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1. INTRODUCTION 

Though treatment of individual lexical items (words) is probably best considered to be in the 
domain of lexical semantics, there are quite a few words that have always interested model-
theoretic semanticists. The vast majority of them are functional items (articles, prepositions, 
modals, etc.), but some, such as the adjectives like average, certain, different, or intensional 
verbs, seem to be bona fide lexical items with no functional residue. 

In this paper I would like to address the issue of proper treatment of one such word, the 
adjective same. I propose that in English this adjective should be treated as a functional item, 
corresponding the combination of the IDENT type-shifting operator (Bach and Partee 1980, 
Partee and Bach 1984, Partee 1986, see also Saxon 1984 and Lubowicz 1999) with a choice 
function and an existential closure over it. To be more precise, I will base my analysis on the 
proposal by Barker 2007, arguing that examples like (1), where same appears in conjunction 
with a universal or a plural, have the truth-conditions approximated in (2): 
(1) a. Abby and Beth bought the same book. 

b. Every girl bought the same book. 
(2) a. There exists a book that Abby and Beth bought. 

b. There exists a book that every girl bought. 
I will show that the truth-conditions in (2) can be achieved compositionally with certain 

assumptions about how various pieces of the meaning that Barker 2007 attributes to same are 
distributed across syntactic structure. In particular, I will argue for the syntactic tree in (3) as 
an accurate representation of examples like (1a), where same is licensed by a plural. Exactly 
the same structure barring the distributive operator is used for (1b). 
(3)  t 
 ∃f choice VP 
 DP 〈e, t〉 

 Abby and Beth DIST V′ 
  V0 DP 
 bought the 〈e, t〉 

 IDENT e 
 f choice NP 
 book 
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I will demonstrate that if same involves an IDENT operator and an existential quantifier 
with necessarily wide scope, it will not only yield the desired truth-conditions in (2), but also, 
unlike Barker’s treatment of this intuition, allow for a straightforward reanalysis of the so-
called deictic same, exemplified in (4). 
(4) a. Beth bought the same car as Abby. 

b. Beth bought the same car as yours. 
c. Abby bought a BMW. Beth bought the same car. 
If the deictic same contains exactly the same pieces as the internal same in (1) and the 

comparison clause denotes the compared entity as a result of null operator movement (section 
3), it will naturally be sensitive to islands (Dowty 1985, Beck 2000, contra Heim 1985 and 
Carlson 1987): 
(5) a. * Abby bought the same book as Beth heard the claim that she did. 

b. * Abby organized a party that took place on the same day as Beth did. 
In addition, I will show that this analysis naturally explains such properties of same as 

its necessarily modificational nature and the need for VP-ellipsis in the comparative clause, 
as well as the appearance of same with that, and that it provides straightforward reasons for 
cross-linguistic similarities and differences in the encoding of same. 

Finally, it should be noted that unlike most if not all authors, I do not believe that same 
and different form an antonym pair, with same the positive variant and different the negative 
one. Instead I believe that the counterpart of same is other (see also Van Peteghem 1997), 
which is also obligatorily DP-internal and clearly functional, despite differences between the 
two (e.g., other does not allow a dependent reading with plurals or universals in English or 
Russian). Thus I do not expect the proposed analysis of same to extend to different. 

The paper is organized as follows. I continue this section by describing the four uses or 
meanings, generally discerned for same, and presenting the prior compositional analyses of 
same. Section 2 is dedicated to my decompositional treatment of the internal same. Section 3 
extends this treatment to the so-called “non-anaphoric” same, appearing with a comparative 
clause introduced by as or by that and provides two possible analyses for the discourse-
anaphoric same. Section 4 is the conclusion. 

1.1. How many meanings for same? 

It is well-known since at least Dowty 1985 that same must be licensed either by an antecedent 
(to which the comparison is effected) or by some sort of distribution. Thus Carlson 1987 and 
Moltmann 1992 distinguish between the deictic same, which requires a contextual antecedent 
or a comparison clause (same… as) and the internal same, which is dependent on a plural or a 
universal. In the absence of a licenser same is infelicitous: 
(6) a. Abby bought the same book as Beth. deictic 

b. Abby bought Neverwhere. Beth bought the same book. 
(7) a. Abby and Beth bought the same book. internal 

b. Every girl bought the same book. 
(8) [All of us went to the store.] #Abby bought the same book. 

The difference between the deictic same and the internal same is in the licenser: while 
the internal same appears with a plural or a universal, the deictic same is necessarily licensed 
by comparison, which may be introduced by the preceding context or be clause-internal. An 
immediate question that arises from this distinction is the connection between the two types 
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of same. Some researchers, explicitly or implicitly, suggest that different licensing conditions 
in (6) and (7) may reflect the lexical ambiguity of same (or different).1 

Relying on German lexicalization patterns, Beck 2000 proposed that different (and, by 
extension, same) is ambiguous between a relational adjective and a comparison operator. As 
some readings of different correspond to ander in German and others, to verschieden, Beck 
2000 argues that the former contain a comparison operator, while the latter correspond to a 
relational (transitive) adjective combined with a hidden reciprocal. Beck presupposes that the 
same treatment can be extended to same, even though its lexicalization is not discussed. 

Barker 2007 in his treatment of the internal same (see section 1.2.3) relies upon the 
same intuition, lexically distinguishing between the two types of same. However, the fact that 
in quite a few languages one lexical item is used to express all the four readings and, besides, 
that it is generally lexically related to certain functional items such as emphatic morphemes 
or anaphoric expressions (Safir 1996) strongly suggests that lexical ambiguity is undesirable. 
This is why it is a far more popular view (Dowty 1985, Heim 1985, Carlson 1987, Moltmann 
1992 and Alrenga 2006) that there is only one same (or different), which can appear in these 
four different environments – a view that I also espouse and will prove here by providing a 
comprehensive treatment of the lexical semantics of same that would account for all its uses. 

1.2. Prior analyses of same 

It is standardly assumed that the deictic same is a transitive adjective and that the comparison 
clause in (9a) (or the comparison phrase in (9b)) supplies its internal argument. In examples 
like (9c) the argument is supplied contextually: 
(9) a. I wore exactly the same dress as you did. 

b. I saw on the Fifth Avenue exactly the same dress as yours. 
c. I saw exactly the same dress there. 
If the comparative clause is an argument of the deictic same, it necessarily has to form 

part of the corresponding AP. Thus the deictic same is treated just like an equative morpheme 
(cf. Heim 1985): 
(10) a. the same [as this one] book underlying form 

b. a book [as [as this one] long] 
Two issues arise as a result: (i) the relation between the deictic same and the internal 

same, and (ii) the derivation of the surface structures in (9) from the underlying structure in 
(10a). We will discuss both of them in section 1.2.1. An alternative proposal, where some or 
nearly all instances of same involve contextually supplied arguments (Dowty 1985 and Beck 
2000) will be addressed in section 1.2.2. 

Conversely, Barker 2007 provides the first compositional account of the internal same, 
based on a complex lexical entry triggering obligatory QR. This proposal, however, cannot be 
straightforwardly extended to the deictic same, since his semantics for same leaves no place 
for an internal argument, as will be discussed in section 1.2.3. 

After presenting these mutually contradictory approaches, I will show how my own can 
deal with the problems discussed here. 

1.2.1. The syntax of equatives and the deictic same 

As observed by Williams 1974, Guéron and May 1984 and Fox and Nissenbaum 1999, in 
extraposition structures the surface position of the extraposed relative or complement clause 
indicates the scope of the DP that introduces it. Bhatt and Pancheva 2004 observe that the 

                                                 
1 The exists one more type of same, the reciprocal same, that is not attested in English, but available in German 
(gleich), in Russian (odinakovyj) and in Dutch. I set it aside here.  
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same effects obtain for degree morphemes (more/-er, less, as, etc.) and their dependents. In 
the following set of examples a comparative DP (more books than X) can take scope either 
above or below a before-clause. However, if the degree clause appears higher than the before-
clause, only the high scope reading is available for the comparative:2 
(11) John read more books than Mary published in her life before you did. 

a. Reading 1: before > -er … d-many books 
b. Reading 2: -er … d-many books > before 

(12) John read more books before you did than Mary published in her life. 
a. * Reading 1: before > -er … d-many books 
b.  Reading 2: -er … d-many books > before 
Bhatt and Pancheva 2004 propose to modify the extraposition analysis by Guéron and 

May 1984 by adopting the countercyclic merge account of extraposed relatives by Fox and 
Nissenbaum 1999 (building on Lebeaux 1990). According to this proposal, the “extraposed” 
degree clause appears in its surface position not as a result of movement, but rather due to the 
fact that it is countercyclically base-generated there as a sister (complement) to the moved 
degree operator. The entire derivation proceeds as follows: DegP, consisting only of a head 
Deg0 (-er/more) is merged as a specifier of AP and then moved and adjoined to some clausal 
projection, leaving behind a trace. It is thus in the derived position of the degree morpheme 
that a complement (the degree phrase or degree clause) is merged to it: 
(13) 〈t〉 Tom Thumb is as tall as Thumbelina 

 〈d, t〉 DegP 
λd ∈ Dd IP Deg0 CP 
 Tom Thumb I′ as as Thumbeline is t-tall 
 I0 … 
 is AP 
 t d A′ 
 tall 

As noted by Bhatt and Pancheva 2004 the countercyclic account resolves a number of 
problems that an extraposition account faces, among which the issue of the Head-Final Filter 
(the extraposition analysis presupposes that a degree morpheme can have a complement in its 
base-position, where it is otherwise excluded), the c-selection facts (a degree morpheme can 
determine not only the head of the degree clause but also whether it combines with APs only, 
like -er, or also permits NPs, like enough) and the scopal behavior of degree morphemes with 
extraposed dependents (as noted above, the scope of the degree operator is identical to the 
surface scope of the degree clause, though see Grosu and Horvath 2006 for objections). 

Under the assumption that same takes an internal argument, the discontinuity between it 
and the comparison clause/phrase can be explained along the same lines, if same is merged in 
its base position, then obligatorily extraposed and merged with its internal argument only in 
the derived position – or, alternatively, if the comparison clause/phrase must extrapose to the 
right from its base position. In other words, along the lines suggested by Heim 1985, it is 
possible to treat same in the same way equatives are treated. Although the semantics of such 
a proposal has never been spelled out, its syntax should look like (14): 

                                                 
2 One potentially available reading, where the degree morpheme is scopally separated from the DP containing it 
(Reading 3: -er > before > d-many books), is unavailable due to the Heim-Kennedy Constraint (Kennedy 
1997/1999, Heim 2000, Bhatt and Pancheva 2004). 
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(14) 〈t〉 Tom Thumb saw the same giants as Thumbelina 

 〈d, t〉 DegP 
λd ∈ Dd VP Deg0 CP 
 Tom Thumb V′ same as Thumbeline saw t giants 
 V0 DP 
 saw the NP 
 AP NP 
 same giants 

Multiple issues arise, however, with this analysis. First of all, the syntax and semantics 
of the internal same remain completely unclear: if by analogy with equatives the deictic same 
is a quantifier, taking two arguments of the semantic type 〈ϕ, t〉 (where ϕ might correspond to 
a property or to an entity, depending on the details of the analysis), how is it possible to use 
this meaning to obtain the distribution of the internal same? Note that neither comparatives 
nor equatives allow an internal reading (though see Schwarz 2007 on the use of gleich ‘same’ 
in German for the creation of “internal equatives”). 

The second problem has to do with the syntactic side of the proposal. As can be easily 
seen from the tree in (14), it shares with the movement analyses of comparatives the need to 
violate the Left Branch Condition. While the countercyclic proposal by Bhatt and Pancheva 
2004 sidesteps this issue for comparatives, the fact that same is necessarily attributive (Barker 
2007) makes this problem impossible for it to avoid. 

However, a clear advantage of this proposal is that it explains the island-sensitivity of 
the deictic same, the unquestionable similarity between the deictic same and equatives (see 
also Appendix) and the role of as in the comparison clause. While the first two advantages 
are clear, the third would bear some additional explanation. 

Besides the lexical similarities linking same and equatives in some languages (Schwarz 
2007, Matushansky and Ruys 2007) and shared sensitivity to islands, it is the use of the same 
complementizer as that further supports a movement analysis of both constructions. As noted 
by Potts 2002a, 2002b, building on Ross 1984, while (15b) is best analyzed as involving 
simple movement of the relative operator, in (15a) it is the CP complement of know that is 
moved: 
(15) a.  [CP Americans should get cheap oil], as the whole world knows t. 
 b.  Americans should get cheap oil, which the whole world knows t. 

 
In other words, the fact that movement is indicated by the presence of as in yet another 

structure renders more plausible the possibility that as always indicates that some movement 
has occurred. The plausibility of a movement analysis in comparative constructions without 
degree operators, as in (16), further supports this hypothesis, given that in a lot of languages 
the English like and as are rendered by the same lexical item (see Rappaport 1986, Marelj 
and Matushansky 2010): 
(16) Černysevskij xarakterizoval Gogolja kak otca russkoj prozaičeskoj literatury. 

Černysevskij characterized Gogol as father Russian prozaic literature-GEN 
Černysevskij characterized Gogol as the father of Russian prose literature. 
To summarize, the unquestionable similarity between equatives and same makes it if 

not imperative then desirable that the two should be treated along similar lines. The existing 
analysis of equatives, crucially relying on the movement of the relevant degree morpheme 
(as) deals perfectly with the semantics and island-sensitivity of the deictic same (see section 3 
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and Appendix for details) and is further supported by the correlation between movement and 
the presence of the complementizer as. However, such an analysis cannot easily deal with the 
internal same, involving as it does no dependents whatsoever. 

1.2.2. Hidden arguments 

Dowty 1985 distinguishes two types of readings of same and different, anaphoric and non-
anaphoric, unifying under the former heading all the uses of same and different that do not 
involve syntactically introduced comparison: 
(17) John saw a different movie from the one Mary saw. [non-anaphoric] 
(18) a. John saw “A Passage to India1”. Mary saw a different1 movie. [external anaphora] 

b. Every student1 saw a different1 movie. [internal distributive anaphora] 
c. [Mary and John]1 saw different1 movies. [internal distributive anaphora] 
d. Mary saw “Amadeus1”, but John saw a different1 movie. [internal non-dist. anaphora] 
Dowty explicitly dismisses from the discussion the “non-anaphoric” same and different 

and concentrates on the “anaphoric” ones, which he accounts for by contextual saturation of 
two implicit arguments: the comparison class C and the relevant relation R, both contextually 
specified. Restated in modern terms (Barker 2007), Dowty’s same looks as follows: 
(19) [[same]] = λN .λx ∃fchoice : {x} = fchoice (N) ∧ ∀c∈C : Rxc 

C here is the contextually specified comparison class (alternatives to sentence subjects 
in (18)), and R is the contextually specified one-to-one relation between the members of C 
and the individual denoted by the NP that contains same (seeing in (18)). To restate the 
semantics of (19), same applies to an NP and returns the (singleton or maximal) set of entities 
(movies) such that the contextually specified relation R (seeing) holds between these entities 
and each of the individuals in the contextually provided comparison set C (every student in 
(18b), John and Mary in (18a, c, d)). However, contextual determination of R and C leads to 
incorrect predictions, discussed by Barker 2007. It is furthermore not at all obvious how to 
modify this analysis so that it would be able to account for the comparison introduced by the 
as-clause in the non-anaphoric (17), and thus some sort of lexical ambiguity needs to be 
assumed. 

Such lexical ambiguity, albeit with the pie cut in a different way, is made explicit in 
Beck 2000. In her analysis of different and by explicit extension, same, Beck 2000 notes that 
in German different is lexicalized by two different lexical items depending on its licenser and 
that this lexicalization pattern does not coincide with the usual internal vs. deictic split: 
(20) internal readings 
 a. Detmar und Kordula wohnen in verschiedenen Städten.  plural NP dependent 

 Detmar and Kordula live in different cities 
 Detmar and Kordula live in different cities. 

 b. Jedes Mädchen hat ein anderes Buch gelesen. universal NP dependent 
 each girl has a different book read 
 Every girl read a different book. 

(21) deictic readings 
 a. Frank hat ein anderes (*verschiedenes) Buch gekauft.  discourse anaphoric 

 Frank has a different book bought 
 Frank bought a book different from some salient book. 

 a. Frank hat verschiedene Bucher gekauft.  reciprocal 
 Frank has different books bought 
 Frank bought different books. 
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Both adjectives have Dowty’s “non-anaphoric” use, though with different dependents: a 
clause vs. an NP: 
(22) a. Luise hatte einen anderes Beispiel als dieses.  

 Luise had a different example  than this 
 Luise had a different example from this one. 

 b. Luise hatte ein von diesem verschiedenes Beispiel.  
 Luise had a from this different example 
 Luise had a different example from this one. 
Relying on this lexicalization pattern, Beck 2000 proposed that different is ambiguous 

between a relational adjective and a comparison operator. As the discourse-anaphoric reading 
and the universal NP dependent reading are both lexicalized as ander in German, Beck 2000 
groups them together and suggests that both contain a comparison operator, while the 
reciprocal and the plural NP dependent readings (lexicalized as verschieden) correspond to a 
relational adjective combined with a hidden reciprocal (except in examples like (22a)). As a 
result, the choice of dependents in (22) becomes straightforward: like a comparative operator, 
ander can combine with a comparison CP, and verschieden, like a relational adjective (e.g., 
far), can appear with a PP. 

Appealing as this analysis is, its extension to same is, unfortunately, problematic in a 
variety of ways. As noted by  Laca and Tasmowski 2001, 2003, same does not have exactly 
the same licensing conditions as different. In addition, unlike different, the English same does 
not have a reciprocal reading and thus cannot be used under a cardinal, whereas in Russian a 
special lexical item is used for such reciprocal readings as opposed to everything else (Israeli 
1999, Matushansky and Ruys 2007), which obviously casts certain doubts on the extension of 
the relational adjective vs. comparison operator analysis to same. 
(23) a. Ik heb twee de.zelf.de boeken nodig. Dutch  

 I have two DEF+same books need  
 I need two books that are the same. 

 b. * I need two (the) same books. 
 c. Lena kupila tri odinakovye knigi. Russian 

 Lena bought three same books 
 Lena bought three books that were all the same. 
Thus once again we are confronted with the situation where some but not other uses of 

same can be accounted for. 

1.2.3. The internal same: adjective QR 

In a recent paper, Barker 2007 proposed a novel approach to the semantics of same, treating it 
as a scope-taking adjective. His starting point is the NP-internal use of same, where same is 
licensed by the plurality of the NP containing it: 
(24) Two men with the same name are sitting in this room. 

Barker offers the following paraphrase as the basis for semantic composition: 
(25) ∃f choice Two men with the f choice (name) are sitting in this room. 

To obtain the desired truth-conditions, Barker proposes that same is a quantificational 
adjective with a rather complex meaning: 
(26) [[same]] = λF〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉 . λX e . ∃f 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 ∀x<X [[F(f)](x)] 
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According to Barker, same introduces existential quantification over choice functions f 
of the unusual type 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, which return a singleton set (rather than an entity). Semantic 
composition then proceeds as follows: 
(27)  DP 

 D0 NP 
 two AP〈〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉 NP〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉 

 same λg 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 NP〈e, t〉 
  NP PP 
 men P0 DP 
 with D0 NP〈e, t〉 
 the AP NP 
 same〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 name 

Because same is not interpretable in its base position [1], it must QR [2] and adjoin to 
some node of the type 〈e, t〉 [4], leaving behind a trace of the semantic type 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 [1]. 
λ-abstraction [3] over the variable then yields the correct semantic type for the sister of same 
[5]. This also correctly predicts that same must be attributive (since the 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 trace that 
it leaves behind has to be) and (with some qualifications) that same induces definiteness on 
the DP containing it (as the particular choice-function it introduces has the presupposition of 
uniqueness). 

As a result, (25) is compositionally derived as the meaning of (24) and the NP describes 
the property of being a plural individual consisting of men with the name chosen by a specific 
choice function. This leads to some problems when NP-external uses of same are considered: 
(28) The same waiter served everyone. 

To be licensed by the quantified or plural object (everyone) in this example, same must 
be adjoined below its scope position. However, the semantic type of the constituent created in 
this derivation is incompatible with the requirements of same: 
(29)  TYPE CLASH 

 xP〈〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉 〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, t〉 
 same λg 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 t 
  DP VP 
 the AP V DP 

 AP NP served everyone 
 same waiter 

To solve this problem, Barker uses a variation on the standard compositional semantics 
of movement, where the adjunction of the moved element does not occur immediately after λ-
abstraction, permitting another λ-abstraction to happen. This technical move, proposed for the 
treatment of parasitic gap adjuncts by Nissenbaum 1998a, 1998b and used for comparative 
superlatives by Heim 1999, is known as parasitic scope: 

2 

1 

3

4
5
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(30)  t 
 DP 〈e, t〉 
 everyone AP 〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉 

 same λg 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 〈e, t〉 
  λx S 
  DP VP 
 the AP V DP 

 AP NP served everyone 
 same waiter 

As a result, same can be licensed not only by a nominal licenser, but also by any plural 
or quantified expression, including adverbials and coordination (see Carlson 1987, Moltmann 
1992, Oehrle 1996, and Tovena and Van Peteghem 2002a, 2002b): 
(31) a. John saw and reviewed the same film. V-conjunction 

b. Max put the same plates on the table and in the cupboard. PP-conjunction 
c. John read the same book yesterday and today. Adv-conjunction 
c. The same person discovered America and invented bifocals. VP-conjunction  
d. John maligned, and Mary praised, the same recording artists. RNR 
Barker recasts his analysis in variable-free semantics terms, which do not presuppose 

the movement of either same or its licenser and do not require the questionable mechanism of 
parasitic scope. However, the downside of his proposal is that it can’t account for the deictic 
same, and in fact Barker argues, contra Dowty 1985, that the internal use of same cannot and 
should not be derived from its deictic use. This necessary distinction between the deictic and 
the internal same, to my mind, is the most serious drawback of Barker’s approach, and in 
what follows I will propose a variation on it that will resolve not only this issue, but also 
some others. 

1.2.4. Other analyses 

Attempts to deal with the semantics of same do not stop here, of course, but the remaining 
approaches all share the same failure: none of them account for all the uses of same. Thus, 
Carlson 1987 argues that the internal uses of same and different should treated in the terms of 
neo-Davidsonian events, while Moltmann 1992 proposes to analyze same and different by an 
appeal to reciprocity, but both proposals are non-compositional and explicitly set aside the 
non-internal uses of same. Conversely, Alrenga 2006, 2010 does not discuss the different 
uses of same and different but concentrates on whether the relation involved is that of identity 
(the standard view that I adopt here) or similarity (his view, which I will not discuss here, see 
Matushansky and Ruys 2007). 

1.3. Summary 

The prior work on same, briefly recapitulated above, has demonstrated that its uses fall into 
two major categories, the internal same (licensed by a plural or a universal) and the deictic 
same (licensed by a prior antecedent or an as-clause). However, this division cuts across the 
two lexicalizations of different in German, ander and verschieden, analyzed by Beck 2000 as 
a comparative operator and a relational adjective, respectively, and does not predict the fact 
that same is lexicalized as a single lexical item, with the reciprocal use opposed to everything 
else in Russian (odinakovyj) and in German (gleich). 
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An analysis of same along the lines suggested for comparatives and equatives by Bhatt 
and Pancheva 2004 falls short in that it cannot deal with the internal same, appearing without 
a comparative clause or an antecedent in the discourse. Conversely, Barker’s proposal where 
same is treated as a functional quantificational adjective fails to account for the deictic same, 
where same appears to take an internal argument.  

The payoffs are different in Beck’s analysis, which is hard-wired for lexical ambiguity 
and where the pie is cut in a diametrically opposing way due to the lexicalization patterns for 
different, while Dowty 1985 sets aside the “non-anaphoric” reading with an overt dependent. 

Thus all analyses of different presented above and purporting to extend to same fail to 
account for the fact that the same lexical item is consistently used in all four environments 
even in languages that distinguish various uses of different. In the next section I will propose 
an alternative analysis, which will easily extend to all the uses of same (though not different, 
at least not in English). 

2. SAME DECOMPOSITION 

As indicated above, I concur with Barker’s intuition that the semantics of (32a) should yield 
the truth-conditions in (32b), corresponding to the wide scope of the existential in (32c): 
(32) a. Abby and Beth bought the same book. 

b. ∃f choice Abby and Beth bought the f choice (book) 
c. Abby and Beth bought a book. 
To obtain these truth-conditions, I make use of the following pieces of meaning instead 

of Barker’s complex lexical entry in (26): 
(33)  t 
 ∃f choice VP 
 DP 〈e, t〉 

 Abby and Beth DIST V′ 
  V0 DP 
 bought the 〈e, t〉 

 IDENT e 
 f choice NP 
 book 

As suggested by (32b), a choice function f choice [1] and an existential closure over it [2] 
yield the scoping behavior of same; if this had been all, (32a) would have been identical to 
one of the readings of (32c).3 A distributive operator [3] is required in order to obtain the 
distributive reading of the subject. Such an operator (or some equivalent thereof) is assumed 
to be present in all cases where a plural is not interpreted collectively. Finally, instead of 
Barker’s novel 〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 choice function, I propose to apply to the regular choice function 
[1] the lexical equivalent of Partee’s IDENT type-shift [4]: 
(34) [[IDENT]] = λx . λy . y=x 

As a result, the structure in (33) translates into the following LF (cf. Barker 2007): 
(35) ∃f choice DIST (Abby and Beth) [y bought [[the]] (IDENT (f ([[book]])))] 

                                                 
3 The choice function treatment is not necessary for this analysis to work – any means of obtaining wide scope 
for existentials will do. 

1

2 3

4
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Substituting the proper meanings of IDENT, DIST and the, we obtain precisely the truth-
conditions proposed by Barker. 

Besides deriving the same truth-conditions, the two analyses also make a number of 
identical correct predictions.  As noted by Barker 2007, the choice function treatment means 
that same is correctly predicted to be obligatorily attributive.4 The obligatory presence of the 
definite article follows in my analysis from the meaning of IDENT, which has the uniqueness 
presupposition associated with the; Barker’s analysis encodes the same intuition, although it 
is more difficult to state compositionally, since the piece of meaning associated with the 
relevant uniqueness presupposition is scoped out of the DP. This uniqueness presupposition 
also explains why same must be the highest modifier in the DP – just like with superlatives or 
ordinals, no further restriction is possible on a singleton set. 

However, in a number of points the predictions of the two analyses differ. 

2.1. Comparative critique of the two analyses 

The first issue on which me analysis diverges from Barker’s is the treatment of universally 
quantified licensers. It is obvious that in the presence of a universal quantifier the distributive 
operator is not required: 
(36) a. t 
 ∃f choice VP 
 DP 〈e, t〉 

 Every student V0 DP 
 bought the 〈e, t〉 

 IDENT e 
 f choice NP 
 book 
 b. ∃f choice ∀y [ [[student]] (y) → y bought [[the]] (IDENT (f ([[book]])))] 

Leaving off the distributive operator leads to a correct prediction for my analysis, but is 
impossible in Barker’s analysis, since it is part of the lexical entry for same, repeated here for 
the sake of convenience: 
(26) [[same]] = λF〈〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉, 〈e, t〉〉 . λX e . ∃f ∀x<X [[F(f)](x)] 

Since Barker’s same is inherently distributive, it returns a property that is true only of 
non-atomic entities. This means that to deal with universally quantified NPs, Barker has to 
treat them as plurals, i.e., to assume that they can combine with non-atomic predicates. Even 
though, as Barker notes, every can do so, each cannot: 
(37) a.  Everyone gathered in the living room. 

b. * Each person gathered in the living room. 

                                                 
4 Sometimes same appears without an overt noun, although always with a definite article. I set aside these uses 
here, but see Matushansky and Ruys 2007 for the discussion of both the missing noun and its semantics. 

(i) a. Men are all the same. 
b. George got fifty bucks and Fred got the same. 
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No such problem arises with the decompositional treatment of same, because universal 
quantification does not necessitate the presence of a distributive operator.5 

Conversely, however, the inherent distributivity of same in Barker’s analysis correctly 
predicts the impossibility of same without a plural or a universal licenser (except, of course, 
on the anaphoric reading): 
(38) a. * Abby read the same book. on the anaphoric reading 

b.  Abby read a book. 
Since Barker’s lexical entry for same requires a plural or universal licenser, he correctly 

predicts the impossibility of (38a). In my analysis, however, nothing precludes apparently for 
examples like (38a) the composition as in (36), with the resulting semantics as for (38b). This 
impression, however, is misleading, as I will show in section 2.3. 

Another issue arising from including the distributive operator into the lexical entry for 
same is the licensing of same by plurals or universals that do not c-command it, as in (39). 
(39) The same waiter served everyone. 

Since in Barker’s proposal same QRs, its licenser should do so as well. However, bare 
plurals are generally considered to be unable to QR, even though they can license same (see 
Carlson 1987, Laca and Tasmowski 2001):6 
(40) a. The same bathroom was provided for men and women. 

b. The same conditions applied to people from different backgrounds. 
Since in my proposal the distributive operator is introduced independently of same,7 the 

existential closure over choice functions, which is at the source of the wide-scope reading of 
same, takes scope independently of it. As a result, bare plurals can stay in situ, as they do for 
distributive readings in general. The same is true for the existential closure itself – since it is 
introduced independently of same, same doesn’t have to move. As a result, we avoid several 
pitfalls associated with overt movement of same, which would necessarily violate the Left 
Branch Condition (Ross 1967, Corver 1990)8 and potentially fall afoul of the Specificity 
Constraint (Fiengo and Higginbotham 1981) or of the Coordinate Structure Constraint (Ross 
1967): as examples (41) show, a DP containing same may be specific or coordinated with a 
DP not containing it: 
(41) a. Abby and Beth saw the same car at the murder scene – Claire’s BMW. 

b. Deirdre and Ellen bought [NP the same journal but different newspapers]. 

                                                 
5 Øystein Nilsen, p.c., notes that same can appear with some cumulative predicates, which is incompatible with 
its internal distributivity: 

(i) Both actresses shared the same age, being 47, and perhaps shared the same passion for 
collagen implants. (online data) 

The status of (i) is, however, is not altogether clear to me, since it could be argued that the meaning of the verb 
share is bleached here to something more resembling have. 
6 The problem here is not movement per se (since Barker’s eventual proposal dispenses with actual QR of either 
same or its licenser), but with the incompatibility of bare plurals with wide scope, however it is achieved. Note 
also that not all bare plurals license same with equal ease, cf. The same waiter served *(different) people. 
7 In the tree in (33) the distributive operator is introduced at the sentence level, just below the subject. This is an 
obvious simplification, as distribution can occur with any argument and not only in clauses, but also inside DPs 
(see Gillon 1984, 1987). This, however, is an independent issue: whatever means, including covers (see 
Schwarzschild 1994, 1996), are used to obtain distribution can be used for this purpose with same. 
8 This problem is shared by movement accounts of attributive comparatives and equatives (cf. Kennedy and 
Merchant 2000) and superlatives. See, however, section 3.1. 
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Finally, both accounts share the inability to account for the fact that DPs containing 
same don’t have the existence presupposition associated with definites in argument positions 
(Moltmann 1992, Van Peteghem 1997, Barker 2007). I note in parentheses that comparative 
superlatives are another type of definites with this property (Szabolcsi 1986). 

To summarize, the two accounts are approximately even on their empirical coverage. 
Since Barker’s proposal assumes that distributivity is part of the meaning of same, it cannot 
account for each and is incompatible with the standard assumptions about bare plurals. On 
the other hand, my modification deals correctly with these issues, but wrongly predicts that 
same can appear in the absence of a licensing plural or universal. I will return to this question 
in the section 2.3, after having examined the cross-linguistic support for the decomposition of 
same, which would be provided in the next section. 

2.2. Lexicalization 

The decomposition of same into several pieces finds striking empirical confirmation in the 
fact that different components proposed above find their overt realization in some languages. 
Thus in Russian one of the meanings of same9 is lexicalized as a combination of the emphatic 
particle že (see Paillard 1987, Padučeva 1988, Parrott 1997, McCoy 2001 and Hagstrom and 
McCoy 2003 for discussion), a deictic element (either the distal demonstrative to ‘that’ or the 
similarity demonstrative takoj ‘such’) and, depending on the context of use, possibly some 
other functional elements or emphatic markers: 
(42) a. Lena kupila tu že knigu, čto i Vera. can mean ‘same book copy’ 

 Lena bought that EMPH book that AND Vera 
 Lena bought the same book as Vera. 

 b. Lena kupila takuju že knigu, kak i Vera.  cannot mean ‘same book copy’ 
 Lena bought that EMPH book how AND Vera 
 Lena bought the same kind of book as Vera. 
Under the hypothesis that in Russian, as in English, demonstratives can be used to mark 

specificity, the Russian emphatic marker že could correspond to IDENT. Strikingly, Eckardt 
2002, following Moravcsik 1972, has proposed that the meaning of the German intensifier 
and focus particle selbst, exemplified in (43), is precisely IDENT and that this meaning has to 
be emphatic. Needless to say, selbst forms part of complex anaphors and can also mean same. 
Its Dutch counterpart, zelf, appears in the same contexts, with overt morphology marking its 
various uses: 
(43) a. Selbst JANE FONDA nascht manchmal Yogurette. German 

 even Jane Fonda eats sometimes Yogurette 
 Even Jane Fonda sometimes eats Yogurette. 

 b. Jane Fonda SELBST nascht manchmal Yogurette. 
 Jane Fonda herself eats sometimes Yogurette 
 Jane Fonda herself sometimes eats Yogurette. 

 c. Berti hasst sich (selbsti). 
 Bert hates REFL (self 
 Bert hates himself. 

 d. Wir fahren das.selbe Auto. 
 we drive DEF.same car 
 We drive the same car (token). 

                                                 
9 For all the possible lexicalizations of same in Russian see Israeli 1999. 
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(44) a. Elk meisje vind zich.zelf aardig.  Dutch 
 every girl finds REFL.self nice 
 Every girl considers herself nice. 

 b. Elk meisje las het.zelf.de boek.  
 every girl read the.same.the book 
 Every girl read the same book. 

 c. Zelf.s Marie kwam. 
 even Marie came 
 Even Marie came. 

 d. Marie kwam zelf niet. 
 Marie came self not 
 Marie herself did not come. 
The connection between same/self and emphasis obtains also in Russian and in French, 

albeit in different ways: while in Russian the emphatic morpheme že forms part of the focus 
marker even, in French the same morpheme, même, also forms part of complex endophoric 
pronouns (Zribi-Hertz 1995):10 
(45) a. Da.že Lena prišla.  Russian 

 even (=yes/and+JUST) Lena came 
 Even Lena came. 

 b. Lena kupila tu že knigu, čto i Vera.  
 Lena bought that JUST book that AND Vera 
 Lena bought the same book as Vera. 

 c. Čto že ty xočeš’? 
 what just you want 
 So what is it in the end that you want? 

(46) a. Même Marie est venue. French 
 even Marie is come 
 Even Marie came. 

 b. Pierre est fier de luiz (-même). 
 Pierre is proud of him self 
 Pierre is proud of himself. 

 c. Marie a acheté le même livre. 
 Marie has bought the same book 
 Marie bought the same book. 
Likewise in Ancient Greek the intensive pronoun α’υτός is used to mean both ‘self’ and 

‘same’ (Smyth 1920:302-306), as the following examples show: 
(47) a. ό ποιητ’ης α’υτός τ’ον βιβλίον ’έγραψε. 

 the-NOM poet self the-ACC book wrote 
 The poet himself wrote the book. 

 b. ό α’υτός ποιητ’ης τ’ον βιβλίον ’έγραψε. 
 the-NOM same poet the-ACC book wrote 
 The same poet wrote the book. 

                                                 
10 As noted by Eckardt 2002, in German the focus particle selbst ‘even’ has developed from intensifying selbst 
‘X-self’. In Russian the intensifying function is achieved by the semi-predicative adjective sam-, ‘(by) X-self’,  
most likely a cognate of same. 
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According to Smyth 1920:303, post-Homeric Greek saw the development of oblique 
third person pronouns on the basis of α’υτός: 
(48) ’εκέλευον α’υτη ν ’απιέναι 

ordered-3PL her-ACC depart-INF 
They ordered her to depart. 
The same uses and the same development towards a pronoun are attested for the Latin 

ipse (Allen, Greenough, Kittredge, Howard and D'Ooge 1903:§298, Bennett 1918:§249): 
(49) a. eō ipsō diē Bennett 1918:§249 

 that-ABL same-ABL day-ABL 
 on that very day 

 b. Valvae sē ipsae aperuērunt. Bennett 1918:§249 
 doors REFL same-FPL-NOM opened-3PL 
 The doors opened of their own accord. 

 c. Idque rēi pūblicae praeclārum, ipsīs glōriōsum. Allen et al. 1903:§298 
 this.and state-DAT splendid same-PL-DAT glorious 
 And this was splendid for the state, glorious for themselves. 
In Swiss German the adjective same has also mutated into a demonstrative (Brugmann 

1904:123, Keller 1961:62, Leu 2008, exx. (50a, b) from Thomas Leu, p.c.): 
(50) a. Sāb Maitli het dr Hans küsst. 

 same girl has the Hans kissed 
 That girl kissed Hans. 

 b. Də sāb ØMSG het d Andrea küsst. 
 that same  has the Andrea kissed 
 That one (i.e., Hans) kissed Andrea. 

 c. Ich wetti di säb suppä. Leu 2008 
 I would.like the same soup 
 I would like that very (bowl of) soup there. 
If same, like complex anaphors and perhaps like even, contains the meaning of IDENT, 

the observation (Safir 1996) that same and various anaphoric elements often involve the same 
emphatic or intensifying lexical items can be explained in semantic/pragmatic terms (Eckardt 
2002, Bergeton 2004, Sæbø 2009). 

Since the distal demonstrative may function as a marker of specificity, it is tempting to 
hypothesize that to ‘that’ in Russian represents the lexicalization of f choice. Further support of 
this hypothesis comes from the fact that in a variety of languages, English included (51), the 
meaning of same involves a demonstrative. 
(51) a. Alice bought Neverwhere. Beth bought that very book as well. 

b. We already bought Neverwhere. Why did you have to buy just that book? 
The expression of identity in Hebrew is equally revealing. In Modern Hebrew, same is 

expressed by the inflecting adjective oto, homophonous in all its forms to the accusative 3rd 
person pronoun: 
(52) a. oto (ha) sus 

 same-3MSG  DEF horse 
 the same horse 

 b. raiti ot.o 
 saw-1SG ACC.3MSG 
 I saw him. 
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The accusative pronoun in turn represents the combination of the so-called “accusative 
preposition” et and the person inflection, which can occur with other prepositions and in the 
construct state in Modern Hebrew and behaved as a pronominal clitic in Biblical Hebrew. Its 
nominative form is ambiguous between a personal pronoun and a distal demonstrative: 
(53) a. hu ohev ota. 

 3MSG-NOM love-PRES-MSG ACC.3FSG 
 He loves her. 

 b. ha iš ha hu ohev et ota (ha)-iša. 
 DEF man DEF that love-PRES-MSG ACC same-3FSG  DEF-woman 
 That man loves the same woman. 
However, as noted in Waltke and O'Connor 1990:177-183 and references cited therein, 

in Biblical Hebrew the particle et functioned as an intensifier not only with definite objects, 
but also with nominative subjects (53) and in apposition to mark emphasis (cf. (43)):11 
(54) et ammud he-anan lo sar. 

ET column-CS DEF-cloud NEG depart-PAST 
The column of cloud did not depart. 
Thus it turns out that the Hebrew equivalent of same is derived from the combination of 

an emphatic element and a distal demonstrative, just like in Russian. 
The demonstrative is not the only way of expressing specificity. Both in Russian and in 

English the cardinal one may play the same role: 
(55)  Maša vyšla zamuž za odnogo lingvista. Ionin 2007 

 Mary went in-marriage for one-GEN linguist-GEN 
# Mary married one linguist. 
 Mary married a (specific) linguist. 

(56) a.  One thing you could do is look at many languages at once. 
b. * Two things you could do… 
It is therefore not at all surprising that in some languages one can be used instead of or 

in conjunction with same to denote the same meaning: 
(57) a. Romain Gary et Emile Ajar sont une seule et même personne. 

 Romain Gary and Emile Ajar are a only and same person 
 Romain Gary and Emile Ajar are one and the same person. 

 b. Oni žili dolgo i umerli v odin den’. Israeli 1999 
 they lived long-ADV and died in one day 
 They lived for a long time and died on the same day. 
The coordination with seul in French and with one in English supports the presence in 

same of both a choice function and some sort of a focus operator. In English one expresses 
both, while in French, where the article cannot be stressed, the focus-sensitive adjective seul 
‘only’ is introduced. 

To sum up, lexicalization patterns from various languages support the decomposition of 
same into an emphatic element with the meaning of IDENT and additional functional material. 
The overt demonstrative, as well as the cardinal one, are fully compatible with the presence 
of a choice function as a sub-part of same. On the other hand, the appearance of emphatic 
particles, as well as the use of same for emphasis, shows that some emphatic function is built 

                                                 
11 The emergence of accusative pronouns in Hebrew closely resembles the development of oblique third person 
pronouns based on α’υτός in post-Homeric Greek (Smyth 1920:303). The same uses and the same development 
is attested in Latin (Allen et al. 1903:§298). 
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into the lexical meaning of same.12 This intrinsically emphatic character of same will become 
crucial for us in later sections. 

2.3. Licensing of same 

As noted by Dowty 1985, Heim 1985, Carlson 1987 and Moltmann 1992, among others, in 
the absence of a dependent same and different must be licensed by a plural or a universal. In 
other words, (58a) can only be interpreted anaphorically. As mentioned above, Barker 2007 
correctly predicts that (58b) cannot be the meaning of (58a) because an atomic individual has 
no proper subparts:13 
(58) a. John read the same book. 

b. John (λX . ∃f〈〈e, t〉, 〈e, t〉〉 ∀x [x < X → read (the (f (book))) (x)] ) 
c. John read a book. 
Likewise in my analysis, the freely available distributive operator must have a plurality 

presupposition to prevent distributive readings of singulars elsewhere. The problem arises, as 
mentioned above, when the distributive operator is absent – why doesn’t (58a) have the same 
meaning as (58c)? 

A purely syntactic way of accounting for the licensing conditions of same would be to 
use the [+DISTRIBUTIVE] feature à la Beghelli and Stowell 1997. This kind of an analysis has 
been suggested by Harves 2003 in order to deal with the licensing of the Russian distributive 
preposition po, which also can only appear in the scope of a plural or a universal: 
 (59) a. Každyj rebënok polučil po šokoladke. 

 each child received po chocolate 
 Each child received a chocolate. 

 b. Mošennik poprosil u detej po dva rublja. 
 crook asked at kids po two roubles 
 The crook asked the kids two roubles each. 

 c. Deti polučil po šokoladke  (každyj).  
 children received po chocolate    each 
 The children received a chocolate each. 
Just like same, po is licensed by both plurals and universals in any argument (or even 

non-argument) position. Its own distribution is, however, much more constrained, especially 
if the po-PP doesn’t contain a cardinal (Babby 1980, Pesetsky 1982, Borik 1995 and Harves 
2003). Treating po in the terms of a hidden universal quantifier (as proposed by Zimmermann 
2002 for the English floated each and the German jeweils) is problematic for exactly the 
same reasons as Barker’s introduction of the distributive operator into the lexical entry for 
same: the Russian po is compatible with a distributive universal licenser each, as in (59a). As 
po can also appear with an optional floated each, as in (59c), it itself cannot be equated with 
the universal quantifier. 

However, I believe that a more promising venue of research is a pragmatic one: since a, 
one or some also introduce existential quantification, same should have different conditions 
of use rather than a different semantics. To understand what is going on, I suggest returning 

                                                 
12 Although most of the languages examined in this sub-section are Indo-European, the lexical items involved 
are usually not cognates and the languages themselves can be widely spaced in place or time. The correlations 
established here are, therefore, not genetically determined or due to language contact. 
13 Strictly speaking, if John has no proper subparts, the antecedent of the conditional (→) introduced by the 
universal quantifier is false, which means that the entire conditional is true. This problem, however, is minor and 
easy to fix. 



Ora Matushansky 18 
Same problem, different solution, April 20, 2010 

to the observed correlation between the lexicalization of same and the lexicalization of 
emphatic markers, such as self (Safir 1996), discussed in section 2.2. 

Following Eckardt 2002, Geurts 2003 proposes that an emphatic particle like self (the 
Dutch zelf, the German self) always denotes an identity function and that its contribution is to 
introduce focus. As a result, self necessarily presupposes the existence of alternatives to the 
focus value, which explains the distribution of strong reflexives in Dutch without a need to 
appeal to syntactic structures: zichzelf rather than zelf can be used if alternatives to zich are 
possible: 
(60) Zich vs. zichzelf (Geurts 2003) 

If it is possible to construe a reflexive verb as relational (≠ transitive), and the reflexive 
pronoun as referential, ‘zichzelf’ may be used; if not, ‘zich’ must be used. 
Let us now consider the use of the same IDENT element with same. As shown in section 

2.2, self is cross-linguistically part of same, and our decompositional analysis explains why: 
same is essentially a wide-scope existential combined with an identity function. Just like in 
Geurts’ treatment of the Dutch zichzelf, IDENT and therefore same itself cannot be used if no 
alternatives can be presupposed. The licensing of same becomes straightforward now – an 
existential has presupposed alternatives iff it appears in the scope of a universal quantifier, 
which can be introduced by an universally quantified DP or by a distributive operator. Note 
that this treatment does not presuppose that the existential function itself should scope under 
the licensing universal (in fact, in our analysis it doesn’t) – rather, same rather than a, one or 
some is used to emphasize this the wide scope of the existential in contrast to the alternatives 
possible in this environment. 

As a result, the decompositional analysis of same accounts for its distribution without 
the need to include universal quantification in its lexical entry, contrary to Barker 2007. 

2.4. Island-sensitivity of the internal same 

In our approach to the internal same, its wide scope is obtained not by QR but via existential 
closure over choice functions. As a result, neither same nor the DP containing it is supposed 
to move and therefore we expect the internal same to be insensitive to islands. Surprisingly – 
in view of the existing literature – such is not the case.  

Moltmann 1992 argues that the internal different is not subject to at least some of the 
standard locality constraints on movement. The relation between different and its licenser is 
claimed to be exempt from the Specified Subject Constraint, as in (61a) (Carlson 1987), and 
from Subjacency (61b). The Tensed S Condition, exemplified in (61c) presumably does not 
hold for many speakers, and (61d) and (61e), where different and its licenser are separated by 
multiple islands, as well as (61f), where different is contained in a Complex NP, are also 
considered grammatical by some speakers. 
(61) a.  John and Mary want Sue to take different courses. 

b.  John and Mary organized parties that took place on different days. 
c. % John and Mary thought that Sue took different courses.  
d. % John and Mary thought that Sue took courses that were taught by different  
  teachers. 
e. % John and Mary thought that Sue solved the problem by using different methods. 
f. % John and Mary heard claims that different stores were robbed. 
The problem is that all examples above are flawed and do not really tell us much about 

the licensing of different. Thus different inside an Complex NP island in examples (61b, d, f), 
may not be licensed by the plural matrix subject, but rather by the plural head of the relative 
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clause. Even if such is not the case, different permits a reciprocal reading inside plural NPs, 
where an external licenser is unnecessary:14 
(62) a. I invited three different people. 

b. Several different proposals were made. 
This means that examples (61) may involve the reciprocal reading of different, and the 

one-to-one matching with the matrix subject is due to the so-called respective reading of the 
plural, as in (63), adapted from Gawron and Kehler 2002:15 
(63) a. Chance is the first baseman. Tinkers and Evers are the shortstop and the second 

 baseman (respectively). 
b. The students were pleased with their (respective) grades. 
c. Mr. Smith and Mr. Jones love their (respective) wives. 
A different generalization is provided by Laca and Tasmowski 2001, noting that though 

the licenser may fail to c-command same or different at surface structure, as in (64), and may 
be separated from it by an intervening clause boundary, as in (65), simultaneous violation of 
both c-command and locality, as in (66), renders dependent (internal) readings of different 
impossible. Examples involving same are, if anything, worse: 
(64) a. A different waiter served every table. c-command 

b. The same dog turned up at every home on our block last night. 
(65) a. Everybody believes that Mary saw a different man/the same man. locality 

b. Everybody saw a man who was riding a different horse. 
(66) a. # A different witness believed every defendant to be guilty.  c-command * locality 

b. # A different professor wrote a book about every artist. 
(67) a. ??The same witness believed every defendant to be guilty.  

b. * The same professor wrote a book about every artist. 
Laca and Tasmowski’s intuition is unfortunately disconfirmed when examples (68) and 

(69), with same contained inside a clear island, are examined: it turns out that not all islands 
behave the same while inverse scope is only marginally relevant:16 
(68) a.  John and Mary had a strong belief that Sue took the same course.  

b. % A car driven by the same driver hit John and Mary. 
c. * That the prize was awarded to the same author surprised John and Mary.  
d. * John and Mary were late because the same accident paralyzed the city traffic. 

(69) a.  Every student had a strong belief that Sue took the same course. 
b. % A car driven by the same driver hit every student. 
c. * That the prize was awarded to the same author surprised everyone. 
d. * Every student was late because the same accident paralyzed the city traffic. 

                                                 
14 Carlson 1987 calls the reciprocal reading of different “otiose”. However, as Barker 1999 shows, it does have a 
semantic contribution in such examples as 500 (different) ships went through the lock. 
15 This hypothesis also accounts for the so-called “resumptive” uses of same and different (Keenan 1992). 

(i) The same people ordered the same dishes. 
(ii) Different people obtained different results. 

The one-to-one pairing between people and objects is achieved by the same mechanism as in (63). I assume with 
Barker 2007 that the first occurrence of different in (i) is internal to the DP containing it and the first occurrence 
of same in (ii) is deictic, but I also assume that the second occurrences are also internal and deictic respectively. 
16 Examples (69) (with a universal quantifier) are judged to be worse than examples (68) (with a plural). 
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Surprisingly, if same appears inside a sentential subject, as in (68c) and (69c), or inside 
a clausal adjunct in (68d) and (69d), the resulting sentence is ungrammatical, even though in 
examples (68d) and (69d) the licenser does c-command same.  

The sensitivity of the internal same to islands is confirmed by the fact that non-bridge 
verbs and factive verbs block the internal reading of different, as also noted by Moltmann 
1992: 
(70) a. John and Mary whispered that ??different/*the same students were guilty. 

b. John and Mary know that ??different/*the same students were guilty. 
It is obvious, however, that the movement of same itself would violate the Left Branch 

Condition. This observation is supported by the unusual behavior of same with respect to the 
Coordinate Island Constraint: the coordination of a DP containing the internal same with any 
other DP is impossible, unless the second DP contains either same or different 
(71) a. * We bought the same journal and a novel. 

b. * We saw the accident and the same suspicious person. 
c. * The two policemen noticed every clue and the same discrepancy. 

(72) a. Two isotopes have [the same number of protons and a different number of 
 neutrons]. 
b. We went to [the same school and the same college]. 
The contrast between (71) and (72) shows that same doesn’t move out of the coordinate 

structure: it is impossible to claim that examples (72) involve ATB extraction, since the two 
conjuncts do not contain the same adjectives. However, the pattern above can be explained by 
assuming that the movement under consideration targets the DP containing same rather than 
just the adjective itself. 

As a result, examples (71) are correctly predicted to be ungrammatical: movement of 
just the conjunct containing same would violate the coordinate structure constraint, lack of 
such movement would conflict with the requirements of the DP containing same and pied-
piping of the entire coordinate structure is impossible, as shown by the ungrammaticality of 
examples (73): 
(73) a. * Which mechanical engineer and Mary did you invite? 

b. * Every tool and which screws were you looking for? 
Conversely, examples (72) are grammatical, because movement of the entire coordinate 

structure is possible. 
The question now arises why the DP containing same should move, and the answer, I 

believe, lies in our discussion of the licensing of same in section 2.3: same can only appear in 
contexts where a garden-variety existential may introduce alternatives, i.e. where it can enter 
into quantificational dependency with a universal (a DP or a distributive operator). Assuming 
that quantificational dependency is must be established locally, it is conceivable that it can 
only be achieved by moving the existential into the same clause as the universal (Eddy Ruys, 
p.c.) and then the relation between same and its licenser will necessarily be subject to island 
constraints. Other means of achieving the same result are conceivable. 

To conclude, contrary to standard assumptions, same is sensitive to islands in exactly 
the manner expected from covert movement of the DP containing it: it marginally can be 
licensed in complement and relative clauses, but adjuncts, complements of non-bridge verbs, 
coordinate structures and sentential subjects are islands for it. 

2.5. Other uses of same 

As mentioned above, the two uses of same exemplified in (74) remain an unresolved issue for 
Barker’s account. Our decomposition does not a priori account for them either. 
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(74) a. Beth bought the same car as Abby. 
b. Abby bought a BMW. Beth bought the same car. 
One view is that the two uses in (74) should be grouped together under the heading of 

deictic uses. Beck 2000 shows, however, that in German different lexicalizations are used for 
different in the two cases: while an overt comparison clause or phrase in (74a) is compatible 
with both verschieden and ander, the discourse-anaphoric use in (74b) requires ander. 

I will follow Beck’s insight in hypothesizing that (74a) and (74b) should not be treated 
the same. Some support for the validity of this decision comes from island-sensitivity: while 
the relation between same and the gap in the comparison clause is sensitive to islands, the 
position of same or of its antecedent in a case of discourse anaphora is not constrained: 
(75) a. * Abby bought the same book as Beth heard the claim that she did. 

b. * Abby organized a party that took place on the same day as Beth did. 
(76) Abby has just returned from a protest that Greensleeves organized in Detroit. I heard 

some rumors that the same group of people was behind the stink attack at the fashion 
show last month. 
Sensitivity to islands, as well as the presence of as (see section 1.2.1), strongly suggests 

that when same appears with a comparison clause, it moves – unlike the internal same, which 
is not sensitive to islands. A full theory of same should not only to account for all the uses of 
same, but also to explain these differences. I will now demonstrate that the decompositional 
approach can do both. 

3. THE DEICTIC SAME AND THE FUNCTION OF IDENT 

As detailed above, the decomposition of same corresponds to four (three, with universals) 
pieces in the structure: a choice function, existential closure over it, a IDENT operator and (for 
plurals) a distributive operator. In the structure proposed for internal same, IDENT combines 
with the output of a choice function to yield a predicate: 
(77)  DP 

  the 〈e, t〉 

 IDENT e 
  f choice NP 
 book 

The semantic outcome of this combination is to make an NP denote the object identical 
to itself, a clear tautology that can only have a pragmatic effect of drawing focus onto same 
and thus requiring it to appear only in environments where the existential could (though not 
must) have wide scope. However, the semantics of IDENT also allows it to combine with the 
NP in a different way, if its internal argument slot is filled by a contextually provided 
antecedent: 
(78)  DP 

  the 〈e, t〉 

 AP NP 
 IDENT x book 

The DP in (78) corresponds to the discourse-anaphoric use of same, as in (79): 
(79) Alice bought “Neverwhere”. Beth bought the same book. 
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The merger of IDENT with a contextually provided antecedent yields an 〈e, t〉 predicate, 
combining with the NP via the Predicate Modification rule (Heim and Kratzer 1998). Since 
this resulting AP induces the uniqueness/maximality presupposition in virtue of its semantics, 
a definite determiner becomes obligatory. This straightforward analysis of the discourse-
anaphoric reading of same confirms the correctness of the decompositional approach detailed 
above. However, this is not the only result of this different placement of IDENT.  

In this section I will argue that the analysis in (78) also allows us to straightforwardly 
account with the so-called (Dowty 1985) “non-anaphoric” use of same, where it appears with 
a comparison clause. To demonstrate that it is so I will have to first diverge towards the exact 
semantics of the comparison clause. 

3.1. The maximality effect 

It turns out that our semantics in (108) does not correctly predict the truth-conditions of (80), 
where plurals rather than singulars are used: 
(80) a. The Catholic Bible has the same books as the Protestant Bible, plus 6 others. 

b. The Septuagint includes all the same books as the Jewish Bible, plus seven more. 
What examples (80) show is that a plural DP containing same, such as the same books, 

doesn’t have a maximality presupposition. Our semantics of same correctly predicts this: an 
existential quantifier introduces no maximality presupposition on either books as a whole or 
on the books comprising the relevant Bible. What is unexpected, however (and to the best of 
my knowledge, previously unnoticed), is the existence of a maximality presupposition inside 
the comparative clause:17 
(81) a. * The Protestant Bible has the same books as the Catholic Bible, but the Catholic 

  Bible has six more. 
 b. Alice saw the same movies as Beth did. *In fact, Beth also saw Orlando. 

The impossibility of (81) is not predicted by the semantics and structure in (108), since 
(108) only introduces existential quantification over sets of books: there exists a set of books 
such that both the Protestant and the Catholic Bible has them: 
(82) ∃f choice λX . the Protestant Bible has X and the Catholic Bible has X ([[the]] (IDENT (f 

([[*book]])))) 
It must therefore be assumed that the comparative clause (though not the matrix clause) 

has a maximality operator. This, however, seems to lead to new problems, when we attempt 
to construct the interpretation of (83): 
(83) The Catholic Bible has the same books as the Protestant Bible. 

Indeed, suppose that we add the relevant maximality operator, placing it, for the sake of 
simplicity, on top of the adjunct: 

                                                 
17 Note that the following (attested) example is felicitous: 

(i) The Protestant Bible has the same books as the Catholic Bible, minus six. 

This example involves right extraposition and has the truth conditions fully compatible with our approach: there 
exists a set of books such that the Protestant Bible has that set minus six and the Catholic Bible has all of them. 
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(84)  〈e, t〉 
 MAX 〈e, t〉 
 OP CP〈e, t〉 

 λx C′ 
 C0 TP 
 as DP T′ 
 the Protestant Bible  T VP 

 PRES DP V′ 
 the P. Bible V0 x 
 has 

As a result, the comparative clause returns the maximal plural individual consisting of 
all the things that the Protestant Bible has. This semantics, however, gives us the wrong truth-
conditions when combined with the main clause: it says that there exist some books that the 
Catholic Bible contains and that these books are, in fact, everything that the Protestant Bible 
contains. Obviously, this is not good enough, since a Bible arguably can contain things other 
than books: dates of births, stories, Judeo-Christians morals, the Truth, etc. What we need 
instead is for the comparative clause to return the maximal set of books that the Protestant 
Bible contains. 

To achieve this result, I propose that the relevant null operator OP quantifies not over 
entities, but over properties and that rather than being itself the direct object of have, it is part 
of this direct object, or more precisely, that its base position is that of a modifier in the NP 
whose (null) head is the same noun as in the matrix clause (or its pro-form). 
(85)  NP〈〈e, t〉, t〉 

 AP NP 
 OP books 

As a result we have two possible structures for the comparative clause, depending on 
whether the null operator moves out of the DP by itself or together with the null head noun: 

(86) a. CP 
 MAX CP〈e, t〉 
   〈e, t〉 

 DP〈e, t〉 λX C′ 
 OP books C0 TP 
 that DP T′ 
 the P. Bible  T VP 

 PRES DP V′ 
 the P. Bible V0 X 
 has 
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 b. CP 
 MAX CP〈e, t〉 
   〈e, t〉 

 OP λX C′ 
  C0 TP 
 as DP T′ 
 the P. Bible  T VP 

 PRES DP V′ 
 the P. Bible V0 DP 
 has OP books X 

I propose that both truth-conditionally equivalent structures in (86) are possible, which 
yields several interesting results. First of all, (86a), with full DP-movement, corresponds to a 
relative clause with the complementizer that.18 (86b), on the other hand, involves movement 
of a non-DP element to [Spec, CP], and the “adverbial” shape of the complementizer as in 
(86b) can be attributed to agreement with it.19 Crucially for the compositionality of the latter 
case and optionally for the former case, the DP in-situ is interpreted as a definite DP by the 
rule of Trace Conversion (Fox 1999, 2002). 

Secondly, we can also now explain the different behavior of as- and that-clauses with 
respect to ellipsis. It seems to be a novel observation that the ellipsis of the main verb in the 
comparative clause is obligatory for the deictic same. If neither gapping nor pseudo-gapping 
has occurred, an as-clause is usually judged ungrammatical, and a that-clause is used instead: 
(87) a. * Abby bought the same book as Beth sold. ?? in some idiolects 

b.  Abby bought the (very) same book that Beth sold. 
Following Lasnik 1999a, I hypothesize that a PF-violation can be salvaged if the 

offending structure is not pronounced. As is easy to see, the structure in (86b) (though not in 
(86a)) violates the Left Branch Condition: the null operator is extracted out of the left branch 
of a DP. To repair this violation (at least) the VP needs to be deleted, which is exactly the 
analysis proposed by Kennedy and Merchant 2000 in order to explain the obligatory ellipsis 
of the VP (or a constituent containing it) in the comparative clause in attributive comparatives 
(Pinkham 1982, Kennedy and Merchant 2000), as in (88): 
(88) a. Pico wrote a more interesting novel than Brio *wrote/*read/did/Ø a __ play. 

b. Erik bought a more expensive car than Polly *bought/*sold/did/Ø a __ motorbike. 
Under the analysis proposed in (86b) a null wh-operator appears on the left periphery of 

a DP, just like a degree operator in comparatives and equatives, and just like the latter moves 
to the clausal level. The structure in (86a), however, involves movement of the entire DP (just 
like in relative clauses) and thus does not violate the Left Branch Condition – “salvation by 
deletion” is therefore unnecessary. 

                                                 
18 It is well-known that null operators do not trigger pied-piping of overt material, which means that the head 
noun in the relevant DP in (86a) is necessarily null, like in garden-variety relative clauses with that. Conversely, 
in (86b) the head noun could have been overt, but deleted due to the obligatory VP-ellipsis (see below). 
19 It is equally possible that both that and as correspond to the contents of [Spec, CP]; nothing crucial depends 
on the choice. 
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It comes as no surprise that equatives have the same maximality presupposition in the 
comparative clause, though not in the matrix. To see this, first consider the fact that (89a) 
does not have the trivial meaning in (89b), but rather that in (89c): 
(89) a. Fred is as tall as George. 

b. There exists some degree to which Fred is tall and George is tall. 
c. There exists some degree to which Fred is tall and which is the maximal degree 
 to George is tall. 
(89b) would have been true for any two objects that are tall to any degree, while (89a) 

means that Mary has at least John’s real (i.e., maximal) height. That the main clause involves 
existential quantification (rather than an ι-operator or a universal quantifier) is supported by 
the possibility of (89d) (cf. Horn 1972): 
(89) d. Fred is as tall as George, and even taller. 

In other words, the similarity between equatives and same extends to the maximality 
presupposition in the comparative clause. While for equatives it could have been argued that 
this presupposition is purely pragmatic (without it the assertion is trivially true or undefined), 
such an analysis cannot be extended to same. Conversely, both cases could be explained by 
the fact that the null operator involved is essentially a wh-operator, and it is well-known that 
questions involve maximality (Groenendijk and Stokhof 1982, 1984, Rullmann 1995).20 

If the approach outlined here is on the right track, a natural question to ask at this point 
is what the outcome is of the maximality operator combining with the CP in question. Is it the 
same for the two types of comparison clauses? 

The standard definition of the maximality operator gives it the semantic type 〈〈e, t〉, e〉 
for plural individuals or 〈〈d, t〉, d〉, for degrees (but see Schwarzschild and Wilkinson 2002): 
(90) MAX = λf〈e, t〉 . ιX . f(X) and ¬ ∃Y [f(Y) and X ⊆ Y] 

If we adopt the definition in (90) unchanged, as I intend to do, it gives us the apparently 
surprising conclusion that both the that-clause in (86a) and the as-clause in (86b) denote a 
plural individual. This makes such clauses of a suitable type to appear as an internal argument 
of same if same has the structure in (78), repeated here for the sake of convenience:21 

                                                 
20 If this assumption is correct, the maximality operator I have introduced in the CP domain above the null wh-
operator should probably form part of the operator itself or the interrogative C0, differentiating it from the 
relative C0. I will leave this issue for future research, as well as the question of the choice between parasitic gap 
adjuncts and as/that ones. From the point of view of semantic types they appear to be identical, but, needless to 
say, one cannot be substituted for the other in any context. More important is the fact that true relative clauses 
do not have a maximality presupposition: 

(i) a person [that I know REL person] 

If the relative clause in (i) were maximal, i.e., denoting the unique person that I know, then the NP person that I 
know would also have denoted that person, and the indefinite article would have been inappropriate.  I do not 
know at this point whether the relative clause in (86a) is maximal. 
21 A possible objection to this proposal comes from the fact that English does not have such alleged definite 
descriptions appear elsewhere, as shown e.g., by (i), unless they are introduced by a wh-word and interpreted as 
free relatives, as in (ii). 

(i) a. * You bought was nice (= What you bought was nice) 
b. * I saw you did (= I saw what you did see x) 

(ii) a. There is a lot of garlic in what you are cooking. 
b. Kim will do what(ever) you tell him to. 

The impossibility of  (i) could be related to something as prosaic as the lack of an explicit head noun and hence 
of a criterion of identity (Geach 1967, 1973) or a referential index (Baker 2003). I set this question aside here. 
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(91)  DP 

  the 〈e, t〉 

 AP NP 
 IDENT CP books 

Unlike (78) with its implicit argument, the hypothesized underlying structure for the DP 
containing same in (91) violates the Head-Final Filter. Several ways of resolving this issue 
can be envisaged, of which obligatory extraposition, like is generally assumed for attributive 
comparatives (though see Bhatt and Pancheva 2001), is the simplest. An alternative, with the 
comparison clause treated as a clausal adjunct, is presented in the Appendix. 

3.2. Island effects with the anaphoric same 

The analysis proposed in (91) correctly predicts that the comparison clause should show such 
effects of overt movement as sensitivity to islands or the obligatory “salvation by deletion” of 
the Left Branch violation. What it does not seem to predict, however, is the island-sensitivity 
of same in the complex NP island in (75b), repeated here as (92), but not in the Left Branch 
in (93) or in the coordinate structure in (94). The impression, nonetheless, is misleading. 
(92) * Abby organized a party that took place on the same day as Beth did. 
(93) For a man with a BMI of 25 to 29.9, a waist size of 38 inches signifies “increased” risk 

of the disease. But if [the same man’s waist] is 40 inches, he moves into the “high” risk 
group. 

(94) We bought [a mini-crib and the same mattress (as Janice)], and everything fit perfectly. 
The ungrammaticality of (92) requires no explanations beyond what has already been 

proposed: once the VP-ellipsis in the comparison clause is restored, it becomes clear that the 
operator movement violates the Complex NP Constraint: 
(92') as Beth did organize [a party [that took place on OP day]] 

The grammaticality of (93) is likewise unsurprising: no comparison clause is present 
and thus no violation occurs despite the fact that the DP containing same is contained in the 
left branch. Note that an overt comparison clause is impossible: 
(95) a. * the same as George(‘s) man’s waist 

b. * the same man’s as George(‘s) waist 
c. * the same man as George(‘s)’s waist 
d. * the same man’s waist as George(‘s)  
The pattern in (95) is clear: (95a-c) violate the Head-Final Filter, while (95d) violates 

the Left Branch Constraint on the assumption that the as-clause is extraposed. 
The coordinate structure in (94) is the most puzzling. On the one hand, movement out 

of the coordinate structure is not necessary for VP-ellipsis resolution – since the example is 
grammatical, it seems reasonable to assume that the whole coordinate structure can move to 
the VP periphery in order to create a suitable antecedent for VP-ellipsis. This conclusion is 
supported by the grammaticality of ACD resolution with coordinate structures: 
(96) We bought every CD Betsy did and most vinyls. 

However, as we have observed in section 2.4, the internal same cannot appear inside a 
coordinated NP, unless the second conjunct contains an AP that can be construed in contrast 
with same: 
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(71) a. * We bought the same journal and a novel. 
b. * We saw the accident and the same suspicious person. 
c. * The two policemen noticed every clue and the same discrepancy. 

(72) a. Two isotopes have [the same number of protons and a different number of 
 neutrons]. 
b. We went to [the same school and the same college]. 
The contrast between (71) and (72) on the one hand and (94) on the other is puzzling 

until we recall that there is a major difference between IDENT in the internal same and IDENT 
in the deictic same: only the former ends up as semantically vacuous and therefore emphatic. 
The difference between their behavior with respect to the Coordinate Structure Constraint is 
now explained: movement of the entire coordinate structure is possible for (94) but not for 
(71) because only in the latter case same introduces an additional focus feature affecting the 
information structure of the DP that it is contained in. I hypothesize that for the internal same 
the movement of the DP containing it must be overt.22 

3.3. Comparison phrases? 

The structure provided for same in (78) allows same to take an argument of type e, but since 
same doesn’t assign Case, as shown by the ungrammaticality of an overt comparison DP in 
(97), the Case Filter only allows two types of arguments to appear with it: implicit arguments, 
as in (98a),23 or CPs denoting an entity ex hypothesi, as in (98b). 
(97) the (*the teacher) same (*the teacher) woman (*the teacher) 
(98) a. Abby bought “Neverwhere”. Beth bought the same novel. 

b. I saw exactly the same dress as you did. 
What about examples like (99),24 where same seems to appear with a comparison NP 

rather than with a full CP? 
(99) a. I saw exactly the same dress as yours on the Fifth Avenue. 

b. Jekyll is the same man as Hyde. 
I hypothesize that the NP in (99) also corresponds to a remnant of a full CP and propose 

the following tree as the underlying structure for the comparative clause in (99a): 

                                                 
22 Note that movement to the clausal level does not by itself explain why same is subject to the Complex NP 
Constraint or the Sentential Subject Constraint: such movement can stay clause-internal. The need, however, to 
check whether the existential appears in the scope of a universal quantifier does achieve the necessary result, as 
discussed above. 
23 As noted by Partee 1989, implicit arguments often cannot be made overt (thus, local does not take a PP or an 
NP argument). See Martí 2004 for some discussion of this point. 
24 The distribution of the same NP as this is somewhat peculiar. First of all, it only sounds fully natural in the 
predicate position of a copular clause, as in (99b). In other instances the DP following it is interpreted as type 
rather than as a token: 

(i) a.  ? The same book as this is not easy to find. 
b. ?? The same girl as Julia was seen in Hyde Park. 

Examples (i) improve if a degree operator, such as exactly, is added before the DP, changing the interpretation 
of same to something closely resembling similar (see Alrenga 2006, 2010, Matushansky and Ruys 2007). We 
set this complication aside here. 
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(100)  〈e, t〉 
 MAXP CP〈e, t〉 
   〈e, t〉 

 OP λx C′ 
  C0 TP 
 as DP T′ 
 yours  T VP 

 is DP V′ 
 yours V0 DP 
 is OP dress x 

In other words, I propose to adapt for same the analysis proposed by Merchant 1998 for 
English pseudo-sluicing, exemplified in (101b): 
(101) Abby saw someone, but I don’t know who. 

a. I don’t know who [Abby saw  __ ]. sluicing 
b. I don’t know who [it was __ (that Abby saw) ]. pseudosluicng 
As in Merchant’s analysis, I propose that the remnant corresponds to a full clause with 

the ellipsis of the appropriate constituent (probably, T′), which crucially is not a copy of the 
corresponding constituent in the matrix, but rather a copular clause, where the elided verb has 
to be the identity be. 

The natural question to ask is why the unelided variant is impossible: 
(102) * I saw exactly the same dress as yours is. 

This looks like an argument against the ellipsis approach until we notice that despite the 
grammaticality of (103a) and (103c), (103b) is ungrammatical. In other words, there exists an 
independent reason for the obligatory ellipsis in (102). 
(103) a.  Wilson is not the same (kind of) man as Macomber was. 

b. * Macomber was not the same (kind of) man as Wilson is. 
c.  Macomber was not the same (kind of) man as Wilson. 
One could object that (103b) becomes grammatical if the contrastive focus falls not on 

the verb, but on another element: 
(103) d. Macomber was not the same (kind of) man then as Wilson is now. 

e. Before the hunt Macomber was not the same (kind of) man as he is now. 
This repair strategy, however, is not available for (102), as shown by example (104a). 

To understand why, consider examples (104b, c): 
(104) a. * I saw exactly the same dress then as yours is now. 

b. % I bought exactly the same dress as yours was. 
c. * I bought exactly the same dress as yours resembles. 
It turns out that the clausal structures in the matrix clause and in the comparative clause 

have to be identical in order for same…as to be used:25 

                                                 
25 The relative clause structure (same… that) is not subject to this constraint. 
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(105) a.  Sue provided Mary with the same book that/*as she bought a week earlier. 
b. * The same paper impressed Roger as Peter liked. 
Examples (102) and (104) violate this parallelism. Following Lasnik 1999b, I assume 

that a PF violation can be salvaged if the offending constituent is deleted at PF. Since 
deletion can only occur under recoverability, it becomes eminently reasonable that only the 
present tense be can violate parallelism, since only the present tense be is recoverable without 
a contextual antecedent. 

While we have no explanation for why an overt present tense be should be impossible, 
(103b) shows that the ungrammaticality of (102) is not an argument against analyzing (99) as 
a case of ellipsis. However, the question now arises whether we could treat examples like 
(79), repeated below as (106a), as in (106b): 
(106) a.  Alice bought “Neverwhere”. Beth bought the same book. 

b.  Alice bought “Neverwhere”k. Beth bought the same book as itk is. 
c. * Alice bought “Neverwhere”k. Beth bought the same book as itk is. 
One could object that the overt variant of (106b),(106c), is ungrammatical. However, 

this is due to the independently discussed constraint, requiring the ellipsis for the present 
tense be. More unexpectedly, (107a) is also ungrammatical, as is (107b), which is minimally 
different from (99), repeated below as (107c): 
(107) a. * Alice bought “Neverwhere”k. Beth bought the same book as itk. 

b. * I saw exactly the same dress as it on the Fifth Avenue. 
c.  I saw exactly the same dress as yours on the Fifth Avenue. 
(107a, b) are ruled out by some independent constraint, and we, therefore, have no way 

of checking whether examples like (106a), without an overt comparison XP, could be derived 
from structures like (107c) by obligatory VP-ellipsis. I leave this question open. 

4. CONCLUSION 

I have proposed in this paper a “radical decomposition” approach to same, hypothesizing that 
same actually corresponds to a wide-scope existential combining with an identity function. I 
have expanded this analysis of the internal same to account also for the non-anaphoric same 
(i.e., the same…as construction) by attributing to the comparison clause the semantic type e 
(motivated by the presence of a maximizing effect), which allows it to function as the first 
argument of IDENT, merged in a slightly different position with respect to the NP. 

 I have shown that this approach allows us to construct the first fully compositional 
account of all uses of same in English, as well as to deal with a variety of side issues, such as 
several well-known similarities between same and equatives; cross-linguistic lexicalization 
patterns for same (frequently including an empathic item shared with reflexives); the unusual 
sensitivity of same to some islands, and the differences between various uses of same in this 
respect; the need for a plural or a universal licenser for the internal same and its obviation 
with the deictic same, as well as the ability of conjoined constituents of any kind to function 
as licensers.  

I have also examined and explained several previously unnoticed phenomena, such as 
the choice between as-clauses and that-clauses, the difference between the two with respect 
to the obligatory VP-ellipsis requirement and the maximality effect in the comparative clause. 
The proposal investigated here also raises some new questions in the area of relative clause 
extraposition and the countercyclic merge hypothesis in general: since the comparison clause 
(whether introduced by as or by that) can (perhaps must) be analyzed as a TP-adjunct, both 
for same and for equatives, the same line of investigation could be pursued for “extraposed” 
relative clauses. I leave this fascinating issue as a topic for future research, along with the 
proper treatment of other, which I believe to be the true counterpart of same due to its clearly 
more “functional” nature as well as its distribution (obligatorily attributive). 
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APPENDIX: COMPARISON CLAUSE AS A CLAUSAL ADJUNCT 

The “non-anaphoric” same can be reduced to the internal same on the assumption that the as-
clause is not a dependent of same, but a clausal adjunct with internal operator movement to 
the left periphery, converting it to a semantic predicate (type 〈e, t〉). Assuming that as itself 
has no meaning and the null operator in the as-clause is interpreted as λ-abstraction (or more 
precisely, the null operator is semantically vacuous and λ-abstraction arises only as a result of 
its movement), the combination of the as-clause with the matrix is interpreted via Predicate 
Modification, i.e., as a conjunction of two predicates. The DP containing same then moves to 
a position just above the adjunction site. The resulting structure (simplified, see section 3.1 
for discussion) is given in (108): 
(108)  TP  
 DP TP 
 the same book TP CP 
 λy TP as C′ 
 DP T′ λx TP 
 Abby T0 VP  DP T′ 
 PST DP V′ Beth  T VP 

 Abby V0 y did DP V′ 
 bought Beth V0 OP 
 buy 

Substituting the meaning of same (λg 〈e, t〉. IDENT (f (g))), we obtain: 
(109) ∃f Abby bought [[the]] (IDENT (f ([[book]]))) and Beth bought[[the]] (IDENT (f ([[book]]))) 

Null wh-operator movement to the left periphery of the adjunct is precisely the analysis 
proposed for parasitic gaps by Chomsky 1986, Postal 1998 and recently Nissenbaum 1998a, 
1998b, 2000: 
(110) a. Which book did you file __ without reading __ ? 

b. Which book did you file ti [Opk without reading tk ] 

As Nissenbaum proposes, movement of the null operator to the left periphery makes the 
adjunct into a semantic predicate (type 〈e, t〉), which can compose with the vP via Predicate 
Modification on the condition that the direct object has been extracted out of it. It is therefore 
unsurprising that both Nissenbaum’s analysis and my proposal require parasitic scope: the 
merger of the adjunct must follow λ-abstraction in the main clause, but precede the re-merger 
of the moved DP, just like in Barker’s treatment of same and the treatment of comparative 
superlatives proposed by Heim 1995/1999. 

The striking conclusion arising from the structure in (108) is that the comparative 
clause is merged directly with the matrix TP (or CP) and thus not associated with the 
adjective same either semantically or syntactically. This obviously raises a number of 
questions, of which the first one is that of the movement trigger. 

Unlike in the hypothesis presented in section 3, in the analysis presented here IDENT 
makes no semantic contribution to the non-anaphoric same and is therefore necessarily 
emphatic (cf. Eckardt 2002) in this use as well. We therefore expect for it to move, but since 
the movement of same itself would violate the Left Branch Condition, the entire NP 
containing same is pied-piped along, yielding the structure in (108) and correctly placing it in 
a position where it takes scope over the adjunct as well. 



Ora Matushansky 31 
Same problem, different solution, April 20, 2010 

The island sensitivity for both same and its gap counterpart inside the as-clause is now 
correctly predicted. The movement of the null operator to the clausal periphery in the adjunct 
is necessary: a wh-operator cannot be interpreted in-situ; also otherwise the adjunct would be 
unable to combine with the matrix. This requirement that the NP containing same must move 
to a position higher than the adjunct is correctly met by the assumption that the movement is 
caused by the emphatic nature of same and, therefore, to the clausal level. 

The next question to ask at this point is whether the movement of the DP containing 
same is covert. I believe that the answer is negative – as observed by Engdahl 1983, covert 
movement does not license parasitic gaps (though see Nissenbaum 1998a, 1998b, 2000 for a 
qualification). 

It could, however, be objected that overt movement of the NP containing same gives 
rise to incorrect predictions, irrespective of whether the movement is overt or covert: 
(111) a. * Sue the same book gave to Alice as she did to Beth. 

b. * Sue gave to Alice as she did to Beth the same book. 
Exactly the same problem arises for the countercyclic merge treatment of attributive 

comparatives, discussed in section 1.2.1. As shown by (112), the comparative clause need not 
be the rightmost constituent: 
(112) a. John gave more books than he read last summer to Mary. 

b. John gave more presents than Bill did to Mary. 
Bhatt and Pancheva 2001 suggest that the movement of the degree operator (-er) to the 

right periphery of the clause and the adjunction of the comparative clause is followed in (112) 
by the obligatory right-extraposition of the VP-internal material (here, to Mary), restoring the 
expected order. A solution along the same lines can be constructed for same, though it would 
still be unable to account for the contrast with respect to the Coordinate Structure Constraint, 
discussed in section 3.2. 

To summarize, in this section we have examined a novel approach to the non-anaphoric 
same based on the hypothesis that the comparison clause is not an argument of same, but a 
clausal adjunct with a gap inside it, which can only be interpreted if merged with the matrix 
just below the landing site of the DP containing same. This is exactly the analysis proposed 
by Nissenbaum 1998a, 1998b, 2000 for parasitic gaps. The hypothesis that same is inherently 
emphatic due to the IDENT component of its meaning paves the way for hypothesizing overt 
movement of the NP containing same to a clause-level position above the adjunction site for 
the comparison clause. As a result we correctly predict the island-sensitivity of both the non-
anaphoric and the internal same. The difference in grammaticality with CNPC islands can be 
attributed to the fact that the movement is covert for the internal same and overt for the non-
anaphoric same. The lack of word-order effects is explained as in Bhatt and Pancheva 2004. 
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