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Modification by depictives:
In favor of a binding-based account

David Erschler”

Abstract. In this paper, I use the properties of depictives in Digor and Iron Ossetic,
two closely related Iranian languages of the Caucasus, to argue in favor of binding-
based accounts of the depictive-host relationship. I show that anaphor binding and
the ability to host depictives in these languages pattern together — the two properties
define identical, and nontrivial, classes of syntactic positions. I proceed to propose a
parameterization of the analysis and show that it indeed accounts for a variety of
attested depictive systems.

Keywords. syntax; typology; depictives; anaphoric binding; Ossetic

1. Introduction. Minimalist syntax only provides us with two basic tools to account for a rela-
tionship between two nominal expressions: Move and Agree. Descriptively, however,
relationships between nominals appear fairly diverse. Whether, and how, this variety is reducible
to application of the two basic operations is a matter of active discussion. One example is the po-
lemics around the ways to analyze control; see, e.g., Hornstein (1999), Rodrigues (2007), Pires
(2007), Hornstein & Polinsky (2010), and Martins & Nuies (2017) for proposals to reduce con-
trol to movement, and arguments against such proposals in, e.g., Landau (2003, 2007), Bobaljik
& Landau (2009), Ndayiragije (2012), and Wood (2012). For anaphoric binding, an array of
works propose to reduce at least some instances of it to an application of Agree; see, e.g., Horn-
stein (2001), Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), Wurmbrand (2017), Murphy & Meyase
(2022), and Paparounas & Akkus (2023). For arguments against this line of thought, see, e.g.,
Charnavel (2019), Preminger (2019), and Rudnev (2020). Without taking a stance in these de-
bates, it is obviously desirable to minimize the number of mechanisms that underlie interaction
between nominals.

A peculiar case of an interaction between nominals is the one between a depictive and the
nominal it modifies. Recall that a DEPICTIVE is a constituent (typically an AP or NP) that de-
scribes the state of a DP during the situation described by the main verb of a clause; see, e.g.,
Rapoport (1999: 654). Following the usage of the latter, I call the DP modified by a depictive the
HOST of this depictive. I indicate the relationship between a depictive and its potential hosts by
indices (1).

* 1 feel honored to contribute to this Festschrift for Masha Polinsky, to whose mentorship and guidance over the
years | owe a great deal.

The main bulk of the data for this paper was collected during my fieldwork in North Ossetia in 2010-2016 in
the city of Vladikavkaz and the village of Lesken. Unless indicated otherwise, the data in this paper come from my
fieldwork materials. I thank the Takazov family for their hospitality; Aslan Guriev, Elizaveta Kochieva, and Fedar
Takazov for crucial help in organizing the work; and all my consultants for their immensely generous and patient
cooperation. Thanks go to Daniel Biiring, Seth Cable, Kyle Johnson, Idan Landau, Tova Rapoport, Pavel Rudnev,
and Rok Zaucer for their feedback and discussions at various stages of this research. Earlier versions of this work
were presented at SLE 2019, GLOW45, Sinfonija 13, and HUJI Syntax Workshop, as well as at colloquia at Bar Ilan
University, the University of Frankfurt, and the School of Linguistics, High School of Economics, Moscow. I thank
the audiences at these venues for their feedback. Author: David Erschler, Department of Foreign Literatures and
Linguistics, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev (erschler@bgu.ac.il).
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(1) a. Mary; ate the fishj rawsi;/drunk;s;.
b. John; served Mary; coffee drunk;.

Cross-linguistically, depictives may require overt morphological marking — for instance, the
locative postposition -de in Japanese (2a) (Koizumi 1994), the postposition -/o ‘as’ in Korean
(2b) (Ko 2011), or the essive case in Finnish (2¢) (Fong 2003).

(2) a. Japanese (Koizumi 1994: 27)

Taroo-ga; hadaka-de;  hon-o yonda.
Taro-NOM naked-DEP ~ book-ACC read
‘Taro read a book naked.’

b. Korean (Ko 2011: 772)
Chelswu-ka chamchi-lul; nal-lo; sey-cokak mekessta.
Chelswu-NOM tuna-ACC raw-DEP  3-CL ate
‘Chelswu ate three pieces of tuna raw.’

c. Finnish (Fong 2003: (3a))
Elefantti s01 maapihkina-t suolattom-i-na.
elephant.NOM ate peanut-PL.ACC  unsalted-PL-ESS
‘A/The elephant ate the peanuts unsalted.’

Besides the theoretical question of how the relation between a depictive and its host is estab-
lished, a related descriptive question exists — What syntactic positions can a DP occupy in a
given language to be able to host a depictive? The literature on depictives, including those in less
studied languages, is fairly rich; see, e.g., Schultze-Berndt & Himmelmann (2004, 2005), Roth-
stein (2017), Schroeder et al. (2008), Potsdam & Haddad (2017), Schultze-Berndt (2017), and
references therein. However, the cross-linguistic variation in the types of admissible hosts has
received less attention.

In English, only subjects and direct objects can serve as hosts,! as first observed by Williams
(1980: 203, 207). The same pattern obtains in a number of other better-studied languages, e.g.,
Spanish (Demonte 1987, 1988: 3), German (Georgala 2011: 102; Miiller 2004), and Basque
(Odria 2014: 295). Many analyses effectively take this observation as a primitive (e.g., You 2016
for Spanish).

However, it has been long known that there are languages that allow a wider array of syntac-
tic positions to be modified by a depictive. This is the case, for instance, for Finnish (3a), where
the indirect object #im can be modified by the depictive (Nichols 1978: 120—121). This has been
also observed for Slovenian, where depictive modification is possible even for a PP complement
(3b) (Marusic et al. 2003, 2008). A wider range of depictive hosts is also attested in Romanian
and Albanian (Irimia 2005) and Lithuanian (Cizik-Prokaseva 2010: 132).

3) a. Finnish (Nichols 1978: 120)
pro; lahetimme hénelle; rahaa lapse-najj;.
IPL  we.sent s/he.ADESS> money.PART child-ESS
‘We sent him money as a child (when we/he were/was a child)’

! This generalization has some apparent exceptions; see Maling (2001) and Demonte (1987) for examples and Py-
Ikkénen (2008) for a discussion.

2 Glosses and abbreviations: ADESS adessive; ABL ablative; ALL allative; Appl applicative; AV agent voice; CL classi-
fier; CVB converb; DAT dative; DEP depictive; DV direction voice; ESS essive; GEN genitive; INS instrumental; LINK
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b. Slovenian (Marusic et al. 2003)
Vceraj smo [na  Vid-aj] Se disto pijan-ega;
yesterday AUX onto V-AcCC  still completely  drunk-AccC
naleteli na PreSercu.
ran on PreSeren.square
“Yesterday we ran into Vid; at PreSeren square, and he; was still completely drunk;’

The first proposal to systematically account for the cross-linguistic variation between depic-
tive hosts is that of Pylkkinen (2008). To the best of my knowledge, it remains the only one to
date. On her proposal, the question of what are possible depictive hosts in a given language is re-
duced to the question about how the relationship is established between a depictive and its host.
Specifically, she proposes that this relationship is only established at LF. The semantics she
adopts for depictives and arguments is such that semantic composition is only possible between
depictives and subjects, direct objects, and high applicatives — i.e., such applicatives that are
merged above V. As the Slovenian sentence in (3b) illustrates, this proposal under-generates.?
Later, I show that it significantly overgenerates as well.

Beginning with Rothstein (1983) for English, several binding-based proposals have been ad-
vanced. This approach has been worked out in particular detail for Russian and other East Slavic
languages by Bailyn (1995, 2012) and Richardson (2007).

In this paper, I provide novel evidence that binding can be implicated in the establishment
of the host-depictive relationship. The evidence comes from the behavior of depictives in the Os-
setic languages, where the same nontrivial class of syntactic positions allows modification by
depictives and anaphor binding. While it is not my goal here to derive the properties of anaphor
binding in Ossetic, the fact that these two different requirements define the same class of syntactic
positions strongly suggests that the same mechanism underlies binding and modification by depic-
tives in these languages.

I use the notation DepP for the immediate constituent containing a depictive. As a first ap-
proximation, there is a large consensus in the literature about the internal structure of DepP (4).
The head Dep is assumed to be responsible for the idiosyncratic morphological marking the de-
pictive receives in a given language (2) and for the depictive semantics. The precise nature of
Dep? and of its Spec depends on the specific proposal. This includes even the existence of the
specifier; see, e.g., Rothstein (2019: 554) for a proposal that DepP cannot contain “null pronomi-
nal elements”. Dep? can be thought of as a relator in the sense of den Dikken (2006: 11); see,
e.g., Ko (2011: 738) for this point about Korean.

4) DepP
/\
Spec Dep’
/\
Dep? AP/NP

PN

linker; LOC locative; LV location voice; OV object voice; PART partitive; POSS.1/2/3.PL/SG possessive proclitic; PRFV
perfective; PRV preverb; REFL reflexive; SUP superessive.

® A reviewer raises a possibility that Slovenian agreeing depictives are reduced relative clauses. However, if that
were so, depictives had to be always participial. This is not the case — clearly non-deverbal adjectives can appear in
depictives, and pijani ‘drunk’ in (b) is one such example. The same argument applies to Russian case-agreeing de-
pictives, whose behavior is largely identical to that of Slovenian ones.
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In this paper, I argue that the specifier of DepP is occupied by a null anaphor, which is
bound by the DP the depictive modifies. Different readings of a sentence with a depictive corre-
spond to different attachment sites of DepP.

While it is possible that the syntax of modification by depictives is not cross-linguistically
uniform, I proceed to argue that the proposed binding-based account is generalizable to other
languages. Specifically, I show how it can account for the depictive behavior in Russian, Tyvan,
Slovenian, and Tagalog.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I provide an overview of the approaches to
the depictive-host relationship and show that some of them are clearly unable to account for the
cross-linguistic variation in the class of admissible hosts. In section 3, I present the key case
study of this paper, depictives in the two Ossetic languages. In section 4, I compare the proper-
ties of control and binding in these languages and show that the ability of a DP to bind reflexives
and reciprocals patterns together with the ability to be modified by a depictive. In section 5, I lay
out my proposal about reducing modification by depictives in Ossetic to anaphor binding. In sec-
tion 6, I speculate about how the current proposal can be generalized to account for cross-
linguistic variation and apply the resulting system to depictives in Russian, Tyvan, and Tagalog.
Section 7 concludes.

2. Proposals in the literature. Proposals in the generative literature about how the relationship
is established between a host and a depictive include control of a PRO in DepP, binding, merger
of DepP (with the host DP as its overt subject) in the position of the host, and purely semantic
combination of depictives and hosts at the LF — i.e., essentially not assuming any special syntac-
tic relationship between them.

I have to leave aside the proposals where DepP and the rest of the clause are derived sepa-
rately, while the relationship between the depictive and its host is established by grafting or
creating a multidimensional structure (e.g., You 2016; Irimia & Rapoport 2018). Further research
is required to determine how, and whether, restrictions on the syntactic position of a host can be
implemented under such approaches.

2.1. CONTROL-BASED APPROACHES. A major strain in the literature on secondary predicates in
general, and depictives in particular, assumes the relationship between a depictive and its host to
be that of (obligatory) control. Specifically, on this approach SpecDepP in (4) is taken to be oc-
cupied by the obligatorily controlled PRO (5).

(%) John [met Maryi] [peppPRO; angry]. (Rothstein 2006)

Representatives of this approach include Chomsky (1981: Ch. 2.6), Safir (1983: 735), Stowell
(1983), Hornstein & Lightfoot (1987: 27), Franks & Hornstein (1992), Bowers (1993), Legendre
(1997: 44), Szajbel-Keck (2015), Kishimoto (2021: 54), and den Dikken & Dékany (2023). On
this approach, the restriction of potential hosts to subjects and objects must follow from the gen-
eral properties of obligatory control.

If this analysis is to be taken as cross-linguistically valid, the prediction is that in a given
language, the ability to host a depictive and to control PRO should pattern together. It is easy to
see that this prediction is not borne out. As the contrast between (6a) and (6b) shows, indirect ob-
jects in Russian can control PRO but cannot host an instrumental-marked depictive.*

4 Russian also has case-agreeing depictives (e.g., Filip 2001; Richardson 2007: 123), which are not subject to any
obvious restriction on the type of the host — i.e., they pattern with Slovenian ones.
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(6) Russian
a. Petja; prinjos  Vase; casy pjanymix;.
PetyaNOM  brought Vasya.DAT  watch.ACC  drunk
‘Petya brought Vasya a watch drunk.’
b. Petja; prinjos  Vase; casy PRO; pocinit’.
Petya.NOM  brought Vasya.DAT  watch.ACC fix.INF
‘Petya brought Vasya a watch to fix.’

We will see similar Ossetic facts in section 4.1 below. Accordingly, control-based ap-
proaches to depictive modification cannot be cross-linguistically valid.

2.2. BINDING. On this approach, SpecDepP in (4) is occupied in anaphor bound by the depictive
host. To repeat, this approach was implemented for Russian and other East Slavic languages by
Bailyn (1995, 2012) and Richardson (2007).

2.3. MERGER OF DEPP IN LIEU OF THE HOST DP. In Slovenian, no restrictions obtain on DPs that
host depictives (Marusi€ et al. 2003, 2008). For instance, in (7a), the depictive ‘drunk’ modifies
‘Vid’, the complement of a preposition. Accordingly, the authors propose that the host DP is the
subject of a small clause whose predicate is the depictive. The respective small clause is merged
wherever the respective DP could be merged (7b).

(7) Slovenian (Marusic et al. 2008)

a. Vceraj smo na Vida;

yesterday AUX.IPL onto Vid.ACC

Se disto pjanego; naleteli na  PreSercu.

still  completely  drunk ran on PreSeren.square

“Yesterday we ran into Vid at PreSeren square, and he was still completely drunk.’
b. PP

/\
P DepP
/\
DP T
Dep? AP

Whatever the assumptions about how such a structure is interpreted semantically, in the cur-
rent form, this proposal predicts that depictives are not sensitive to the type of host.> In section 6,
I argue that the proposal can be modified to naturally fit into the parametric system I lay out be-
low.

2.4. PYLKKANEN’S (2008) PROPOSAL. Pylkkdnen (2008) made an explicit proposal about the se-
mantics of applicatives and used the semantics of depictives proposed by Geuder (2000).
Applicatives can be “high” and “low”; that is, they can be higher or lower than V°. The seman-
tics of high and low applicatives are different. DepP can only adjoin to vP (VoiceP in her
notation) and VP (for type-matching reasons). DepP cannot combine with low applicatives (for
semantic reasons) but can do so with high applicatives. This analysis, however, massively over-
generates. This can be illustrated by examples from Russian and Tyvan.

5 Irimia & Rapoport’s (2021) proposal, advanced for English, appears to make the same prediction. The crucial dif-
ference from Marusic et al.’s (2008) proposal is that it discusses the properties of the Dep® head in detail (¢ head in
the notation of their paper).
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As Boneh & Nash (2017) show, some Russian indirect objects are high applicatives (8a-b).
However, they still cannot be modified by depictives (8c).

() Russian (Boneh & Nash 2017: 903)

a. Ivan otpravil Vase ¢emodan.
L sent Vasya.DAT.M suitcase
‘Ivan sent Vasya a suitcase.’
b. vP
/\
DPAgent
Ivan & ApplP
otpravil T
‘sent’ DPpat
Vase Appl° VP
‘for Vasya’ A
...DPacc...
cemodan
‘suitcase’
c. Ivan; otpravil Vase; ¢emodan paralizovann-ymis.
L. sent Vasya.DAT.M suitcase  paralyzed-INS.M

‘Ivan sent Vasya a suitcase paralyzed.’

Tyvan (Turkic, Southeast Siberia) only has DO-depictives (9a); subject depictives are ex-
pressed by converbial clauses (9b) (Nevskaya 2019).

9) Tyvan (Nevskaya 2019)
a. ol etti Cig-ge ciir.
s/he  meat-ACC raw-DAT eats
‘S/he eats meat raw.’
b. ol aniyaq tur-yas ¢oq.apar-yan.
s/he  young stand.AUX-CVB die-PERF
‘S/he died young.’ (lit. ‘being young’)

On the other hand, it is not clear how Pylkkinen’s (2008) proposal would account for the Slove-
nian pattern laid out in Marusic et al. (2008).

It is worth stressing that these facts do not automatically mean that Pylkkénen’s (2008) ap-
proach to depictive semantics is invalid. What they do imply, however, is that additional
mechanisms have to be invoked to explain the observed cross-linguistic variation.

3. Case study: depictives in Ossetic. In this section, I provide the relevant background about
Ossetic grammar and describe the properties of depictives in these languages.

3.1. BACKGROUND ON OSSETIC. Ossetic is a cover term for two closely related Iranian languages,
Iron and Digor, spoken in the Central Caucasus (Erschler 2018; 2021). These languages are pre-
dominantly head-final, with a moderately large case system. Case is marked on the right edge of
the DP.¢ The DP is rigidly ordered and unsplittable; it shows no overt agreement, either in case
or in number (10). Ossetic lacks morphological gender.

® The issue of whether the Ossetic languages project a DP is orthogonal to our present purposes. See, however,
Erschler (2019) for evidence in favor of this.
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(10) Digor
a. affi  ustur wors bey
this  big  white horse

‘this big white horse’
b. *affi-® ustur-@  wors-@  bey-t-en
this  big white horse-PL-DAT

‘for these big white horses’

Constituents tend to be head-final, but the constituent order in a finite clause is relatively
flexible; see Kudzoeva (2003), Erschler (2012), and Borise & Erschler (2022) for a discussion of
restrictions it is subject to.

3.2. DEPICTIVES IN OSSETIC. At the very outset, it should be noted that Ossetic lacks resultatives
—1i.e., secondary predicates like dry in John wiped the table dry. On the other hand, Ossetic
widely uses depictives. Depictives are obligatorily marked with the ablative (11a), no matter the
case of the host DP. They do not agree with the host in number (11b).

(11)  Digor (Ik’ati 2011: 23)
a. soslan <tuzmeg-*(ej)> ratsude;] <tuzmeg-*(ej)>.
S. angry-ABL s/he.left
‘Soslan left angry.’
b. inne-te=ba  eguppeg-ej baduntse.
other-PL=CTR silent-ABL sit.PRS.3PL
‘Others are sitting silent.’

The obligatory ablative marking rules out the possibility that what looks like a depictive and its
host are actually fragments of a single split constituent. In other instances of nonverbal predica-
tion, the ablative marking does not arise (12).

(12)  Digor
a. copular clause
je=der kedzos adte;.
itNOM=too clean.NOM was
‘It (air) was clean too.” (from a recorded narrative)
b. ‘become X’
se=tsard=der tsubur issej.
their=life.NOM=too  short.NOM became
‘Even their life became short.” (from a recorded narrative)
c. ‘consider to be X’
[xYarz leg]-bel ke nimmaj-un engezuj?
good man-SUP who.ACC count-INF is.possible
‘Who can be considered a good person?’ (from a recorded narrative)
d. adgin=ime kes-uj fuf-i fid.
sweet=ALL.3SG  look-PRS.3SG sheep-GEN meat
‘He considers mutton tasty.” (from a literary text)

These data allow us to conclude that depictives are a separate class of predicates in Ossetic;
cf. the argument of Matushansky’s (2019) against a one-serves-all PredP. I assume that the
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ablative is assigned to the AP by Dep?. I abstract away from possible semantic restrictions on the
finite verb’ in a clause that hosts a depictive; see, e.g., Rapoport (1999) for English.

Wh-questions to depictives use the ablative-marked kud ‘how’ or #i yuzen ‘like what’, which
are placed immediately preverbally, just like any wh-phrase in Ossetic (Erschler 2012).

(13) Digor
A: soslan kud-ej/  [fi yuzen-ej] erba-tsud-ej?
Soslan how-ABL/ [what similar-ABL ~ PRV-g0.PST-PST.3SG
‘In what state did Soslan come?’
B: rasug-ej
drunk-ABL

The host and the depictive cannot be separated by a clause boundary, even if the clause is
nonfinite (14).

(14) Digor
soslan;  yeteg-ij ne=wadz-yj [rasug-ej; PRO; erba-tsew-un].
Soslan Kh-OBL  NEG=let-PRS.3SG  drunk-ABL PRV-g0-INF

‘Soslan; doesn’t let Khetagj to come drunksxij;.” (15/15 respondents)

Finally, to be modified by a depictive, a DP does not need to c-command the depictive on
the surface (15).

(15) Digor
rasug-eji <soslan-i>>  neked fejjidton  <soslan-i>
drunk-ABL Soslan-ACC never l.saw Soslan-ACC

‘I’ve never seen Soslan drunk.’

3.3. DEPICTIVE HOSTS: ARGUMENTS VS. ADJUNCTS. Any verb argument in Ossetic, no matter
which morphological case marks it (except the Iron comitative), can host a depictive.

To elicit judgments about possible depictive hosts, stimuli were offered to language consult-
ants who were asked to judge which of the participants the depictive modifies. (“Who is drunk in
this sentence?”). In the sentences below, the notation (X: 1, Y 2; X/Y: 3) means that 1 consultant
judged X to be the only appropriate host, 2 consultants judged so Y, and 3 consultants judged so
both participants.

(16)  Digor direct object®
a. accusative marked DO
e3ine ervong-eji; soslan-ij pro;  fejjidton.
yesterday sober-ABL S-ACC Lsaw
“Yesterday, [ saw Soslan (when I/Soslan was) sober.” (Subj: 2; Obj: 6; S/O: 7)

7 For instance, in Russian, a language that normally allows direct objects to host depictives, the following sentence
(based on an English example in Rapoport 1993: 177) is ungrammatical for most speakers.

(1) *ja pnul  kosku mokroj.
ILNoM  kicked catF.ACC  wet.F.INS
‘I kicked the cat (when it was) wet.” (intended)

8 Ossetic exhibits Differential Object Marking.
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b. unmarked DO
soslan y“ergenase; y“eruj teygun-eji.
Soslan cucumber eats  salted-ABL
‘Soslan is eating a/the cucumber salted.” (Subj: 2; Obj: 12; S/O: 0; 2 people rejected
the sentence.)
Digor idiosyncratically marked internal argument
c. Ablative ‘to fear X-ABL’
soslan; yeteg-gj; rasug-ejij tersuj.
Soslan Khetag-ABL ~ drunk-ABL  fears
‘Soslan fears Khetag drunk.” (Subj: 8; Obj: 3; S/O: 5)
d. Superessive ‘to trust X-SUP’
soslan; yeteg-bel; rasug-ejij ewwenduj.
Soslan Khetag-SUP  drunk-ABL trusts
‘Soslan trusts Khetag drunk.’ (Subj: 5; Obj: 3; S/O: 6)
e. Allative ‘desire X-ALL’
soslan y“ergenase-me;  bellyj seygun-ej;.
Soslan cucumber-ALL ~ desires  salted-ABL
‘Soslan wishes/desires a cucumber salted.” (Subj: 3; Obj: 13; S/O: 0)

Ditransitives
f. Digor dative-marked host
soslan; yeteg-en; mafin-i desel-te rasug-eji; ravardta.

Soslan Khetag-DAT car-GEN key-PL  drunk-ABL gave

‘Soslan; gave Khetag; the car keys when hejj; was drunk.’ (S: 10; 10: 1; S/10: 5)
g. Iron Ossetic ablative-marked host

Joflan yeteg-ej; mafin-o  desel-te  rafog-eji; rajfta.

Soslan Khetag-ABL car-GEN  key-PL drunk-ABL  took

‘Soslan; took the car keys from Khetagj when heij was drunk.” (S°: 1; S/I0: 3)
h. Digor ablative- and superessive-marked hosts

soslan-ej; =mebel; rasug-eji; rawadej.

Soslan-ABL=SUP.1SG drunk-ABL befell

‘I had it from Soslan (when I/Soslan was) drunk.” (Abl: 4; Sup: 2; Abl/Sup: 4)

On the other hand, for the majority of consultants, adjuncts are never able to be modified by de-

pictives (17). The subject wins out even when the resulting interpretation is pragmatically odd,
like in (17a).

(17)  Digor case-marked adjuncts
a. tikisi soslan-bel;  rasug-gjiy+ yussuj.
cat Soslan-SUP ~ drunk-ABL sleeps
‘The cat sleeps on Soslan (when it/*Soslan is) drunk.’ (S: 12; Adj: 2; S/Ad;: 0)
b. soslan; erbatsudej alan-me; rasug-ejis.
Soslan came Alan-ALL drunk-ABL
‘Soslan came to Alan drunk.’ (S: 15; Adjunct: 0; S/Adjunct: 0)

° This sentence is in Iron Ossetic. I could consult fewer speakers of Iron than of Digor.
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c. soslan; yeteg-bel; rasug-ejix dzoruj.

Soslan Khetag-Sup  drunk-ABL speaks

‘Soslan speaks about Khetag drunk.’ (S: 13; Adjunct: 0; S/Adjunct: 0)
d. PP adjunct

soslan alan-i razi rasug-ej  lewu;.

Soslan Alan-GEN in.front.of drunk-ABL stands

‘Soslan stands in front of Alan drunk’ (S: 16; Adjunct: 0; S/Adjunct: 0)

The contrast between the superessive DP in (16d), where it is an argument, and in (17a), where it
is an adjunct, show that it is not the case marking, but indeed the argument/adjunct status that is
responsible for the ability of NPs to host depictives in Ossetic.

To ensure that for erbatsew- ‘arrive’ in (17b) and ¢or- ‘speak’ in (17¢), the goal and the
subject matter, respectively, are not syntactic arguments, note that these verbs can freely occur
without such DPs (18).

(18) Digor
a. 19-ag-i  izer-zj ne=direktor erbatsude;.
19-th-LOC evening-ABL 1PL.POSS=headmaster arrived
‘On the 19th at night our headmaster arrived.’ (Aghuzarti 2008: 87)
b. ruslan kewingeles-ej dzoru;.
Ruslan crying.voice-ABL speaks
‘Ruslan’s speaking in a crying voice.’ (Ik’ati 2011: 137)
Finally, possessors cannot host depictives (19).1°
(19) Digor
a. [soslan-i; ensuverj] yeteg-belk rasug-ej+jkx  isembaldej.

Soslan-GEN ~ brother =~ Khetag-SUP  drunk-ABL  s/he.met
‘Soslan’s; brother; met Khetagy drunksiju.’
b. [soslan-ii  yedzare;] basusdej rasug-ej«i;.
Soslan-GEN house burned  drunk-ABL
‘Soslan’s house burned drunk.’

To recapitulate, while any argument in Ossetic can host a depictive, no adjunct or possessor can
do so.

3.4. APPARENT EXCEPTIONS. The generalization about possessors from the preceding section
needs a qualification. While the regular possessor of an argument is unable to host a depictive

10 An additional way to mark the possessor in Ossetic is to use a possessive proclitic and a coreferential DP in the
dative (ia). The dative-marked DP in this construction does not form a constituent with the possessee, which is evi-
denced by the clitic placement in (ia). The possessor marked this way cannot host depictives (ib), which is in full
accordance with the generalizations — the proclitic cannot host depictives as a DP-internal possessor, while the da-
tive DP cannot do so as an adjunct.

(1) Digor
a. all tsawejnon-eni=der=ej+i e=kuj bazonu;.
every  hunter-DAT=EMP=ACC.3SG POSS.3sG=dog  recognizes
‘Every hunteri’s dog recognizes him/her/it+.’
b. soslan-en  je=nsuver rasug-ej erbatsudej.
Soslan-DAT POSS.3sG=brother drunk-ABL  s/he.arrived
‘Soslan’s; brother; arrived drunksi;.
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(19), possessors are able to do so if they are “indirect arguments” of the verb — i.e., when they
occur in idiomatic predicates such as ‘to take X’s picture’ ‘to go to X’s heart = to please X’, etc.
(20).

(20) Digor

a. soslan; [alan-i xuze;] ifista rasug-ej ij.

Soslan Alan-GEN picture ~ took  drunk-ABL

‘Soslan took Alan’s picture when (he was) drunk.” (Soslan: 9; Alan: 1; S/A: 5)
b. medine; [soslan-jj zerde-me] tsewuj rasug-ejij;.

Madina  Soslan-GEN  heart-ALL goes drunk-ABL

‘Soslan likes Madina (/iz. Madina goes to Soslan’s heart) when drunk.’

(S: 0; M: 1; S/M: 2)1!

c. medin-ij zerde ba-gar=gj sejg-eji.

M-0OBL  heart PRV-warm=be.PRS.3SG ill-ABL

‘Madina lost consciousness (lit. Madina’s heart got warm) when sick.” (M: 3)

Thus, possessors in idiomatized constructions seem to violate the generalization that only argu-
ments may host depictives. I submit, however, that this violation is merely spurious. Similarly to
the analysis of inalienable possession in Guéron (1985), Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992), and
Nash (2021: 1245), I propose that the possessum in such phrases is an anaphoric expression (or
contains an unsaturated variable) that receives reference from, or is bound by, the possessor. Ac-
cordingly, the depictive in such a construction is actually hosted by the entire DP, e.g., ‘Alan’s
picture’ in (20a) and ‘Soslan’s heart’ in (20b). The DP then gets idiomatically interpreted as re-
ferring to its possessor, e.g., ‘Soslan’s heart’ is interpreted as ‘Soslan’.

4. Depictive hosting vs. control and binding. In this section, I compare the patterns of depictive
hosting with those of control and binding in Ossetic. I show that, similarly to the Russian data
discussed in section 2.1, control patterns differently from depictive hosting. On the other hand,
the behavior of anaphor binding is fully parallel to depictive hosting.

4.1. CONTROL VS. DEPICTIVE HOSTING. The behavior of control clauses is very different from that
of depictives. We are primarily interested in adjunct control, because depictives are adjuncts.
Complement control behaves in the same manner, however.

Adjuncts that participate in control in Ossetic are converb clauses. PRO in such clauses can
be controlled by the subject or direct object (21); see also Belyaev & Vydrin (2011: 123—-124) for
Iron Ossetic.

(21) Digor
a. Subject control
soslan; je=nsuver-ej; [PROyx yod-ge-j] raledzuj.
Soslan POSS.3SG=brother-ABL laugh-CVB-ABL  runs.away

‘Soslan is running away from his brother laughing.’

b. Object control
soslan medin-i fejjidta [PRO; zar-ge-(j)].
Soslan Madina-ACC see.PST.3SG sing-CVB-ABL
‘Soslan saw Madina sing.’

! Unfortunately, I realized the importance of examples of this type fairly late in the course of my fieldtrip and was
only able to collect very few judgments.
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Other arguments cannot control converb clauses, although we have seen that they can serve as
depictive hosts. This is illustrated for a dative-marked IO in (22a) and for a superessive-marked
10 in (22c). The sentence with a depictive in (22b) serves as a minimal pair to (22a).

(22) Digor
a. fide; e=furt-en; degelte
father.NOM  P0OSS.3SG=son-DAT  keys
[kust-me PROy+j  rasewu-ge-j] ravardta.
work-ALL go.away-CVB-ABL  give.PST.3SG
“The father; left the keys to his sonj while PROyj leaving for the work.’
b. soslan; yeteg-en; mafin-i  desel-te rasug-eji; ravardta.

Soslan Khetag-DAT car-GEN  key-PL drunk-ABL gave
‘Soslan; gave Khetag; the car keys when hei; was drunk.’

c. soslan-i ensuver=mebelx [PRO«j» zar-ge-j] isembalde;j.
Soslan-OBL brother=SuP.1SG sing-CVB-ABL  met
‘Soslan’s brother met me while PROxjj# singing.’

Likewise, possessors in idiomatic predicates cannot control converbs.

(23) Digor
soslan; alan-ij  yuze 1ifista [je=bil-t-i PRO;i+  bayod-ge-j].
Soslan Alan-OBL picture took  POSS.38G=lip-PL-OBL smile-CVB-ABL

‘Soslan took Alan’s picture smiling.’

Accordingly, we can rule out control as a possible relation between the host DP and the de-
pictive in Ossetic.

4.2. ANAPHOR BINDING IN OSSETIC. In this section, I show that the class of DPs that can bind
anaphors in Ossetic fully coincides with the class of those that can host depictives. Specifically,
anaphors can be bound by subjects, objects, indirect objects, lexically case-marked internal argu-
ments, and possessors in idiomatic predicates. On the other hand, adjuncts, PP complements, and
regular possessors cannot bind anaphors.

The Ossetic languages exhibit dedicated reflexives and reciprocals. Reflexives are formed
from the dedicated stem ye- (Digor)/yi- (Iron) with a possessive proclitic bearing the phi-features
of the binder (24a). Reciprocals are formed from the dedicated stem keredsze- (D)/kerezi- (1), to
which a possessive proclitic optionally attaches (24b).

(24) Digor
a. Reflexive
BZi me=ye; enamond ne=yon-un.
I  POSS.1SG=REFL  unlucky NEG=call-PRS.1SG
‘I do not call myself unlucky.’ (Aghuzarti 2008: 7)

b. Reciprocal
alan; @ma madin®;  (se)=keredze-belij @wwaenduntz.
Alan and Madina 3PL.POSS=REC-SUP  trust.PRS.3PL
‘Alan and Madina trust each other.’

The sentences in (24) illustrate that subjects can bind anaphors in Ossetic. The sentences in
(25) show the same for direct objects (25a), indirect objects (25b), and internal arguments
marked by a lexical case (25¢-d).
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(25) Digor

a. soslan-i e=YCi yetstse  ba-zonge kodton.
Soslan-ACC ~ POSS.3SG=REFL with PRV-known  do.PST.1SG
‘I introduced Soslan to himself.’

b. soslan-me;  e=yeix bavdiston.

Soslan-ALL  POSS.3SG=REFL l.showed
‘I showed Soslan himself’

Iron Ossetic

C. ‘to praise X-ABL’
Joflan-egj;  je=mad eppelo je=yi; razo.
Soslan-ABL POSS.3SG=mother praises POSS.3SG=REFL in.front.of
‘Soslan’s mother praises him in front of himself.’

d. ‘to believe (in) X-SUP’
Joflan-al;  je=mad ewwendo je=yi; fersoa.
Soslan-SUP POSS.3SG=mother believes POSS.3SG=REFL for.the.sake
‘Soslan’s mother believes in him for his own (lit. himself’s) sake.’

As I mentioned in section 3.4, Ossetic has a large number of idiomatic predicates with the
experiencer encoded as the possessor. We have seen that these can be modified by a depictive.
The sentences in (26) show that such possessors can bind anaphors.

(26)  X'’s heart laughs at Y ‘X feels offended by Y’

Digor

a. soslan-i zerde e=ye-bel yoduj.
Soslan-GEN  heart POSS.3SG=REFL-SUP laugh.PRS.3SG
‘Soslan feels offended by himself.’

b. soslan ema medin-i zerdi-te  keredze-bel  yoduntse.
Soslan and Madina-GEN heart-PL  REC-SUP laugh
‘Soslan and Madina are offended by each other.’

c. YgoestoX's heart ‘X likes Y’
soslan-i zerde-me  tsewuntse e=ye-bel yabertte.
Soslan-GEN heart-ALL  go POSS.3SG=REFL-SUP  stories
‘Soslan likes stories about himself.’

On the other hand, adjuncts cannot bind anaphors (27a). The same holds for adposition comple-
ments (27b) and possessors outside of idiomatic expressions (27c).

(27) Digor
a. yeteg; radzoruj  soslan-bel;  e=yets-enisxj.
I Kh.NoM tells Soslan-SUP  POSS.3SG=REFL-DAT
*‘Khetag is telling himself; about Soslan;.’
b. *e=ye; soslan-i; yestse ba-zonge kodton.

POSS.3SG=REFL.ACC Soslan-GEN  with PRv-known do.PST.1SG
lit. ‘T made himself; acquainted with Soslan;.” (intended)
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c. batradz; warzuj [e=ye-belix soslan-ij  radzur-te-me PRO;
Batraz  loves  POSS.3SG=REFL-SUP Soslan-GEN story-PL-ALL
iKos-un].
listen-INF
‘Batraz; loves to listen to Soslan;’s stories about himself/.’

To recapitulate, a full parallelism exists between the ability to host a depictive and to bind an
overt anaphor, as summarized in Table 1.

Type of DP Ability to host depictives Ability to bind anaphors
Subjects v (16) v (24)

Direct objects v (16a) v’ (25a)

Indirect objects v (16f-g) v" (25b-d)

Possessors in idiomatic predicates v* (20) v (26)

Adjuncts x (17a-c) x (27a)

Adposition complements x (17d) x (27b)

Regular possessors x (19) x (27¢)

Table 1. Comparing the ability to host depictives and to bind anaphors across DP types

Furthermore, overt anaphors do not have to be c-commanded on the surface by a binder
(28), similarly to depictives (15).

(28) Digor
a. e=ye-bel ewwenduj ermest  medine.
3SG.POSS=REFL-SUP  believe.PRS.3SG  only Madina
‘Only Madina believes in herself.’
b. keredsemej tersuntse  ne=kuj ema  ne=tikis.

REC.ABL fear.PRS.3PL 1PL.POSS=dog and  1PL.POSS=cat
‘Our cat and our dog are scared of each other.’

5. Proposal. It is not my goal here to provide an analysis of binding in Ossetic. In particular, I
remain agnostic as to why adjuncts are unable to bind anaphors, while any arguments can do so.
However, the strong parallelism between the depictive hosting and anaphor binding suggests that
the depictive-host relationship in Ossetic can be reduced to that between an anaphor and its ante-
cedent.

Specifically, I propose that SpecDepP is occupied by a dedicated null anaphor §'% (29). The
anaphor is bound by the DP the depictive modifies. Ossetic-internal facts only warrant the con-
clusion that the binding domain of 6 must not exceed the minimal clause that contains DepP.
Cross-linguistic data in section 6 will allow us to sharpen this condition — we will see that the
binding domain of 6 must be the phrase DepP adjoins to.

12 A reviewer suggests that the notation 8 might be an allusion to Safir’s (2014) notion of D-bound. As a matter of
fact, o stands for “depictive”.
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(29) DepP

/\
di Dep’
/\
Dep? AP/NP-ABL

PN

The head Dep? is assumed to be responsible for the depictive semantics and for the ablative
marking that the depictive AP/NP receives.!? Interpretation ambiguities are taken to reflect the
position where DepP is merged, similarly to the proposals in Koizumi (1994) for Japanese, Rich-
ardson (2007) for East Slavic languages, Ko (2011) for Korean, and others.

Specifically, I propose that internal argument-oriented depictives are base-generated as an
adjunct to the VP, indirect-object oriented depictives are base-generated as an adjunct to ApplP,
and subject-oriented depictives are base-generated as an adjunct to the vP.

I make fairly standard assumptions about the clause structure (30). Nothing hinges on
whether idiosyncratically case-marked internal arguments (16c-e) are introduced by Appl heads
or are the complements of the respective V’s.

(30) vP
/\
Subject v’
/\
v ApplP
/\
DP Appl’
/\
Appl VP
/\
Vo DO

Accordingly, DepP may occupy the positions shown in (31), where DepP is a subject-oriented
depictive, DepP2 is an applicative-oriented depictive, and DepP; is an object-oriented depictive.

13 The idea that a bare, that is D-less, NP or AP receives case is potentially theoretically problematic (Danon 2006).
It is conceivable that the AP/NP of a depictive is actually embedded in a DP with a null D°.
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31) vP

/\
Subject vP
/\
DepP: v’
v ApplP
DP ApplP
DepP: Appl’
Appl VP
/\
DepP3 \'%A
/\
s DO
As the tree in (31) suggests, multiple depictives can indeed occur in a single clause ().
(32) Digor
soslan; rasug-ej; fennadta alan-i; bernag-gj;.

Soslan drunk-ABL beat.up.PST.3SG ~ Alan-ACC naked-ABL
‘Soslan; drunk; beat up Alan; (when he;j was) naked.’

The properties of depictives in Ossetic then follow automatically from the properties of anaphor
binding in these languages. If the respective arguments are able to bind anaphors, they will be
able to bind the anaphor in SpecDepP. In wh-questions (13), the entire DepP undergoes move-
ment to the landing site of wh-phrases; see Borise & Erschler (2022) for a discussion of the
syntax of wh-questions in Ossetic.

6. Cross-linguistic parameterization. In this section, I sketch a way to incorporate the cross-
linguistic variation into the account laid out in section 5. The account posits two functional
items, the head Dep® and the anaphor § in its specifier. I submit that allowing the properties of
these items to vary in a principled manner, we can capture some extent of the cross-linguistic
variation in the properties of depictives.

My proposal relies on two assumptions, each of which is independently motivated cross-lin-
guistically. First, I assume that adjuncts select their host (Pollard & Sag 1994; Bruening 2010;
Zeijlstra 2020; Rudnev 2024). Second, I assume that the binding domain needs to be specified
for any given anaphor in any given language; see, e.g., Biiring (2005) and the references there for
a discussion.

On these assumptions, I propose that the possible adjunction sites of the DepP are language-
specific — i.e., the adjunction site selection is a lexical property of Dep®. Second, the locality do-
main of the anaphor & in SpecDepP is the XP to which the DepP adjoins.'* In the following case
studies, I show how this system works.

14 As a reviewer observes, this assumption is essentially independent of what the actual nature of SpecDepP is.
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6.1. INSTRUMENTAL-MARKED DEPICTIVES IN RUSSIAN. This case study will provide a motivation
for the need to specify the anaphor &’s binding domain.

Instrumental-marked depictives in Russian can modify subjects and direct objects, but not
indirect objects (33). I take the instrumental to be assigned to the depictive by Dep’.

(33) Russian (Boneh & Nash 2017: 926)"3
jaj zakoldoval  malySa; ego  dedux p’jan-ymijk
I jinxed kid.Acc  his grandfather.DAT  drunk-INS.M
‘I jinxed the kid for his grandfather drunk.’

Indirect objects are able to bind direct objects in Russian;'® see, e.g., Boneh & Nash (2017). Ac-
cordingly, if the binding domain of depictives were the same as for regular anaphors, we would

have counterfactually predicted that applicative arguments would be able to bind depictives ad-

joined to VP.

To rule out extra binders, I use the assumption that the binding domain of the anaphor 6 is
the category DepP adjoins to. Given that in Russian, depictives can adjoin to vP and VP (Boneh
& Nash 2017), if a depictive adjoins to the VP, o can be only bound by the direct object, because
the applicatives or the subject are outside of the binding domain. On the other hand, if DepP ad-
joins to the vP, o be can only bound by the subject for the c-command reasons.

A reviewer suggests that given that PRO needs to be bound, conceptually, the analysis pro-
posed here appeals to the taxonomy of empty categories. However, the difference between
control-based and binding analyses is more substantial. No matter whether one adopts Landau’s
approach or Movement Control Theory, control involves additional syntactic mechanisms: li-
censing of PRO by a dedicated complementizer or movement of the controller.

6.2. DEPICTIVES IN TYVAN. To repeat, Tyvan only has DO-depictives; subject depictives are ex-
pressed by converbial clauses (9) (Nevskaya 2019). I propose that DepP can only adjoin to VP in
Tyvan, and, accordingly, VP serves as the binding domain of 3.!7 If the binding domain were
larger, we would predict that Tyvan has subject-oriented depictives.

6.3. DEPICTIVES IN SLOVENIAN. According to Marusi¢ et al. (2003, 2008), in Slovenian, any DP
may be modified by a depictive. These authors proposed that DepP is merged in Slovenian in the
position of the respective DP, with the DP occupying SpecDepP.

This proposal can be minimally modified to fit the approach developed in this paper.
Namely, we can assume that DepPs in Slovenian adjoin to DPs, with the DP being the binding
domain of the anaphor. This immediately derives the desired properties.

15 The judgment that the depictive in this sentence can be DO-oriented is mine.

16 This possibility, however, is somewhat marginal. For the sentence in (i), only two speakers out of the 20 consulted
judged the binding by the indirect object grammatical. Recall that reflexives in Russian do not match the binder in
¢-features, so the sentence is potentially ambiguous.

(i) Klara napominala Karlu; sebja.
KlaraNOM reminded  Karl-DAT REFL
‘Clara reminded Karl of him-/herself.’

17 To account for the fact that the subjects of unaccusatives cannot host depictives I propose that A-movement can-
not reconstruct in Tyvan. The matter admittedly requires further study. I thank Arzhaana Syuryun for a discussion of
Tyvan facts.
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6.4. DEPICTIVES IN TAGALOG. The data are from Nagaya (2004: 133—134). In Tagalog, the agent
(irrespective of the voice) and the subject in the respective voice can be modified by a depictive

(34).
(34)  Agent-oriented depictives

a. Lasing; na tumakbo  ang

drunk  LINK run.AV.PRFV NOM man
‘The man ran to the beach drunk.’

b. Lasingi na inilagay niya;
drunk  LINK  put.OV.PRFV 3.SG.GEN
kanya-ng tsaa.
3.SG.OBL-LINK tea
‘S/he put salt to his/her tea drunk.’

c. Lasingi na binilhan ni

drunk LINK buy.DV.PRFV GEN
‘Zaena; bought bread from Pedro drunk;.’
Subject-oriented depictives

d. Directive version
Sira-sira;-ng binalikan ni Fe ang
broken-LINK return.DV.PRFV GEN Fe NOM
‘Fe returned to the room; broken;.’

e. Locative version
Basa-ng; tinulugan

‘A/The child; slept in the sofa; wet.’

lalaki; papunta sa
toward

anga
NOM

Zaena; si
Zaena NOM Pedro

ng bata ang sopai.
wet-LINK  sleep.LV.PRFV GEN child NOM sofa

dagat.

OBL beach

sin sa
salt  OBL

Pedro ng
GEN

tinapay.
bread

kuwarto;.
room

These facts can be accounted for by my proposal. I make the following assumptions about the
clause architecture in Tagalog (Rackowski & Richards 2005: 367-369): the agent is base-gener-
ated in SpecvP, while the subject moves into SpecvP. Now, I propose that DepP can only adjoin
to the vP, while DPs in the specifiers of vP are able to bind the anaphor in SpecDepP. I abstract
away from certain apparently semantic effects reported by Nagaya (2004) (e.g., the inability of

animate subjects in some voices to be modified by depictives).

6.5. CROSS-LINGUISTIC PREDICTIONS. On the basis of the case studies discussed above, we can
hypothesize that the binding domain of the anaphor involved in depictives is always the category
to which DepP adjoins. Table 2 summarizes the predictions depending on what adjunction sites

are available to depectives in a given language.

Adjunction site of DepP Predictions for depictive hosts Languages

DP No restrictions on the host Slovenian

vP Subject and agent Tagalog

VP Only object Tyvan

vP, VP Subject and object Standard Average European
vP, VP, ApplP Any argument Ossetic

ApplP Only applicatives Unattested so far

Table 2. Cross-linguistic predictions
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The predicted systems all appear to be attested, except the one where only applicatives can be
modified by depictives. It requires further cross-linguistic research to see whether this gap is an
artifact of the small language sample or if it reflects some deeper property of grammar left unac-
counted for by the present proposal.

7. Conclusion. In this paper, I argued that a syntactic mechanism is necessary to establish the re-
lationship between a depictive and the nominal it modifies. I showed that a purely semantic
account of this relationship, such as proposed by Pylkkédnen (2008), does not account for the
cross-linguistic data.

I provided novel evidence, coming from Digor and Iron Ossetic, showing that binding is one
such mechanism. Specifically, I made the following observation. The ability to bind anaphors
and the ability to be modified by depictives define the same class of syntactic positions in these
languages. This class is nontrivial insofar as it includes lexical case marked arguments and pos-
sessors in certain idiomatic predicates, such as take DP’s picture or go to DP’s heart ‘to love’.
This strongly suggests that the same mechanism underlies anaphoric binding and host-depictive
relationship in these languages. I must leave for further research a more thorough study of the
null anaphor present in depictives.

It is entirely possible that no single mechanism is responsible for the depictive-host relation-
ship across languages. Indeed, as the work of Himmelmann and Schultze-Berndt shows, the very
task to provide a cross-linguistically valid definition of the depictive is far from obvious. None-
theless, I proposed a way to parameterize the binding-based analysis so that it can account for a
variety of attested systems. It is a matter of further typological research to assess how much
ground a binding-based account of this type can cover.
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