics in the interpretation of Russian conjoined nouns”. Its main
aim is to investigate the patterns of relational and sortal nouns in coor-
dination constructions. The author claims that there exists a type of
conjunction, termed by him a “reciprocal conjunction”, which is possi-
ble with some relational nouns but excluded with sortal nouns. An ex-
ample of this conjunction is The novel is about a husband and wife, in
which the two referents are interpreted as spouses. The author derives
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the reciprocal interpretation from the lexical properties of the nouns.
He claims that the possibility of this interpretation has consequences
for theories of coordination semantics and argues that and has more
than one meaning.

Another semantics paper, “Ordinary property and identifying pro-
perty wh-words: Two kakoj-s in Russian” by Igor Yanovich, addresses a
subset of indefinite pronouns in Russian. They consist of a pronoun
root that is homophonous with the wh-word kakoj ‘which/what” and
the markers -to and -nibud’, both of which mean ‘some’. The author in-
vestigates the semantics of these elements in a compositional manner
and points out that the pronoun kakoj can be analyzed in two different
ways: as a question word for regular properties and as a question
word for identifying properties.

In her paper, “Why are case markers in the Czech nominal declen-
sion not cyclic suffixes”, Markéta Zikova examines the lexical repre-
sentations of case morphemes in Czech and the way they merge with
nominal stems that end in consonants. The analysis is couched in the
CVCV framework of Government Phonology (Lowenstamm 1996,
Scheer 2004), and the overall aim is to provide morphological support
for lexically floating vowels and empty Nuclei. The author uses evi-
dence from two alternations, the e~g alternation (as in pater ‘floorgen.pr”
and patro ‘flooryopm sc’) and the alternations of syllabic liquids (such as
lotr-@ ‘rogueyomss’ and lotra ‘roguegpnsc’) to argue that zero case
morphemes do not have their own phonological structure and that
their influence on the form of the stem is due to the empty Nucleus at
the end of the stem. She also proposes that the initial vowels on the
case morphemes are lexically specified to associate to the Nucleus at
the end of the stem.

Sa$o Zivanovi¢’s paper, “Varieties of most: On different readings of
superlative determiners”, examines definite determiners (DDs, such as
the) and superlative determiners (SDs, such as most) and shows that all
languages that have SDs must have DDs. The author also claims that
SDs such as most in Most people drink beer have two readings: the ma-
jority reading, in which more than half of the people drink beer, and
the plurality reading, in which more people drink beer than any other
beverage, although they may constitute less than half of the people. He
observes an interesting correlation: unrelated languages that have arti-
cles (e.g., Bulgarian, Dutch, Farsi, German, and Hungarian) permit the
majority reading. This reading is unavailable in articleless languages
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(e.g., Chinese, Czech, Polish, Punjabi, Serbian/Croatian, and Turkish),
which only allow the plurality reading. This relation receives a
straightforward explanation on the assumption that the articleless lan-
guages lack the D projection to host a DD. They may have SDs, but
they pattern like weak determiners and may in addition encode a fo-
cus interpretation.

To conclude, this volume offers an interesting collection of papers
representing different areas of formal linguistics. As is sometimes the
case with conference proceedings, the quality of the contributions var-
ies, and some articles could profit from additional editing, as there are
occasional bibliographical errors. For instance, the bibliography format
in Czaplicki’s paper is different than the format applied in all the other
papers (the authors’ first names are abbreviated to initials; Kiparsky’s
1982 paper is referred to as a chapter in a book that is not listed; and
Rubach’s 1986 reference is missing page numbers). In Ferme’s paper
Padgett’s reference is given a different year in the bibliography than in
the main text, and in a few papers page numbers are missing in the
references. Some papers contain typos or stylistic errors (e.g., the first
part of Ivlieva and Podobryaev’s paper), but in general they do not
hinder reading. Thus, it seems the “stopover” edition of the FDSL con-
ference proves to be a fruitful enterprise. Moreover, the conference
organizers were apparently successful in breaking the biennial status
of the meetings, as two years later FDSL 7.5 was held at the Independ-
ent University of Moscow and FDSL 8.5 is to take place in November
2010 in Brno.
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