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Defining Gender

Descriptively, grammatical gender is the sorting of nouns into two or
more classes, where:!

1 This is a modified definition from Kramer 2015:70; see also Hockett 1958 and Corbett
1991 for related definitions.
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Defining Gender

Descriptively, grammatical gender is the sorting of nouns into two or
more classes, where:!

1. Sorting correlates with interpretation for at least some members
(based on e.g. animacy, sociocultural gender).

2. Classes reflected by agreement patterns on other elements.

(@D) la donna 2 la pizza
the. woman the. pizza
‘the woman’ ‘the pizza’ (Italian)

1 This is a modified definition from Kramer 2015:70; see also Hockett 1958 and Corbett
1991 for related definitions.
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Gender and Nominals

Nouns vs. nominal structure: Is gender a property of category-neutral
v/ROOTS, nominalizing heads, or of larger structures?

n-Gender Hypothesis

Grammatical gender features are base-generated on the categorizing
head n?

DP
/\
D NumP

A
A

+/ROOT n[GEN]

2 Lowenstamm 2008; Kramer 2015, 2016a; Adamson and Sereikaité 2019
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Gender and Nominals

Today’s talk: Motivate and extend the n-Gender Hypothesis.

m Gender is linked specifically to noun categorization.

m Locality Effect 1: only elements local to n can condition a noun’s
gender.

m Locality Effect 2: only elements local to n can condition gender
allosemy.

Some implications:

m Presents challenges for some Agree-based analyses of matching
phenomena with predicative nouns

m Supports the existence of &,
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Nominalizations and gender

The n-based Gender Hypothesis makes several predictions.?

m Prediction 1: Nominalization via n (including @-affixes) can
select for specific genders.

m Prediction 2: Nominals without nP lack gender — gender
agreement when noun structure is absent = default.

m Prediction 3: A y/ROOT can be compatible with multiple genders.

3 See especially Kramer 2015.
6/60



Gender and categorization
00@0000000

Nominalizing affixes

Nominalizing affixes select for a specific gender (Kramer 2015).
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Nominalizing affixes

Nominalizing affixes select for a specific gender (Kramer 2015).

m In French (and in some other Indo-European languages), overtly
nominalized deadjectivals are feminine, regardless of how the
suffix is realized (Beard 1990; Kramer 2015)

la banal-ité  ‘the.F.sG banal-ity’

la faibl-esse  ‘the.F.SG weak-ness’
la moit-eur  ‘the.F.SG damp-ness’
la drél-erie  ‘the.F.SG funni-ness’

Table: French deadjectivals, from Kramer 2015:196

m Greek abstract nouns - including zero-derived ones are feminine
(see Markopolous 2018; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2022).
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Lithuanian N and its distribution

Lithuanian nouns are M or F, but also: N category for agreement*
m Adamson and Sereikaité (2019): Lithuanian N morphology is
default, appearing when agreement with a noun isn’t possible.

4 Ambrazas 1997
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Lithuanian N and its distribution

Lithuanian nouns are M or F, but also: N category for agreement*
m Adamson and Sereikaité (2019): Lithuanian N morphology is
default, appearing when agreement with a noun isn’t possible.
m Neuter adjective with non-structural-case subject

3 A% buvau Salt-as/-a/*-a kaip ledas.

|.NOM.15G be.PST.1SG cold{M|/{F]/*{N]as ice

‘T was cold as ice [=my body was cold].’

4 Man;  buvo Salt-a/*-as/*-a ne tik lauke, bet ir
me.DAT be.PST.3 cold{N|/*{M|/*{F] not only outside but and
savo; namuose.
self’s house

‘I felt cold not only outside, but also in my own house.’

4 Ambrazas 1997
8/60
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n[GEND][FEM] (feminine)
n[GEND] (masculine)
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Attributives and n

n[GEND][FEM] (feminine)
n[GEND] (masculine)
*n (X, ‘neuter’, doesn’t exist in Lithuanian)

Table: simplified n inventory, Lithuanian (Adamson and Sereikaité 2019)

m /ROOTS must appear with categorizers®
m aP can only modify nP®

(5) a. sald-us med-us b. saldi  vy3n-ia
sweet-M honey-[ M| sweet-F cherry-{F |
‘sweet honey’ ‘sweet cherry’

(6) tyl-tus/*-u

quiet- -/* . INTJ

‘quiet oj’

5 e.g. Embick and Marantz 2008
6 e.g. Alexiadou and Iordichioaia 2014 /60
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Gender and categorization
[e]e]e]e]e] le]elele)

Internal/external nominal syntax

Alexiadou et al. 2010 (and much subsequent work): nominalizations
need not involve n.

m Nominalizations always have nominal-‘external’ syntax (i.e. can
appear in argument positions).

(7) DP (simplified deverbal)

D P

A

m Nominalizations only have nominal-‘internal’ syntax if n is
projected (i.e. aP modification)

€)) X Dp

/N

D VP

/\

aP VP 10/60



Gender and categorization
0000008000

Contrasting ‘deverbals’ with and without nP

m Overtly nominalized deverbal: can take an attributive adjective;
M agreement (*N)

9) Jam  gresia  stipr-us/*-u per-si-gér-im-as.
he.DAT threaten heavy-| M |/*{N| PFV-RFL-drink-n-INFL
‘He (his health) is threatened by heavy over-drinking.’
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Contrasting ‘deverbals’ with and without nP

m Overtly nominalized deverbal: can take an attributive adjective;
M agreement (*N)

9) Jam  gresia  stipr-us/*-u per-si-gér-im-as.
he.DAT threaten heavy-| M |/*{N| PFV-RFL-drink-n-INFL
‘He (his health) is threatened by heavy over-drinking.’

m Without nP: Infinitives can’t take attributives (= only
adverbials); trigger N agreement.

(10)  (*Stipr-u/-us/-1)  gerti yra

heavy{ N|/-[M]/{F] drink.INF be.PRsS.3

ne-sveik-a/*-as/*-a.
NEG-healthy-N/*-M/*-F
‘To drink (heavily) is not healthy.’
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Gender and categorization
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Contrasting ‘deadjectivals’ with and without nP

m Overtly nominalized deadjectival: can take a attributive
adjective; M agreement.

an velnisk-as/*velnisk-ai sald-um-as

devilish-{ M |/*devilishly-ADV sweet-n{ M|

‘devilish sweetness’
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Contrasting ‘deadjectivals’ with and without nP

m Overtly nominalized deadjectival: can take a attributive
adjective; M agreement.

1D velnisk-as/*velnisk-ai sald-um-as

devilish-{ M |/*devilishly-ADV sweet-n{ M|

‘devilish sweetness’

m Without nP: N-form deadjectival nominalizations can’t take
attributives; trigger N agreement.

(12) Velnigk-ai/*velnigk-a sald-u yra gard-u.
devilishly-ADV/*devilish-N sweet{N]is delicious{ N |
‘Devilishly sweet is delicious.’
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Gender and +/ROOTS

Another prediction: a single +/ROOT can appear with more than one
gender (if licensed).”

13) Ta moteris yra tikr-a  dabita.
that.F woman.F is real{F | dandy
‘That woman is a real dandy.’
(14) Tas  wvyras yra tikr-as dabita.
that.M man.M is  real-{M | dandy
‘That man is a real dandy.” (Armoskaite 2011)

7 See especially Kramer 2015 13/60
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Gender and v/ROOTS

Another prediction: a single +/ROOT can appear with more than one
gender (if licensed).”

13) Ta moteris yra tikr-a  dabita.
that.F woman.F is real{F | dandy
‘That woman is a real dandy.’

(14) Tas  wvyras yra tikr-as dabita.
that.M man.M is  real-{M | dandy

‘That man is a real dandy.” (Armoskaite 2011)
(15) graz-us vakar-J-as

beautiful— evening—n—

‘beautiful evening’
(16) graz-i vakar-ien-é

bea utiful— evening- n—

‘beautiful supper’ (Adamson and Sereikaité 2019)

7 See especially Kramer 2015 13/60
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Lithuanian Summary

The n-Gender Hypothesis captures several properties of the
Lithuanian gender system:

m No lexical noun in the language takes inherent N agreement.

m Deverbal and deadjectival nominalizations that are n-derived
can be modified with attributives and have gender.

m Deverbal and deadjectival nominalizations without nP can’t be
modified with attributives and agreement with them takes
default N morphology.

m Some /ROOTS can appear with multiple genders
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Gender Determination

If gender is on n: how do other properties of categorizing heads
constrain grammatical interactions with gender?

Gender Locality Hypothesis (Adamson 2024a):

Gender features on a nominalizing head n must be valued within nP.%

8 On the domain status of nP, see e.g. Arad 2003; Embick 2010; Marantz 2013; Adamson

2024b, and much other work in DM on categorizers.
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The Gender Locality Hypothesis

Recall: gender can vary depending on factors such as sociocultural
gender, animacy, or nominalizing morphology.®

9 Some work has proposed that a noun’s gender can be valued via agreement. Ku¢erova
et al. (2020) propose this for predicate nominals; see also Bobaljik and Zocca 2011;
Wurmbrand 2017. Other agreement approaches include Yatsushiro and Sauerland 2006;
Steripolo and Wiltschko 2010: Steriopolo 2018. 17/60
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The Gender Locality Hypothesis

Recall: gender can vary depending on factors such as sociocultural
gender, animacy, or nominalizing morphology.®

The GLH makes predictions about which types of features/categories
can matter for a noun’s gender valuation.

a7 XTense
XAspect
XVerbal lexical semantics

9 Some work has proposed that a noun’s gender can be valued via agreement. Ku¢erova
et al. (2020) propose this for predicate nominals; see also Bobaljik and Zocca 2011;
Wurmbrand 2017. Other agreement approaches include Yatsushiro and Sauerland 2006;
Steripolo and Wiltschko 2010: Steriopolo 2018. 17/60



n-Gender and Locality: Assignment
00@000000000000000000000

The Gender Locality Hypothesis

Recall: gender can vary depending on factors such as sociocultural
gender, animacy, or nominalizing morphology.®

The GLH makes predictions about which types of features/categories
can matter for a noun’s gender valuation.

a7 XTense XCase
XAspect XDefiniteness
XVerbal lexical semantics ?Possession ?Number

9 Some work has proposed that a noun’s gender can be valued via agreement. Ku¢erova
et al. (2020) propose this for predicate nominals; see also Bobaljik and Zocca 2011;
Wurmbrand 2017. Other agreement approaches include Yatsushiro and Sauerland 2006;
Steripolo and Wiltschko 2010: Steriopolo 2018. 17/60
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The Gender Locality Hypothesis

Recall: gender can vary depending on factors such as sociocultural
gender, animacy, or nominalizing morphology.®

The GLH makes predictions about which types of features/categories
can matter for a noun’s gender valuation.

a7 XTense X
XAspect X
XVerbal lexical semantics ?Possession ?Number

The GLH is a syntactic hypothesis implicating nominal structure; not
a morphological one implicating noun ‘words’.

(18) v/ROOT-n |-X-Y

Some work has proposed that a noun’s gender can be valued via agreement. Kucerova
et al. (2020) propose this for predicate nominals; see also Bobaljik and Zocca 2011;
Wurmbrand 2017. Other agreement approaches include Yatsushiro and Sauerland 2006;
Steripolo and Wiltschko 2010: Steriopolo 2018. 17/60
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The Inner/Outer Domain and the GLH

Prediction: limited interactions with features/categories with ‘high’
vs. ‘low’ incarnations straddling nP.

/N

-
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e’ P ‘\
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The Inner/Outer Domain and the GLH

Prediction: limited interactions with features/categories with ‘high’
vs. ‘low’ incarnations straddling nP.

/N

-
/e ~

e’ P A
s .

VAN

o n

vVROOT n

m « can affect gender valuation. o’ cannot.
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Possession and the GLH

Adamson 2024a argues that this accurately captures an inalienable
vs. alienable dichotomy for possession.

PossP

DP

ALIENABLE
Poss

INALIENABLE /\

vVROOT n
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Possession and the GLH

Adamson 2024a argues that this accurately captures an inalienable
vs. alienable dichotomy for possession.

PossP

DP

ALIENABLE
Poss

INALIENABLE /\

vVROOT n

Adamson 2024a also illustrates how this extends to the category of
number.
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Inalienable/alienable possession

Languages often distinguish between two types of possession:

‘inalienable’ and ‘alienable’.10

10 Nichols 1992; Heine 1997; Alexiadou 2003; Myler 2018; a.o.

1 Nichols 1992:117; see also Heine 1997:172; Myler 2016:52)
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Inalienable/alienable possession

Languages often distinguish between two types of possession:

‘inalienable’ and ‘alienable’.10

m Inalienable possession is said to involve a “tighter structural
bond between possessee and possessor.”!!

m Alienable possession is often expressed in more
morphosyntactically complex ways.

(19) a. No-gito b. No-biha-ne
1.sG-head 1.sG-bow-| POsS]
‘my head’ ‘my bow’

Kampan, Arawak (Myler 2016; Michael 2012)

10 Nichols 1992; Heine 1997; Alexiadou 2003; Myler 2018; a.o.

1 Nichols 1992:117; see also Heine 1997:172; Myler 2016:52)
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Inalienable nouns

m Typically a closed class of nouns (Heine 1997:172), which varies
cross-linguistically.

12 Myler 2016:79, citing Heine 1997:10,18
135ee also Yoon 1997 and Alexiadou 2003 for related proposals, and Barker 1995 on the
semantics of Poss.
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Inalienable nouns

m Typically a closed class of nouns (Heine 1997:172), which varies
cross-linguistically.

m Typically belong to a few semantic categories like body parts,
kinship, and physical/mental states (among others).!2

12 Myler 2016:79, citing Heine 1997:10,18
135ee also Yoon 1997 and Alexiadou 2003 for related proposals, and Barker 1995 on the
semantics of Poss.
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Inalienable nouns

m Typically a closed class of nouns (Heine 1997:172), which varies
cross-linguistically.

m Typically belong to a few semantic categories like body parts,
kinship, and physical/mental states (among others).!2

These properties are accounted for under the view from Myler (2016,
2018) that ipossessors are introduced nP-internally, while
apossessors are introduced in the specifier of PossP.!?

12 Myler 2016:79, citing Heine 1997:10,18
135ee also Yoon 1997 and Alexiadou 2003 for related proposals, and Barker 1995 on the
semantics of Poss.
21/60



n-Gender and Locality: Assignment
0000000e0000 0000000000

Possession Structures

Inalienable Possession vs. Alienable Possession!4

(20)
nP PossP

/\

np(l.rt of{D} Dp

A /\ John Possp, NPortal

John BEARD Myar ‘t—of{D}

+/BOOK Nsortal

14 Modified from Myler 2016:51-52
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Possession Structures

Inalienable Possession vs. Alienable Possession!4

(20)
nP PossP

/\

np(l.rt of{D} Dp

A /\ John Possp, NPortal

John v/ BEARD Myart— of{D}
+/BOOK Nsortal

m This approach captures lexical specificity, the specific semantic
relation established by ipossession, and the morphosyntactic
‘complexity’ of alienable possession.

14 Modified from Myler 2016:51-52
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Possession and GLH

GLH: only inalienable possession should be able to factor into gender
valuation. Alienable possession should not.

(21)
PossP

DP

ALIENABLE
POSS

INALIENABLE /\

vVROOT n
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Possession and GLH

GLH: only inalienable possession should be able to factor into gender
valuation. Alienable possession should not.

(21) (22)  Xxthe.I book
PossP Xmy.II book

DP/>\
ALIENABLE

Poss* N (23)  vthe.l beard

A v'my.II beard

DP n
INALIENABLE

vVROOT n
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m Discussion based on Mosel and Thiesen 2007; Mosel 2014; Mosel
and Spriggs 2000 (henceforth M&S); Teop Dictionary (database)
online (Mosel 2019).
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The Austronesian (Oceanic) language Teop is spoken in Bougainville,
Papua New Guinea.

m Discussion based on Mosel and Thiesen 2007; Mosel 2014; Mosel
and Spriggs 2000 (henceforth M&S); Teop Dictionary (database)
online (Mosel 2019).

Teop has two genders, Gender 1 and _ M&S and Mosel
(2014): gender in Teop is partly predictable:

m Gender I: “contains human nouns...certain animals...”
[ - “comprises names of plants...invertebrates without
legs...many mass and abstract nouns”

m Idiosyncrasy in the assignment of particular nouns to these
classes (Mosel 2014:53)

24/60
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Teop Gender Classes

We take Teop to have an animacy-based system (cf Kramer
2015:105-114 and references therein on Algonquian):

m Gender1 comprises animates .

= [Gender i comprises [inanimates.

m Some nouns are assigned gender arbitrarily.
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Teop Gender Classes

We take Teop to have an animacy-based system (cf Kramer
2015:105-114 and references therein on Algonquian):

m Gender1 comprises animates .

= [Gender i comprises [inanimates.

m Some nouns are assigned gender arbitrarily.

24) n[ANIMATE] forms nouns with ¢ Gender 1’

n forms nouns with ‘{Gender "

(25)
n[ANIMATE] .
T N
VINU  n[ANIMATE]
house

25/60
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Teop Gender Agreement

Articles reflect gender agreement, including ‘doubled’ articles (with
postnominal elements and numerals) (M&S:326-327)
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Teop Gender Agreement

Articles reflect gender agreement, including ‘doubled’ articles (with
postnominal elements and numerals) (M&S:326-327)

(26) a inu a rutaa

ART.LSG | house | spp 1 gg |small

‘the small house / the house is small’

27) o hoi o rutaa

s | Dot | anniisa | sl

‘the small basket / the basket is small.’
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Teop Possession

Possessors are postnominal, with an alienability distinction
(M&S:343-344):
m Alienably possessed nouns appear with a preposition te.

(28) a inu —a moon
ART.1.SG house of-ART.I.SG woman
‘the house of the woman’
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Teop Possession

Possessors are postnominal, with an alienability distinction
(M&S:343-344):

m Alienably possessed nouns appear with a preposition te.

(28) a inu —a moon
ART.1.SG house of-ART.I.SG woman
‘the house of the woman’

m Inalienably possessed nouns appear with agreeing affixes,
followed by a pronominal suffix or an article.

(29) a hena-n-a moon
ART.I.SG name-3SG-ART.I.SG woman
‘the name of the woman’
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Gender + Possession in Teop

Inalienably possessed body-part nouns (+ ‘name’) take Gender I
agreement.

m When not inalienably possessed, body-part nouns take

(Gender i agreement.
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Gender + Possession in Teop

Inalienably possessed body-part nouns (+ ‘name’) take Gender I
agreement.

m When not inalienably possessed, body-part nouns take

(Gender i agreement.

(30) a bina-naa
ART.L.SG |Spleen-1.sG
‘my spleen’
(3D o bina

s Pl

‘the spleen’ (M&S:345)
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Teop Analysis

A nominalizing head nyo4y—par« With Gender I introduces an
inalienable relation with a possessor.

(32)
Npody—part [ANIMATE]

/\

vV BINA nbody—part [ANIMATE]
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n-Gender and Locality: Assignment
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Teop Analysis

A nominalizing head nyo4y—par« With Gender I introduces an
inalienable relation with a possessor.

(32)
Npody—part [ANIMATE]

/\

vV BINA nbody—part [ANIMATE]

m This structure can combine with an inalienable possessor, and
takes Gender I agreement.

(33) a bina-naa
ART.L.SG |Spleen-1.sG

‘my spleen’
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Teop Analysis

More specifically, ny04y—por+ Semantically introduces a position for an
ipossessor.

(34)
Npody—part [ANIMATE]
Ay.Ax.spleen(x)Abody-part-of(x,y)

N

V BINA Npody—part [ANIMATE]
Ax.spleen(x) \P.\y.\x.P(x)A body-part-of(x,y)

There is, however, a way for this structure to combine with
something other than an ipossessor.
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Teop Analysis

The structure can alternatively combine with ng;;epnqator With
_, existentially closing off the ipossessor slot.

.alienato’r‘

Ax.Jy. spleen(x)Abody-part-of(x,y)

/\

Npody—part [ANIMATE] .alienatm’
Ay.Ax.spleen(x) Abody-part-of(x,y) AQ. Ax.Ty. Q(V)(x)
BINA nbodyfpart [ANIMATE]

Ax.spleen(x) AP.\y. \x.P(x)A body-part-of(x,y)
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Teop Analysis + Predictions

As in the case of nominalizations derived from nominals in other

languages, the ‘highest’ gender (_) is the one used for
gender agreement.!®

(35) o bina
ARiLSG [Pl
‘the spleen’

m This analysis makes four correct predictions.

15See especially Kramer 2015:Ch. 9 and relatedly Armoskaite 2014.
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Teop Predictions

1. Body-part nouns occurring with alienable possessors should appear

with the _ article.

m Because they have to be alienated before they’re the right
semantic type for Poss.
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Teop Predictions

1. Body-part nouns occurring with alienable possessors should appear

with the _ article.

m Because they have to be alienated before they’re the right
semantic type for Poss.

(36) a. a

ART.I.SG

b. o

revasin-naa
blood-1.sG

‘my blood (inside my body)’

revasin naa
blood of-1.sG

‘my blood (outside of my body)’ (M&S:346)
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Teop Predictions

2. The gender of the ipossessor should be immaterial for gender
agreement.

m This rules out an alternative analysis, where agreement with the
article targets the ipossessor.
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Teop Predictions

2. The gender of the ipossessor should be immaterial for gender
agreement.

m This rules out an alternative analysis, where agreement with the
article targets the ipossessor.

(37) a hena-n-o toro
ART.1SG | name-3sG-JARTILSE! ship

‘the name of the ship’ (Mosel and Thiesen 2007:7.15)
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Teop Predictions

3. The morphology of ng;enqtor Should be able to exhibit allomorphy,
not just being realized as @.
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Teop Predictions

3. The morphology of ng;enqtor Should be able to exhibit allomorphy,
not just being realized as @.

m There are in fact body-part nouns that require an ‘derelational’
overt suffix -na when they occur without an ipossessor:

(38) moo-na ‘leg-DEREL’
kuri-na ‘hand-DEREL’
inu-na ‘nose-DEREL’
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Teop Predictions

3. The morphology of ng;enqtor Should be able to exhibit allomorphy,
not just being realized as @.

m There are in fact body-part nouns that require an ‘derelational’
overt suffix -na when they occur without an ipossessor:

(38) moo-na ‘leg-DEREL’
kuri-na ‘hand-DEREL’
inu-na ‘nose-DEREL’

(39) Nylienator <7 -Na / {m}

Nylienator <> &

-na-suffixed nouns expectedly require _ agreement.
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Teop Predictions

4. Because the semantics of n,j;enator iS DOt specific to body parts, we
should expect to find it with other inalienable nouns, with
corresponding gender changes.

(40) e sina-na-e

ART.PROP.SG mother-3.SG

‘his mother’ (Mosel 2014:59)
41) o sina-na o beera

_ mother-DEREL ART.II.SG big

‘The mother is important.’ (Mosel 2014:62)
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Teop Summary

Teop body part nouns alternate between Gender I and _
depending on whether they appear with an ipossessor.
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Teop Summary

Teop body part nouns alternate between Gender I and _
depending on whether they appear with an ipossessor.

v Inalienable possession is implicated in the determination of a
noun’s gender value.

X Alienable possession is not implicated in valuation. Adamson
2024a argues that this is part of a cross-linguistic generalization.
(Case studies: Jarawara, Coastal Marind, and Yanyuwa).
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Summary/Notes

Possession and number have limited interactions with gender
determination, consistent with the GLH:
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Can influence the gender of a noun?
Inalienable Possession | v'(Teop)

n-based Number v (Italian)

Alienable Possession X

Num-based Number X
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Summary/Notes

Possession and number have limited interactions with gender
determination, consistent with the GLH:

Can influence the gender of a noun?
Inalienable Possession | v'(Teop)

n-based Number v (Italian)

Alienable Possession X

Num-based Number X

m Other gender/possession interactions from Jarawara, Coastal
Marind, and Yanyuwa reinforce the inalienable/alienable
contrast (Adamson 2024a)

m Potential problems for gender/number expectations from Arabic,
Romanian (e.g. Dali 2020; Bateman and Polinsky 2010

m Potential problem with gender/definiteness interaction in a
Norwegian variety (Enger and Corbett 2012)
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Gender Allosemy and Locality
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Gender allosemy and locality

We would like to suggest that the GLH is not the only place we
observe a domain effect for gender.
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Gender allosemy and locality

We would like to suggest that the GLH is not the only place we
observe a domain effect for gender.

/N

F7 nP s
a n

N
VROOT n

Gender Allosemy Hypothesis (GAH) (Adamson submitted)

Gender allosemy is locally constrained within nP.
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Gender allosemy?

Within DM: idea that allosemy is subject to principles parallel to that
of contextual allomorphy.'®

16See Marantz 2013; Harley 2014; Anagnostopoulou and Samioti 2013, 2014; Embick
2016; Myler 2016; Wood and Marantz 2017; Dali 2020; Hardarson 2021; Oikonomou
and Alexiadou 2022; Wood 2023; Marantz and Myler to appear; Arad 2003, 2005
17 On allomorphy, see e.g. Bobaljik 2000; Embick 2010; Moskal 2015; among many others.
On allosemy, see especially Marantz (2013).
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Gender allosemy?

Within DM: idea that allosemy is subject to principles parallel to that
of contextual allomorphy.'®

(42) Contextual Allomorphy
T[PAST] <>-t / _{\/LEAVE,+/BEND...}

T[PAST] <»-& / _{+/HIT,y/SING...}
T[PAST] «-d (Embick 2010:32)

16See Marantz 2013; Harley 2014; Anagnostopoulou and Samioti 2013, 2014; Embick
2016; Myler 2016; Wood and Marantz 2017; Dali 2020; Hardarson 2021; Oikonomou
and Alexiadou 2022; Wood 2023; Marantz and Myler to appear; Arad 2003, 2005
17 On allomorphy, see e.g. Bobaljik 2000; Embick 2010; Moskal 2015; among many others.
On allosemy, see especially Marantz (2013).
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Gender allosemy?

Within DM: idea that allosemy is subject to principles parallel to that
of contextual allomorphy.'®

(42) Contextual Allomorphy

T[PAST] <>-t / _{\/LEAVE,+/BEND...}

T[PAST] <»-& / _{+/HIT,y/SING...}

T[PAST] «+>-d (Embick 2010:32)
(43)  Contextual Allosemy (schematic)

[a] <> MEANING 1 / {¥/ROOT1,vROOT2...}
[a] +» MEANING 2

The GAH is parallel to DM theories of allomorphy, according to
which there are cyclic constraints on visibility.!”

16See Marantz 2013; Harley 2014; Anagnostopoulou and Samioti 2013, 2014; Embick
2016; Myler 2016; Wood and Marantz 2017; Dali 2020; Hardarson 2021; Oikonomou
and Alexiadou 2022; Wood 2023; Marantz and Myler to appear; Arad 2003, 2005

17 On allomorphy, see e.g. Bobaljik 2000; Embick 2010; Moskal 2015; among many others.
On allosemy, see especially Marantz (2013).
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Greek gender

Greek has FEM, MASC, NEUT genders

44) i gineka /o andras /to vivlio

the[F.sG] woman /the [M.sG|man  /the[N.sG ] book

‘the woman / the man / the book

Among human nouns (with interpretable gender), feminine
interpretation is largely invariable!®

(45) I thies tu Jani ine ne-es.
the. THI.F.PL the.GEN Janis.GEN are young-F.PL
‘Janis’s {aunts/*aunts and uncles} are young.’

(46) I dhaskales ine ne-es.

theF.PL | teacher.PL are young-F.PL

‘The teachers are young’ (all women)

18Though see Spathas and Sudo 2020 for important distinctions for as-

sertive/presuppositional gender.
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The interpretation of the masculine in Greek

MAsc different: some M nouns have a MALE inference, some don’t.!®

47) | thii tu Jani ine ne-i.
the[M.PL | THI.M.PL the.GEN Janis.GEN are young-M.PL
‘Janis’s {uncles/*aunts and uncles} are young.’

(48) | dhaskali  ine ne-i.

the [ M.PL | teacher.PL are young-M.PL

‘The teachers are young.’ (all men or gender-mixed)

A ‘straightforward’ allosemy approach to capture this distinction is as
follows (in assertoric terms for simplicity):

(49) [F] & Mx. x is/are female.
[M] < A\x. x is/are male. / {,/THL...}
[M] < Ax. x is/are animate.

195ee relatedly Merchant 2014; Alexiadou 2017; Sudo and Spathas 2020; Spathas and
Sudo 2020; Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024; among others; see also Jakobson

1984; Bobaljik and Zocca 2011 among many others for other languages. 360
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Locality/Defaultness Allosemy Prediction

(50) [F] & X\x. x is/are female.
[M] < M\x. x is/are male. / {,/THI...} =MALE
[M] + Ax. x is/are animate. = ANIMATE
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Locality/Defaultness Allosemy Prediction

(50) [F] & X\x. x is/are female.
[M] < M\x. x is/are male. / {,/THI...} =MALE
[M] + Ax. x is/are animate. = ANIMATE

= ANIMATE should have an ELSEWHERE distribution.
m No +/ROOT — ANIMATE only.
® /ROOT around but non-locally — ANIMATE only.
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Locality/Defaultness Allosemy Prediction

(50) [F] & X\x. x is/are female.
[M] < M\x. x is/are male. / {,/THI...} =MALE
[M] + Ax. x is/are animate. = ANIMATE

= ANIMATE should have an ELSEWHERE distribution.

m No +/ROOT — ANIMATE only.
® /ROOT around but non-locally — ANIMATE only.

Borne out, but to see this...

m Only clear when we see how allosemy interacts with the
interpretation of NEUT via semantico-pragmatic competition to
derive meanings of the NEUT.
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Meaning and Contrastive Interpretations

Semantico-pragmatic competition: more semantically narrow
interpretations preclude the use of more semantically general forms.

m Maximize Presupposition, Lexical Complementarity, the
Principle of Gender Competition?°

20 See Heim 1983; Sauerland et al. 2008, (Harbour 2016; Toosarvandani 2023; Adamson
and Anagnostopoulou 2024),Sudo and Spathas 2020; Spathas and Sudo 2020), among
many others

21 Harley and Ritter 2002 and much subsequent work
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Meaning and Contrastive Interpretations

Semantico-pragmatic competition: more semantically narrow
interpretations preclude the use of more semantically general forms.

m Maximize Presupposition, Lexical Complementarity, the
Principle of Gender Competition?°

m Example: Third person is unmarked — very general meaning, but
cannot be applied in reference to discourse participants (i.e.
first-/second-person) because participant pronouns are
‘stronger’, blocking use of the ‘weak’ third-person forms.?!

20 See Heim 1983; Sauerland et al. 2008, (Harbour 2016; Toosarvandani 2023; Adamson
and Anagnostopoulou 2024),Sudo and Spathas 2020; Spathas and Sudo 2020), among
many others

21 Harley and Ritter 2002 and much subsequent work
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Allosemy and the neuter

NEUT?
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® NEUT is unmarked
m +Semanticopragmatic competition derives an interpretation of
NEUT (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)
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Allosemy and the neuter

NEUT?
® NEUT is unmarked
m +Semanticopragmatic competition derives an interpretation of
NEUT (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)

NEUT identified with inanimate interpretations
m Non-derived neuter nouns overwhelmingly refer to inanimates
m Coordination resolution facts also support a connection to
inanimacy (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)
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NEUT?
® NEUT is unmarked
m +Semanticopragmatic competition derives an interpretation of
NEUT (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)

NEUT identified with inanimate interpretations
m Non-derived neuter nouns overwhelmingly refer to inanimates
m Coordination resolution facts also support a connection to
inanimacy (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)

(51) [F] < A\x. x is/are female.
[M] < Ax. x is/are animate.
[ 1 + is/are an entity/entities.
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Allosemy and the neuter

NEUT?
® NEUT is unmarked
m +Semanticopragmatic competition derives an interpretation of
NEUT (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)

NEUT identified with inanimate interpretations
m Non-derived neuter nouns overwhelmingly refer to inanimates
m Coordination resolution facts also support a connection to
inanimacy (Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024)

(51) [F] < A\x. x is/are female.
[M] < Ax. x is/are animate.
[ 1 + is/are an entity/entities.

Semantico-pragmatic competition

FEM: {Maria, Sofia}

MASC(ANIMATE): {Petros, Christos, Maria, Sefia}

NEUT: {this cup, this monument, Petres, Christos, Maria, Sefia}
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Allosemy + Competition

FEM MASC NEUT
n[F] n[Mm] n[ 1]
vROOT n[F] vROOT n[Mm] vROOT n[ ]

[F] & M\x. x is/are female.

[M] < M\x. x is/are male. / {~/ROOT123...}
[M] <> Ax. x is/are animate.
[ ]+ is/are an entity/entities.
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Allosemy + Competition

FEM MASC NEUT
n[F] n[Mm] n[ 1]
vROOT n[F] vROOT n[Mm] vROOT n[ ]

[F] & M\x. x is/are female.
[M] < M\x. x is/are male. / {~/ROOT123...}

[M] <> Ax. x is/are animate.
[ ]+ is/are an entity/entities.

Because of the allosemy of MAsc, the interpretation of NEUT is
expected to vary (Adamson submitted).

® NEUT means ‘inanimate’ for MASC = ANIMATE

®m NEUT means ‘gender-neutral’ for MASC = MALE

m Only local +/ROOTS for the ‘gender neutral’ meaning

m (Gender-neutral only for plural, not for singular)
47 /60



Gender Allosemy and Locality
000000000000 000000

Kinship Nouns and the Number Asymmetry

Many human-denoting nouns have the MALE alloseme.??

22 5ee Merchant (2014) and Sudo and Spathas (2020). We will not concern ourselves with
whether there are systematic choices for which terms belong to the symmetric class;
see discussion in Bobaljik and Zocca 2011; Sprouse et al. 2022 on other languages, and
Sudo and Spathas 2020 on Greek.

23 See also Alexiadou 2017; Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024.
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Kinship Nouns and the Number Asymmetry

Many human-denoting nouns have the MALE alloseme.??

Some such kinship nouns: an additional NEUT:23

(52) i ksaderfi mu /i ksadérfes mu /
the[M.PL]| cousin  1SG.CEN / the[F.PL] cousin  1SG.CEN /
ta ksadérfia mu
the. cousin  1SG.GEN

‘my cousins’
MASC = all male; FEM = all female; NEUT = gender-neutral

22 5ee Merchant (2014) and Sudo and Spathas (2020). We will not concern ourselves with
whether there are systematic choices for which terms belong to the symmetric class;
see discussion in Bobaljik and Zocca 2011; Sprouse et al. 2022 on other languages, and

Sudo and Spathas 2020 on Greek.

23 See also Alexiadou 2017; Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024.
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Neuter Kinship Nouns and the Number Asymmetry

Semantico-pragmatic Competition

(53) FEM: {{Maria, Sofia}...}
MASC: {{Petros,Christos}...}
NEUT: {{the cup, this monument}, {Petros;Christos},
{Maria;Sefia}, {Petros,Sofia}...}
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Neuter Kinship Nouns and the Number Asymmetry

Semantico-pragmatic Competition

(53) FEM: {{Maria, Sofia}...}
MASC: {{Petros,Christos}...}
NEUT: {{the cup, this monument}, {Petros;Christos},
{Maria;Sefia}, {Petros,Sofia}...}

N.SG has no gender-neutral meaning:

54) o ksaderfos mu /i ksadérfi mu /
the[MsG] cousin  15G.GEN / the[FSG] cousin  1SG.GEN /
#to ksadérfi mu

the[N.sG| cousin  1SG.GEN

‘my cousin’ MASC = male cousin; FEM = female cousin;

NEUT = cousin (can only be used endearingly)
NEUT: {the cup, this monument, Petres, Christoes, Maria, Sefia}

MASC: {Petros, Christos, Maria, Sefia}
FEM: {Maria, Sofia}
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Heterogenous Groups

Allosemy + Competition = distinct genders for heterogeneous
plural human groups.
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Heterogenous Groups

Allosemy + Competition = distinct genders for heterogeneous
plural human groups.

m [M] as ANIMATE = M.PL
m [M] as MALE = N.PL

Prediction
If there’s no /ROOT or it’s too far away, then a heterogeneous group
should be MASC and cannot be NEUT.

Borne out for pronominal elements lacking linguistic antecedents:

(55) {Tis / tus / #ta} idha.
3PL.M.ACC / 3.PL.F.ACC / 3.PL.N.ACC see.1SG.PST
‘I saw them.” FEM = a group of women; MASC = a group of
men or a gender-mixed group
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Heterogeneous Groups and Pronouns

For overt N.PL linguistic antecedent allowing a gender-neutral
reading, gender-neutral pronominals are licensed:

(56) Aghapo ta ksaderfia mu alla dhen ta

love.1.SG the.N.PL cousin.PL 1SG.GEN but not |3pL,.N.ACC

vlepo  sikhna.
see.1.SG often
‘T love my cousins, but I don’t see them often.’

24 See Hankamer and Sag 1976 and subsequent work on ‘deep’ vs. ‘surface’ anaphora.
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Heterogeneous Groups and Pronouns

For overt N.PL linguistic antecedent allowing a gender-neutral
reading, gender-neutral pronominals are licensed:

(56) Aghapo ta ksaderfia mu alla dhen ta
love.1.SG the.N.PL cousin.PL 1SG.GEN but not
vlepo  sikhna.
see.1.8G often
‘T love my cousins, but I don’t see them often.’

Elided use of the /ROOT with the pronominal;?* thus the root is
local for conditioning the MALE alloseme here.

24 See Hankamer and Sag 1976 and subsequent work on ‘deep’ vs. ‘surface’ anaphora.
51/60



Gender Allosemy and Locality
0000000000000 e00000

Coordination Resolution

In Greek, resolved agreement with mismatched nominals depends on
the animacy of the conjuncts.?®

25Kazana 2011; Anagnostopoulou 2017; 2024
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Coordination Resolution

In Greek, resolved agreement with mismatched nominals depends on
the animacy of the conjuncts.?®

(57)

(58)

) andras ke i gineka ine {eksipn-i
the[M.SG|man  and the[F.sG | woman are intelligent[M.PL |/
/*-a}.

-N.PL

‘The man and the woman are intelligent.’

0] pinakas ke i karekla ine {vromik-a
the. blackboard and the. chair are dirty.
/*-i}.

-M.PL

‘The blackboard and the chair are dirty.’

25Kazana 2011; Anagnostopoulou 2017; 2024
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Resolved values for ¢ mismatched conjuncts are interpreted with
respect to the entire coordinated phrase.?®

26 Corbett 1991; Sauerland 2003; Wechsler and Zlati¢ 2003; Wechsler 2008; Harbour
2020; Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024
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Resolved values for ¢ mismatched conjuncts are interpreted with
respect to the entire coordinated phrase.?®

m Structural implementation: interpretable features on &P.
&1

DP

AN

ilM] & DP

i[F]

26 Corbett 1991; Sauerland 2003; Wechsler and Zlati¢ 2003; Wechsler 2008; Harbour
2020; Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024
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Resolved values for ¢ mismatched conjuncts are interpreted with
respect to the entire coordinated phrase.?®

m Structural implementation: interpretable features on &P.

wp{itv]
DP
iflM] & DP

i[F]

Gender features on &P are not local to roots.

26 Corbett 1991; Sauerland 2003; Wechsler and Zlati¢ 2003; Wechsler 2008; Harbour
2020; Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024

53/60



Gender Allosemy and Locality
0000000000000 00e000

Resolution and Locality

Locality Prediction

Only the MAsc ANIMATE alloseme should be available for &P.

m Heterogeneous human groups should be MASC only, not NEUT.
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Resolution and Locality

Locality Prediction

Only the MAsc ANIMATE alloseme should be available for &P.

m Heterogeneous human groups should be MASC only, not NEUT.

This is borne out:

(59) (0] andras ke i gineka ine {eksipn-i
the[M.SG|man  and the[F.sG | woman are intelligent.[M.PL |/
/*-a}.
-N.PL

‘The man and the woman are intelligent.’
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Confirmation: Kinship and Coordination

Striking confirmation: even with nouns that have N.PL variants for
heterogeneous groups, resolution must be M.PL:
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Confirmation: Kinship and Coordination

Striking confirmation: even with nouns that have N.PL variants for
heterogeneous groups, resolution must be M.PL:

(60)

(0] ksadelfos ke i ksadelfi ine
the[M.SG ] cousin  and the[F.SG] cousin are
{eksipni /*eksipna}.

intelligent.M.PL] /intelligent.N.PL

‘The male cousin and the female cousin are intelligent.’
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Confirmation: Kinship and Coordination

Striking confirmation: even with nouns that have N.PL variants for
heterogeneous groups, resolution must be M.PL:

(60) 0 ksadelfos ke i ksadelfi ine
the[M.SG ] cousin  and the[F.SG] cousin are
{eksipni /*eksipna}.

intelligent.M.PL] /intelligent.N.PL

‘The male cousin and the female cousin are intelligent.’

P = * -
isz] —[M] = ANIMATE/*MALE (non-local)

i)
T
B ; 1& lgle / bP —[M]=MALE (local)
ksadel]fos i ksad]elﬁ

55/60



Gender Allosemy and Locality
0000000000000 0000e0

Inanimate Resolution

NEUT resolution is also consistent with an interpretation-based
account:?”

m Recall that the ‘inanimacy’ interpretation of NEUT is derived via
contrastive inference via the MASC meaning of ANIMATE.

27 Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024
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Inanimate Resolution

NEUT resolution is also consistent with an interpretation-based
account:?”

m Recall that the ‘inanimacy’ interpretation of NEUT is derived via
contrastive inference via the MASC meaning of ANIMATE.

(61) 0] pinakas ke i karekla ine {vromik-a
the. blackboard and the. chair are dirty.
/*-i}.
-M.PL

‘The blackboard and the chair are dirty.’

27 Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024
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Pronouns/Coordination Summary

The allosemy analysis captures about Greek:

®m M.PL/*N.PL used with pronominals for heterogeneous groups

® M.PL/*N.PL used with coordination resolution for gender
mismatch

m N.PL resolution with inanimates
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We’ve seen a strong link between gender and categorization:

m Lithuanian evidence: gender agreement linked to the
presence/absence of n

28 e.g. Bobaljik and Zocca 2011; Kuéerova et al. 2020
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Conclusion
(o] lo}

We’ve seen a strong link between gender and categorization:

m Lithuanian evidence: gender agreement linked to the
presence/absence of n

m Gender Locality Hypothesis (+ Teop): gender valuation confined
to domain defined by n

m Gender Allosemy Hypothesis (Greek): gender variation in
meaning confined to domain defined by n

Implications:

m Supports the internal/external nominalization dichotomy
(Alexiadou et al. 2010)

m Challenge for Agree-based analyses of predicative nouns
(62)  Mary is an actress.?®

m Difficult to state locality considerations with contextual
categorization (Borer 2005) instead of &,

28 e.g. Bobaljik and Zocca 2011; Kuéerova et al. 2020
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Thanks for listening!

&

Thanks to: Artemis Alexiadou, Elena Anagnostopoulou, Karlos Arregi, Jonathan Bobaljik, Christos Christopoulos, Kajsa Djarv, David
Embick, Michael Everdell, Zuzanna Fuchs, Daniel Harbour, Heidi Harley, Fabian Heck, Caroline Heycock, Alexandros Kalomoiros, Roni
Katzir, Maria Kouneli, Ruth Kramer, Idan Landau, Winfried Lechner, Naomi Lee, Julie Anne Legate, Ora Matushansky, Gereon Miiller, Neil
Myler, Andrew Nevins, Rolf Noyer, Phoevos Panagiotidis, Lefteris Paparounas, David Pesetsky, Omer Preminger, Jacopo Romoli, Milena
Sereikaite, Ivy Sichel, Giorgos Spathas, Maziar Toosarvandani, Jana Willer-Gold. Greek native-speaker consultants: Elena
Anagnostopoulou, Christos Christopoulos, Alexandros Kalomoiros, Dimitris Michelioudakis, and Vina Tsakali. Adamson 2024a and
Adamson and Anagnostopoulou 2024 are based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation SBE Postdoctoral Research
Fellowship under Grant No. 1911708. Elena Anagnostopoulou’s research was funded by the ERC ADG 2022 Project 101096554.
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What if gender was on +/ROOTS? on D? I

Gender on /ROOTS

m Incorrectly predicts gender variation depending on which root is
in the n-less nominal.

(63) X+/DRINK,,

Gender on D alternative (e.g. Steripolo and Wiltschko 2010)

m Would require neuter D to select anything that was not ‘nouny’
(i.e. NumP or nP)
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Number I

Number features often taken to be hosted by NumP, distinct from
np.2

29e.g. Ritter 1991; Picallo 1991
30Lecarme 2002; Acquaviva 2008; Harbour 2011; Manzini and Savoia 2017; see also
Kramer 2016b and references therein.
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Number and the GLH in Italian I

A relevant case comes from Standard Italian -a plurals (Acquaviva
2008; Adamson 2018; Adamson 2024c).
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Number and the GLH in Italian I

These nouns bear masculine features in the SG and feminine features
in the PL, as shown by number mismatch contexts.
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Number and the GLH in Italian II
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Number and the GLH in Italian I

Nouns in the -a class have several morphological and interpretive
irregularities.
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Number + GLH I

These irregularities suggest that the -a class conforms to the
expectations of the GLH.

m Italian gender switch is conditioned by n-based number.

(68)
n n
,/Oss n Joss M
bone [MASC] bone [FEM]

[PL]

31See Puskar 2018 for a different kind of gender-number agreement interaction.
60/60



EEEE
[e]e]ee]o]e] le]e]

Lexical Complementarity I

LEXICAL COMPLEMENTARITY (LC)

For feature specifications F and G where [F] C [G], the use of G is
restricted to [G] - [F].
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Lexical Complementarity II
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Competition with M vs. F I

For Greek, Lexical Complementarity will apply for MASC vs. FEM
competition.

(71) #l Elena ke i Maria ine dhaskali stin  Katerini.
the.F Elena and the.F Maria are teacher.M.PL in.the Katerini
‘Elena and Maria are teachers in Katerini.’
(Sudo and Spathas 2020:28)
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Pronominal Asymmetry I

Confirmation comes from an asymmetry. A N.PL antecedent can be
followed by a M.PL (un-elided) pronominal...

(72) Aghapo ta ksaderfia mu alla dhen
love.1.5G the[N.PL ]| cousin.PL 1SG.GEN but not
tus vlepo  sikhna.

3PL.M.ACC | see.1.SG often

‘I love my cousins, but I don’t see them often.’
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Pronominal Asymmetry II
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