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Abstract

Many analyses of initial coordination are based on the view that elements like either, both and neither
are conjunctions. Such a view, however, leaves many questions unanswered with respect to the
prosodic and syntactic structure of these constructions and their interpretation. This study argues that
English either and its Dutch counterpart of are focus particles rather than conjunctions. This not only
accounts for their relatively free distribution but also explains the restrictions that are posed on their
possible surface positions by focus and intonation. In addition, the scopal effects that have been
observed in either-or constructions can be explained. The behavior of English either and Dutch of with
disjunctions thus suggests a complex interaction between syntactic, prosodic and discourse-semantic
information in the process of sentence generation.

1. Introduction

In the literature on coordination, it is widely assumed that two elements may be coordinated only if
they are of the same sort (see, for example, Chomsky 1957, Schachter 1977, Rooth and Partee 1982,
Sag et al. 1985, Munn 1993). This assumption is sometimes refered to as the Law of Coordination of
Likes. In addition, a common assumption with respect to initial coordination, which is characterized by
the presence of a pair of elements such as either-or, both-and and neither-nor, is the assumption that
the first element of the pair marks the left edge of the coordinate structure. Schwarz (1999) terms this
assumption the Left Bracket Thesis.

(1) Law of Coordination of Likes
Two elements may be coordinated only if they are of the same sort.

(2) Left Bracket Thesis
The first element of a pair of initial conjunctions marks the left edge of the
coordinate structure.

Although few analyses of coordination explicitly deal with initial coordination, many of those that do
adopt both of these assumptions (for example, Neijt 1979, Klein 1985, Sag et al. 1985, Larson 1985,
van Zonneveld 1992, Grootveld 1994, Schwarz 1999). This study focuses on initial coordination
involving the English pair either-or and the Dutch pair of-of. On the basis of the distribution of either,
it is argued that the Left Bracket Thesis cannot be correct. Rather than being determined by syntactic
factors only, it is shown that the position of either and its Dutch counterpart of are influenced by
prosodic and discourse-semantic factors as well.

2. Displaced either

If both the Law of Coordination of Likes and the Left Bracket Thesis would hold, the following
examples, in which either appears displaced from its standard position, are rather puzzling:

(3) Jane either ate rice or beans.
(4) Either Jane ate rice or beans.

If the conjuncts in a coordinate structure are required to be of the same sort, then in (3) and (4) the first
conjunct must be the DP rice, since this element is of the same sort as the second conjunct, beans.
However, if rice indeed is the first conjunct in these examples, either does not mark the left edge of the
coordinate structure. On the other hand, if either does mark the left edge of the coordinate structure, the
first conjunct must be the verb phrase ate rice in (3) and the clause Jane ate rice in (4). But now the
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first conjunct in these sentences is not identical to the second conjunct beans anymore. Hence, these
two sentences yield a violation of the Law of Coordination of Likes or the Left Bracket Thesis.

To reconcile the Law of Coordination of Likes with the Left Bracket Thesis, two solutions
have been proposed to this phenomenon of displaced either. In the next section, Larson’s (1985)
movement analysis will be discussed. Section 4 will be concerned with the reduction analysis proposed
by Schwarz (1999). It will be shown that neither of these analyses is able to provide an adequate
explanation for the distribution of either.

3. The movement analysis

Larson (1985) proposes to account for the apparent violation of the assumptions in (1) and (2) by
restricting the Left Bracket Thesis to the level of deep structure. According to Larson, either only
marks the left edge of the disjunction at deep structure. At surface structure, either is moved away from
its original position to mark the scope of the disjunction:

(3) a. Jane eitheri ate [DP ti [DP rice] or [DP beans]]

Munn (1993) and Winter (1998) suggest a slight modification of Larson’s analysis. They propose that
or rather than either moves. When either occurs displaced, or obligatorily moves to the position of
either, thus accounting for the scopal properties of the disjunction. Although Larson’s movement
analysis and the variants suggested by Munn and Winter are able to account for instances of leftward
displaced either, movement analyses such as these cannot provide an explanation for occurrences of
rightward displaced either, as in (5):

(5) Jane either ate rice or she ate beans.

Assuming that the Law of Coordination of Likes holds at all levels of representation, the first conjunct
in (5) must be a full sentence because the second conjunct is. This implies that, at surface structure,
either occurs to the right of its deep structure position. Deriving the surface position of either from its
deep structure position therefore requires rightward movement, as can be seen from (5a).

(5) a. [IP ti [IP Jane eitheri ate rice] or [IP she ate beans]]

But since rightward movement in general seems to be prohibited, Larson rejects such an analysis for
sentences like (5). Instead, he assumes that (5) contains an asymmetric disjunction of VP and IP (= S in
Larson’s terms):

(5) b. [IP Jane [XP either [VP ate rice] or [IP she ate beans]]]

Apparently, then, Larson abandons the Law of Coordination of Likes. However, he does not do so
entirely. According to Larson, the second conjunct in these cases (i.e., the IP) is subject to a semantic
constraint which requires that this clause contains a noun phrase which is coreferential with the main
clause subject. This would explain the contrast in acceptability between (5) and (6):

(6) *Jane either ate rice or John ate beans.

Example (6) differs from (5) in that the pronoun she, which is coreferential with the main clause
subject Jane, has been replaced by the proper name John, which evidently cannot be coreferential with
Jane. Larson argues that a coreferential noun phrase such as she in (5) can be treated as a variable. This
allows the second conjunct to be reanalyzed as a ‘derived VP’ with the interpretation 8x.(x ate beans).
Because the two conjuncts in (5) are now of the same predicative type, they can be conjoined. Thus,
Larson assumes that the Law of Coordination of Likes is in fact a condition on the semantic identity of
the conjuncts. Since the second conjunct can be reanalyzed as semantically identical to the first
conjunct only if its subject is coreferential with the main clause subject, the presence of such a peculiar
constraint on coreference is explained.
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However, it is not very difficult to find exceptions to Larson’s semantic constraint on
coreference:1

(7) Yet our invitation was either a complete hoax [...] or else we had good reason to
think that important issues might hang upon our journey.

(Arthur Conan Doyle, Sherlock Holmes)

(8) By the prefix, we are either put in possession of the subject of the poem, or some hint
[...] is thereby afforded, not included in the body of the piece, which, without the
hint, is incomprehensible.

(Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

(9) It was evident [...] that the hole had either been discovered and effectually nailed up,
or that some immense weight had been placed upon it.

(Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

In these sentences, it is not possible to form a derived VP from the second conjunct by abstracting over
material also present in the main clause. For example, no straightforward analysis is possible according
to which the clause we had good reason to think that important issues might hang upon our journey is a
derived VP taking our invitation as its subject argument. Alternatively, we could try to reanalyze the
second conjunct as some other phrase of the same semantic type as the first conjunct. But this is not
possible here either. In (7), for example, the first conjunct is an indefinite DP, which semantically is of
a quantifier-type. However, it is not possible to reanalyze the second conjunct in (7) as a ‘derived DP’
with the same semantics.

So even if the Law of Coordination of Likes indeed were a semantic constraint, it is
impossible to analyze the two conjuncts in (7) - (9) as being identical. Under the semantic version of
the Law of Coordination of Likes, these sentences are incorrectly predicted to be unacceptable. Thus,
Larson’s analysis of rightward displaced either cannot be correct. Because Munn (1993) and Winter
(1998) also proceed from the assumption that the conjuncts in a coordinate construction must be of the
same semantic type, their movement analyses are problematic as well. We will return to the difference
in acceptability between (5) and (6) in section 6 and propose an alternative explanation.

4. The reduction analysis

Schwarz (1999) argues against Larson’s movement analysis and in favor of a reduction analysis.
According to Schwarz, sentences like (3) and (4) are the result of a reduction operation affecting the
second conjunct. His analysis is reminiscent of Seuren’s (1985), who also derives phrasal initial
coordination from clausal initial coordination. Schwarz’s main argument, which is aimed not only
against a movement analysis such as Larson’s but also against a Quantifier Raising analysis inspired on
Munn (1993), is that the conditions on overt movement of either are not completely identical to the
conditions on covert movement of quantifiers. Although the locality conditions on movement of either
include the locality conditions on Quantifier Raising such as the Complex NP Constraint, movement of
either is subject to an additional restriction that does not hold for quantifiers. This restriction, which
Schwarz refers to as the Finality Restriction, entails that leftward displaced either is only possible if the
disjunction occurs finally. This restriction remains unexplained under a movement account of either
but follows automatically from the conditions on reduction.

Schwarz claims that the reduction operation which is responsible for reduction of the second
conjunct is the familiar operation of Gapping (Ross 1970). According to Schwarz, the underlying
structure of (3) and (4) are (3b) and (4b), respectively, where the strike-outs represent reduced material.

(3) b. Jane either [VP [VP ate rice] or [VP ate beans]]
(4) b. Either [IP [IP Jane ate rice] or [IP Jane ate beans]]

Gapping, as it is known from the literature, is a grammatical process which deletes the finite verb in the
second conjunct of coordinate constructions under identity with material in the first conjunct. In
addition to the finite verb, also other elements may be deleted. In the previous section, it was shown

                                                       
1 Many of the English examples presented in this study are taken from a web corpus of books
(http://www.concordance.com).
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that the movement analysis cannot account for rightward displaced either. Can Gapping, on the other
hand, account for the position of either in (5)? Unfortunately, it cannot. If is assumed that the Left
Bracket Thesis holds, the conjuncts will be as indicated in (5c).

(5) c. Jane either [[?P ate rice] or [?P she ate beans]]

However, there is no way in which we could have derived these conjuncts from a coordinate structure
with identical conjuncts by means of Gapping. Because the second conjunct does not contain a gap,
Gapping cannot have applied here. A possible way out would be to assume that (5c) is derived from
(5d):

(5) d. Jane either [[IP Jane ate rice] or [IP she ate beans]]

Here, both the Law of Coordination of Likes and the Left Bracket Thesis hold. However, it is unclear
how a deep structure such as (5d) could arise at all, since it contains a main clause subject as well as
two embedded subjects. Moreover, to arrive at the surface structure in (5c), reduction must affect the
first conjunct rather than the second one. However, Gapping is not able to affect the first conjunct. In
fact, no reduction operation could have derived (5d) from (5c), since no known reduction operation is
capable of deleting a non-peripheral subject from the first conjunct in English. Thus, sentences like (5)
are also problematic for the reduction analysis.

Schwarz actually mentions examples like (5) briefly (1999: fn. 2) but refers to Larson’s
solution that the Law of Coordination of Likes must be a constraint on semantic identity of the
conjuncts as a possible approach to these examples. However, as was shown in the previous section,
this solution does not provide an satisfactory explanation for the distribution of either.

5. The incorrectness of the Left Bracket Thesis

From the previous two sections, it can be concluded that there is no way to reconcile the Law of
Coordination of Likes with the Left Bracket Thesis. Sentences involving rightward displaced either
show that these two conditions cannot hold at the same time, even if is assumed that movement or
reduction has taken place to derive the surface form. Thus, the Law of Coordination of Likes and the
Left Bracket Thesis cannot be both correct. Three options remain: (i) the Law of Coordination of Likes
is incorrect while the Left Bracket Thesis is a correct assumption about initial coordination, (ii) the Left
Bracket Thesis is incorrect while the Law of Coordination of Likes is correct, or (iii) perhaps both the
Law or Coordination of Likes and the Left Bracket Thesis are incorrect.

Let us assume for a moment that the Left Bracket Thesis is correct. In that case, the Law of
Coordination of Likes must be incorrect. That is, it must be the case that no requirement exists with
respect to the conjuncts in a coordinate structure stating that the conjuncts must be of the same sort.
Whether being of the same sort here means being syntactically identical, semantically identical, or
identical in some other respect is not relevant. If no such requirement exists, nevertheless some other
restriction must be posed on sentences containing a coordinate structure. Otherwise, also coordinations
such as rice and ate and Jane or yesterday should be possible. For this reason, analyses of coordination
that reject the Law of Coordination of Likes as a condition on coordination must assume that all
coordination is in fact clausal coordination. Because deriving phrasal coordination from clausal
coordination can be made subject to certain conditions, restrictions can be formulated with respect to
sentences containing a coordinate structure in the absence of a constraint such as the Law of
Coordination of Likes.

Several strategies have been proposed to relate phrasal coordination to clausal coordination.
The traditional strategy is to assume that phrasal coordination is derived from clausal coordination
through deletion of identical material (e.g., van Oirsouw 1987, Wilder 1994). An opposing strategy is
to assume that identical material is merged (Johannessen 1993). Yet other approaches are the
factorization approach of Williams (1978) and the three-dimensional approach of Goodall (1987) and
Grootveld (1994). Although these strategies differ with respect to the assumptions they entertain about
phrase structure, they make similar predictions about the relation between the conjuncts in a coordinate
structure and the rest of the sentence. In particular, they all predict the non-coordinated material to
form a well-formed sentence together with each conjunct. In other words, each conjunct should be able
to appear alone in the position of the entire coordinate structure.

So even if the Law of Coordination of Likes is abandoned, restrictions must hold with respect
to sentences containing a coordinate structure. These restrictions apply to the non-coordinated part of
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the sentence and are necessary to prevent overgeneration. Now let us look at the way these restrictions
apply to the cases of displaced either that were discussed earlier:

(3) Jane either ate rice or beans.
(5) Jane either ate rice or she ate beans.

We started out from the assumption that the Left Bracket Thesis is a correct assumption about initial
coordination. This implies that the conjuncts in (3) are ate rice and beans and, in (5), ate rice and she
ate beans. But not all of these conjuncts form a well-formed sentence together with the non-
coordinated part. In (3), combining the non-coordinated part Jane with the second conjunct does not
yield an acceptable sentence in English. The result, Jane beans, is not a sentence of English. Similarly,
combining the non-coordinated part of the sentence with the second conjunct in (5) yields an
unacceptable result as well, namely Jane she ate beans.

Thus, given standard assumptions with respect to the relation between phrasal and clausal
coordination, the Left Bracket Thesis cannot be correct even if is assumed that the Law of Coordination
of Likes does not hold. If the Law of Coordination of Likes is abandoned, the Left Bracket Thesis still
yields the wrong predictions. Therefore, we must conclude that the Left Bracket Thesis is incorrect.
Johannessen (1993), who rejects the Law of Coordination of Likes, in fact reaches the same conclusion
and hypothesizes on the basis of displaced either that either and its counterparts in other languages
must be adjuncts to the coordinate structure. Note that this hypothesis cannot be maintained in the light
of the occurrence of rightward displaced either: an element cannot appear inside the material it is
adjoined to. If the Law of Coordination of Likes is maintained but is assumed to hold at the level of
semantics (as is done by, e.g., Munn 1993), the Left Bracket Thesis would still yield incorrect
predictions. Under no semantic analysis can the predicative expression ate rice and the individual
expression beans in (3) be analyzed as semantically identical. Similarly, the predicate ate rice and the
complete proposition she ate beans in (5) are semantically distinct. In fact, no variant of the Law of
Coordination of Likes is possible according to which the conjuncts in (3) and (5), as indicated by the
Left Bracket Thesis, can be analyzed as being identical. These examples simply force us to conclude
that the Left Bracket Thesis is incorrect.

If the Left Bracket Thesis is incorrect, from the options we presented still two options are
possible: (ii) the Left Bracket Thesis is incorrect but the Law of Coordination of Likes is correct, and
(iii) both the Left Bracket Thesis and the Law or Coordination of Likes are incorrect. From the data
discussed here, no conclusion can be drawn with respect to the nature of the Law of Coordination of
Likes. Whether this constraint is a syntactic constraint, a semantic constraint or no linguistic constraint
at all falls beyond the scope of this study. The only thing that can be concluded from the data under
discussion is the incorrectness of the Left Bracket Thesis. Because the Left Bracket Thesis more or less
followed from the status of either as a conjunction, this immediately calls into question the status of
either. In the next section, we will argue that either is not a conjunction. Rather, either appears to
behave like a focus particle.

6. Initial coordination and intonation

In the previous section, it was argued that the combination of the Left Bracket Thesis and the Law of
Coordination of Likes yields the wrong predictions with respect to the distribution of either. The
occurrence of displaced either forced us to conclude that the Left Bracket Thesis is not a correct
assumption with respect to the syntactic structure of initial coordination. However, now the question
arises whether either really is a conjunction, because the Left Bracket Thesis was a consequence of the
assumption that either is a conjunction. So let us review the arguments that have been put forward in
favor of the view that either is a conjunction.

A first argument in favor of the view that either is a conjunction is the fact that conjunctions
always precede the conjunct they introduce. However, either can also appear to the left and right of the
beginning of the conjunct, whereas conjunctions such as or and and cannot. Therefore, either differs
from these conjunctions in its distribution.

A second argument that has been put forward for the claim that either is a conjunction is the
existence of languages in which the counterpart of either is identical to an ordinary conjunction
(Borsley 1994). One such language is Dutch, where disjunction can be expressed by the disjunction of
but also by the pair of-of. Although either might not be considered a true conjunction by everyone,
most syntacticians would probably analyze the first of in Dutch of-of constructions as a conjunction,
similarly to French et in et Paul et Michel (‘both Paul and Michel’) (see, e.g., Kayne 1994, Progovac
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1998a,b). However, this first of, which we will from now on refer to as of1, can also appear leftward
and rightward displaced in Dutch (Haeseryn et al. 1997, Bredschneijder 1999):

(10) Of Jan zal de rozen snoeien of de tulpen
Either Jan will the roses prune or the tulips
planten.
plant
‘Either Jan will prune the roses or plant the tulips’

(11) Jan zal of de rozen snoeien of hij zal
Jan will either the roses prune or he will
de tulpen planten.
the tulips plant
‘Jan will either prune the roses or he will plant the tulips’

Analyzing of1 as a conjunction here will yield the same problems as discussed above for displaced
either. Thus, both English either and Dutch of1 do not seem to be true conjunctions. But if either and
of1 are no conjunctions, what kind of elements are they then?

Larson (1985) argues that either is a scope indicator marking the point at which the
disjunction has to take scope if it occurs displaced. Dougherty (1970), Higginbotham (1991) and Munn
(1993), on the other hand, defend the view that either is a quantifier. However, in most cases
displacement of either has no truth conditional effects at all. Compare, for example, sentences (3) and
(4), repeated below.

(3) Jane either ate rice or beans.
(4) Either Jane ate rice or beans.

These sentences have exactly the same interpretation, so it seems. And although either occurs leftward
displaced in (12) and (13), its standard position immediately preceding the DPs pain and admonition,
respectively, would have given us the same interpretation.

(12) I am almost ashamed to confess that, either through pain or vexation, there came a
few tears into my eyes.

(Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

(13) The clergyman stayed to exchange a few sentences, either of admonition or reproof,
with his haughty parishioner.

(Charlotte Brönte, Jane Eyre)

In these examples, either prefers to appear in front of the PP rather than inside the PP, although either
is in principle acceptable in the position immediately preceding a DP too. This type of displacement
occurs quite frequently in either-or constructions.2 Since there do not seem to be any semantic or
pragmatic effects associated with this shift in position of either, the position of either in these sentences
seems to be the result of some unexplained prosodic preference. We will return to this prosodic
preference later.

Although an explanation of leftward displacement of either in terms of prosody is entirely
different from earlier explanations of the position of either, we will see in the remainder of this section
that prosody not only accounts for certain preferences with respect to the position of either but even
disallows either to appear in certain positions.

In section 3, Larson’s (1985) constraint on coreference was discussed briefly. Larson explains
the difference in acceptability between (5) and (6) by assuming that, in (5), the second conjunct
semantically is of a predicative type:

(5) Jane either ate rice or she ate beans.
(6) *Jane either ate rice or John ate beans.

                                                       
2 In fact, most instances of leftward displaced either observed in the web corpus of books mentioned in
footnote 1 are of this type. That is, either frequently appears in constructions of the form either PP or
DP, where a contrast is expressed between the DP contained in the PP and the DP forming the second
conjunct. Displacement of either does not seem to have any truth-conditional effects in these cases.
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This is not possible in (6), because the second conjunct does not contain a noun phrase which is
coreferential with the main clause subject. However, also in section 3 a number of counterexamples
were presented to Larson’s coreference constraint. Apparently, Larson’s constraint on coreference does
not provide the correct generalization with respect to the examples in (5) and (6). In this section, we
will present an alternative generalization with respect to these facts.

First, note that Larson’s constraint on coreference can be violated in Dutch as well, witness
(14):

(14) Ze hebben hier of niets gezaaid, of er wil op
they have here either nothing sown or there wants on
deze grond gewoon niets groeien.
this soil just nothing grow
‘They have either sown nothing here, or nothing is able to grow on this soil’

The same is true for German, as is illustrated by example (15), taken from Henschel and Weydt (1990):

(15) Du rufst jetzt entweder sofort ein Taxi oder
you call now either immediately a taxi or
wir verpassen das Flugzeug.
we miss the plane
‘You should either call a taxi immediately or we will miss our plane’

In these cases, as in the examples (7) - (9) in section 3, it is not possible to form a derived VP from the
second conjunct which, applied to the main clause subject, yields a complete sentence.

Now what could be the correct generalization with respect to these acceptable cases? It seems
that these acceptable instances of rightward displaced English either, Dutch of and German entweder
have in common that the material preceding these elements is deaccented. This prosodic generalization
immediately gives us an explanation for the unacceptability of (6). In (6), Jane is contrasted with John
and hence receives contrastive stress. Since the stressed element Jane precedes either, the resulting
sentence is unacceptable. Apparently, the distribution of either and its Dutch and German counterparts
is dependent on prosodic factors. This would also explain the difference in acceptability between (16)
and (17). Here, capitals indicate stress:

(16) *JANE either ate rice or JOHN.
(17) Either JANE ate rice or JOHN.

These examples differ minimally from (3) and (4) in that the second conjunct beans is replaced by
John. Now if both proper names are stressed, resulting in the most natural reading that Jane ate rice or
John ate rice, either must precede the element carrying contrastive stress and is not allowed to follow it.
Because it is impossible to stress one element without destressing other material, stressing an element
following either has as an effect that the material preceding either is destressed. This explains our
observation that the material preceding either must be destressed.

In addition, the examples in (16) and (17) shed more light on the question what kind of
element either could be. Because stress in a coordinate structure often indicates contrastive focus, the
status of either seems to be that of a focus particle. Because focus particles require a focused phrase to
appear in the part of the sentence they c-command, this explains why either must precede the phrase
carrying contrastive stress and is not allowed to follow this element. In the next sections, it will be
shown that English either and Dutch of1 share many characteristics with focus particles like only and
even. Section 7 discusses the association of either and of1 with focus. Section 8 compares the
distribution of either and of1 with syntactic restrictions on the distribution of focus particles. Section 9
looks at the scope effects that can be observed with focus particles and relates them to the scope
ambiguities that have been observed with either. Finally, section 10 discusses the prosodic preference
with respect to the position of either mentioned in the beginning of this section.

7. Association of English either and Dutch of with focus

An important property of focus particles is that they are focus sensitive. They must associate with some
phrase which is phonologically prominent. A well-known example is the following, taken from Rooth
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(1985). Suppose John introduced Bill and Tom to Sue and performed no other introductions. Now
consider the following sentences, where capitals indicate focus marking by stress.

(18) John only introduced Bill to SUE.
(19) John only introduced BILL to Sue.

In the situation sketched above, (18) is true, while (19) is false. Thus, focus can have truth conditional
effects, although it need not. The truth-conditional effects in the sentences above are brought about by
the presence of the focus particle only, which associates with a focused element. Only excludes all
elements from a given set but the one it associates with via focus. In (18), this set consists of the people
John introduced Bill to. Sentence (18) expresses the fact that Sue belongs to this set. The semantic
effect of only is that it excludes all other elements from this set. In (19), on the other hand, the relevant
set consists of the people John introduced to Sue. Again, only indicates that this set contains just one
member, namely Bill.

In contrast to only, even does not yield any truth conditional effects but gives rise to a
conventional implicature (Karttunen and Peters 1979). It adds an element to a set under the condition
that inclusion of the element to this set is less likely than inclusion of other elements. The element
being added to a set is the one even associates with via focus. So (20) and (21) have the same meaning
but give rise to different pragmatic implicatures. These sentences both express the proposition that John
introduced Bill to Sue. However, (20) implies that adding Sue to the set of people John introduced Bill
to is unlikely, whereas (21) implies that adding Bill to the set of people John introduced to Sue is
unlikely.

(20) John even introduced Bill to SUE.
(21) John even introduced BILL to Sue.

The following pair of sentences show that either associates with focus in a similar fashion:

(22) John either introduced Bill to SUE or MARY.
(23) John either introduced BILL to Sue or MARY.

Sentence (22) is true if John introduced Bill to Sue or Mary but not if John introduced Bill to someone
else, for example to Tom. Similarly, sentence (23) is true if John introduced Bill or Mary to Sue but not
if John introduced someone else to Sue, say Tom. However, from these examples it is not immediately
obvious that either behaves like a focus particle. As Rooth (1992) shows, coordinate structures with
bare remnants already display focus-sensitive ambiguity without a focus particle being present. This
ambiguity depends on with which element in the main clause the bare remnant following the
conjunction (such as the DP Mary in the the coordinate structures above) corresponds. But note that the
semantic properties of only and  even interact with the information structure of the sentence. If only is
omitted from the examples presented here, the two sentences still have a different use because of the
different information structure of the sentences. Because the information structure of a coordinate
structure differs from that of a simplex sentence, certain differences are to be expected. Only relevant is
the contribution the focus particle makes to the ultimate interpretation of the sentence.

To see that either has similar effects on the interpretation of the sentence as only, let us take a
closer look at the interpretation of  (22) and (23). Here, focus seems to make available a relevant set in
the same way as in other focus particle constructions. Because either requires the presence of a
disjunction, the proposition expressed by an either-or construction introduces at least two possible
members of that set, namely one in each conjunct. These members are the elements in each conjunct
that carry contrastive focus. In (22), the relevant set is the set of people John introduced Bill to. Two
possible members of this set are Sue and Mary. The semantic effect of either seems to be that it
excludes all other elements from this set. That is, either seems to have the effect of excluding Tom and
everyone else but Sue and Mary from the set of people that John introduced Bill to. Thus, either-or
constructions are exhaustive, whereas simple disjunctions are not. In this respect, either resembles only.
They are both so-called exclusive particles. This contrasts with also, which is additive, and even, which
is scalar (cf. König 1991). Note that this kind of exclusion differs from the kind of exclusion refered to
by the term ‘exclusive or’ or ‘exclusive disjunction’. We will discuss this latter aspect of the
interpretation of disjunction in section 12.

Support for the exclusive character of the focus particle either comes from sentences like the
following:
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(24) A task may be more or less difficult; but it is either possible or not possible: -- there
are no gradations.

(Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

This sentence contains two disjunctions. The first disjunction only occurs with the conjunction or. The
second disjunction occurs with the element either as well. For the interpretation of the second
disjunction, no other options should be considered than the two options mentioned, witness the
continuation there are no gradations. Because the two disjunctions are conjoined by the contrastive
conjunction but, the first disjunction must differ from the second disjunction in that it takes into
account several points on a scale of difficulty rather than just two. Now if either is placed in front of
the first disjunction, the result becomes infelicitous. The reason seems to be that either is not able to
combine with a disjunction that must take into account a range of points on a scale. This confirms our
hypothesis about the semantic effect of either, which is that it excludes all elements from a given set
except for the two elements in focus.

The conditions under which association with focus can take place appear to be similar in focus
particle constructions and either-or constructions. As Rooth (1985) notes, only can associate with any
focused phrase in the sentence as long as the particle c-commands the focused phrase. This is
illustrated by the following examples:

(25) a. *? JOHN will only give his daughter a new bicycle.
b. John will only GIVE his daughter a new bicycle.
c. John will only give HIS daughter a new bicycle.
d. John will only give his DAUGHTER a new bicycle.
e. John will only give his daughter a NEW bicycle.
f. John will only give his daughter a new BICYCLE.

The same pattern as with only can be observed with either:

(26) a. *? JOHN will either give his daughter a new bicycle or BILL.
b. John will either GIVE his daughter a new bicycle or PROMISE her a new

bicycle.
c. John will either give HIS daughter a new bicycle or BILL'S daughter.
d. John will either give his DAUGHTER a new bicycle or his SON.
e. John will either give his daughter a NEW bicycle or an OLD one.
f. John will either give his daughter a new BICYCLE or a new PORSCHE.

Note that the distribution of focus is less restricted with the focus particle even:

(27) JOHN will even give his daughter a new bicycle.

If even occurs between one auxiliary verb and the VP, still the subject DP can be focused. As (25a) and
(26a) show, association with a focused subject is not possible with only and either in this position.
Interestingly, only when two or more auxiliary verbs intervene between a focused subject and even,
association with focus is blocked (Jackendoff 1972). This shows that although focus particles have
many characteristics in common, they can also have idiosyncratic properties.

8. Syntactic restrictions on the distribution of English either and Dutch of

In this section, a well-known but poorly explained syntactic restriction on the distribution of English
either and Dutch of1 is discussed. This syntactic restriction will be shown to follow from restrictions on
the distribution of focus particles.

It has been observed that initial coordination is not possible of lexical heads (Neijt 1979). This
restriction holds for English as well as for Dutch:

(28) a. * a small either bus or car
b. * een kleine of bus of auto

(29) a. * right either above or beneath that little chest
b. * vlak of boven of onder dat kleine kastje

(30) a. * very either red or blue
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b. * erg of rood of blauw

The b-examples are the Dutch counterparts of the English a-examples. If either and of1 are omitted
from these coordinated phrases, the coordinated phrases become acceptable. Neijt (1979) and van
Zonneveld (1992) claim that this restriction on the material that can be conjoined holds for initial
coordination only. Non-initial coordination is possible of maximal phrases and lexical heads. This
position is disputed by Kayne (1994), who argues that coordination of lexical heads in general is
impossible.

With respect to the coordination of verbs, the situation is somewhat more complex. Although
of1 is not allowed to introduce verbal heads, either surprizingly seems to be able to introduce verbs:

(31) a. that he will either eat or drink
b. * dat hij zal of eten of drinken

According to Neijt (1979), eat and drink in (31a) form maximal projections, in contrast to eten and
drinken in (31b). This assumption is compatible with the current view on English and Dutch phrase
structure, according to which English auxiliaries and modal verbs originate under INFL, whereas in
Dutch these elements originate inside the VP (Zwart 1993). From these assumptions, it follows that
either in (31a) attaches to VP, that is, to a maximal projection. In (31b), of occurs inside the VP zal
eten of drinken and is therefore not attached to a maximal projection. This explains the difference in
acceptability between these two sentences.

Klein (1985), on the other hand, argues that initial coordination of verbal heads is possible
both in English and in Dutch. But because Dutch finite verbs are subject to obligatory movement from
sentence-final position to second position in main clauses and because this type of movement is not
possible of two distinct verbs at the same time, initial coordination of finite verbs is not allowed in
Dutch main clauses. In Dutch subordinate clauses and in English main and subordinate clauses, on the
other hand, initial coordination of verbs is possible, Klein argues. However, his account of the
differences between verbal coordination in English and Dutch does not yield an explanation for the
unacceptability of the Dutch subordinate clause in (31b).

Although Neijt argues that initial coordination of lexical heads is not allowed, she admits that
a number of apparent counterexamples exist:

(32) a. either songs or stories about ghosts
b. of liedjes of verhalen over spoken

(33) a. either in or on the chest
b. of in of op de kast

(34) a. either green or red with white dots
b. of groen of rood met witte stippen

(35) a. that he either called or wrote to his lover
b. dat hij of belde of schreef naar zijn liefje

Again, the b-examples are the Dutch counterparts of the English a-examples. These examples seem to
contradict the claim that lexical heads cannot undergo initial coordination. However, Neijt argues that
these examples are derived through reduction. In particular, the right hand part of the first conjunct is
deleted. This type of deletion is currently known under the name of Right Node Raising (cf. Postal
1974). Thus, (32a) is assumed to be derived from the underlying form in (36) via Right Node Raising.

(36) either songs about ghosts or stories about ghosts

In short, this discussion with respect to coordination centers around the question whether initial
coordination of lexical heads is possible or not. If is assumed that initial coordination is only possible
of maximal phrases (cf. Neijt 1979, van Zonneveld 1992), a number of observations with respect to
initial coordination can be explained. However, this restriction on initial coordination is an ad hoc
restriction which is not motivated independently. But if we pursue the conclusion from the previous
sections into its logical consequences, this restriction on initial coordination follows automatically. The
conclusion from the previous sections was that either and of1 are not conjunctions. Therefore, their
position in the sentence does not tell us anything about what is being conjoined. This implies that there
can be no distinction between initial and non-initial coordination. Rather, there is just one type of
coordination. An element such as either may be present in a sentence containing a coordinate
construction or not. However, there is no relation between the size of the conjuncts and the position of
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either. If we concentrate on the position of either and of1, the above observations merely show that
either and of1 are not allowed to attach to lexical heads or intermediate projections. That is, either and
of1 may attach to maximal projections only.

This restriction on the distribution of either and of1 corresponds to the restrictions on the
distribution of focus particles. Focus particles also attach to maximal projections only (Bayer 1996):

(37) a. * a small only bus
b. * een kleine alleen bus

(38) a. * right even above that little chest
b. * vlak zelfs boven dat kleine kastje

(39) a. * very even red
b. * erg zelfs rood

Again, there is a difference between English and Dutch with respect to attachment to verbs:

(40) a. that he will only eat
b. * dat hij zal alleen eten

That the assumed restriction on initial coordination is in fact a restriction on the possible positions of
either and of1 is confirmed by the following sentences. These examples show that a lexical head is
possible as the second conjunct of an initial coordination, but only under the condition that either is
attached to a maximal projection:

(41) Occupying the whole southern face of the pentagon was the sole window [...] a single
pane, and tinted of a leaden hue, so that the rays of either the sun or moon, passing
through it, fell with a ghastly lustre on the objects within.

 (Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

(42) They battled it together for a long time, which was more than either the gentleman or
lady concerned in it deserved.

(Jane Austen, Pride and Prejudice)

In (41), for example, the second conjunct of the coordinate structure consists of the noun moon. In the
part of the sentence preceding the conjunction or, however, the particle either is not allowed to attach
to the parallel element sun. This would result in the unacceptable string the either sun or moon. Either
must attach to the entire DP the sun.

In this section, it was shown that English either and Dutch of1 are subject to the same syntactic
restrictions as the English focus particles only and even and their Dutch counterparts alleen and zelfs.
These elements may attach to maximal projections only. In fact, they may attach to almost any major
constituent. Only and even can attach to VP, DP, PP, AP and CP (Bayer 1996). Either and of1 are also
able to attach to these phrases. In addition, either seems to be able to attach to IP too since it may
introduce root sentences. Dutch of1 can introduce root sentences as well, but they are CPs in Dutch.
Note that there is an interesting difference between English and Dutch. In Dutch, the distribution of of1

is dependent on whether it occurs in the main clause or in a subordinate clause. In main clauses, of1 can
appear in sentence-initial position and in the position following the finite verb but not in the position
preceding the finite verb. In subordinate clauses, on the other hand, of1 can appear in the position
following the subject but not in sentence-initial position. This corresponds to the possibility of
attachment of this element to CP and VP but not to C’ in main clauses, and of attachment to VP but not
to IP in subordinate clauses. Interestingly, when of1 occurs in sentence-initial position, no subject-verb
inversion takes place. Because inversion is required with a sentential adverb occurring in sentence-
initial position, this suggests that of1 does not occupy an adverbial position in these cases.

9. Scope ambiguities

A third argument that either and of1 are focus particles is that they display similar scope ambiguities as
only and even. As has been observed by Taglicht (1984), only and even give rise to scope ambiguities
in certain cases but not in other cases:

(43) We are required to study [DP only SYNTAX]
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(44) We are required to [VP only study SYNTAX]

In (43), only can have scope over the infinitival clause or over the matrix clause. Under the first
reading, we are required not to study any subject other than syntax. This corresponds to a strict
requirement that it is forbidden to study phonology. When only has scope over the matrix clause, we
obtain the reading that we are not required to study any subject other than syntax. This requirement is
weaker and leaves open the possibility of studying phonology in addition to studying syntax. In (44),
the scope of only is confined to the lower clause. This sentence only expresses the strict requirement.
The general pattern seems to be that scope ambiguities arise if the focus particle is attached to DP but
not if the particle is attached to VP (Rooth 1985, Krifka 1992).

Scope ambiguities have also been observed in either-or constructions (see Larson 1985).
These observations motivated Larson to propose his movement account of either. His observations are
based on Rooth and Partee (1982), who argue that simple or-disjunctions in English show scope
ambiguities in the presence of intensional verbs and other scope operators. Because of the interaction
between the intensional verb look and the disjunction, the following sentence is ambiguous.

(45) Mary is looking for a maid or a cook.

This sentence has a narrow scope reading meaning that Mary is looking for a servant and would be
satisfied with anyone who is a maid or a cook. According to the wide scope reading, Mary is looking
for a maid or Mary is looking for a cook, but the speaker does not know which. In addition to these two
de dicto readings, the sentence also has a narrow scope de re reading meaning that there is some
particular person, who is a maid or a cook, and Mary is looking for this person. However, this de re
reading is not relevant for the scope effects that can be observed in connection to the position of either.
According to Larson, the either-or disjunction in (46) is ambiguous in exactly the same way as (45).

(46) Mary is looking for [DP either a maid or a cook]
(47) Mary is [VP either looking for a maid or a cook]

The disjunction can be interpreted inside or outside the scope of the intensional verb. Sentence (47), on
the other hand, only has the wide scope reading. Here, the disjunction can only be interpreted outside
the scope of the intensional verb. The generalization Larson proposes is that when either occurs
displaced from the disjunction, the surface position of either marks the scope of the disjunction
explicitly. On the other hand, when either occurs adjacent to the disjunction, the sentence can be
ambiguous. Larson’s explanation is that if either has moved from its original position to another
position at surface structure, it must stay there at LF. Hence, a sentence with displaced either is
unambiguous. On the other hand, if either occurs in its standard position at surface structure, it can
move to any possible surface position of either at LF. Thus, the ambiguity of sentences with non-
displaced either is determined by the possible surface positions of this element.

Interestingly, the following two either-or constructions show the same scope ambiguities as
can be observed with only in (43) and (44):

(48) We are required to study [DP either SYNTAX or SEMANTICS]
(49) We are required to [VP either study SYNTAX or SEMANTICS]

Sentence (48) is ambiguous and can express the strict requirement but also the weak requirement. The
strict requirement implies that we are forbidden to study phonology. According to the weak
requirement, we must at least study syntax or semantics, but we are allowed to study phonology as
well.  Sentence (49), on the other hand, only expresses the strict requirement according to which we are
not allowed to study phonology. Thus, the interpretation of these sentences patterns with the
interpretation of focus particle constructions.

The ambiguity of  the focus particle construction in (43) has been explained as a standard DP
scope ambiguity (e.g., Rooth 1985). Because only and even attach to DP, [only DP] and [even DP] have
the distribution of a DP. Since focus particles also exhibit quantifier-like properties, the observed
ambiguities with focus particles are predicted in a theory that assumes quantified DPs to undergo
Quantifier Raising at LF (in the sense of May 1985). The different readings of a focus particle
construction correspond to different adjunction sites for the DP. Because VPs do not undergo
Quantifier Raising, (44) is not ambiguous. The ambiguity of (43) can also be explained in some other
way that allows quantified DPs to receive scope (quantifying in, operator storage). As Krifka (1992)
puts it, “focus operators do not get wide scope on their own, but only when carried ‘piggy-back’ by an
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expression that can get wide scope.” In what way the scopal expression exactly gets its wide scope is
not relevant for the present discussion.

The different interpretations of the either-or constructions in (48) and (49) are not only
predicted by Larson’s movement analysis, but also by an analysis according to which either is a focus
particle. In other cases, however, the two analyses make different predictions. The generalization with
respect to focus particles distinguishes between focus particles attached to DP and focus particles
attached to other major categories. Larson’s analysis distinguishes between displaced either and non-
displaced either. To decide which of the two proposed analyses is the correct one, either-or
constructions should be considered in which either occurs non-displaced but is attached to a major
category which is not a DP:

(50) We are required to [VP either study SYNTAX or study SEMANTICS]

This example differs minimally from (49) in that the second conjunct consists of the VP study
semantics instead of the DP semantics. According to Larson’s analysis, either does not occur displaced
in this sentence. If Larson is correct, this sentence should be ambiguous. If, on the other hand, either is
a focus particle, this sentence should not be ambiguous. Indeed, this sentence only seems to express the
strict requirement that we are forbidden to study phonology. The reading according to which we are
allowed to study phonology does not seem to be available for this sentence. Thus, either behaves like
other focus particles with respect to scope effects. The scope ambiguities in either-or constructions
follow from the assumption that either is a focus particle.

The conditions under which [only DP] and [either DP or DP] can take wide scope appear to be
the same as well. Bayer (1996), for example, notes that the ambiguity of ambiguous only-sentences
disappears when SpecCP is filled. The following sentence is not ambiguous:

(51) The student asked us [CP where to study [DP only syntax]]

The only reading of this sentence is the reading according to which the student asked us where he could
study nothing but syntax. Impossible is the reading according to which the only thing the student asked
us was where he could study syntax. The same effect occurs with either:

(52) The student asked us [CP where to study [DP either syntax or semantics]]

Again, the wide scope reading is blocked. This sentence does not have the interpretation that the
student asked us where he could study syntax or that he asked us where he could study semantics, but
that we are not sure anymore what he asked. Rather, the interpretation is that the student asked us
where he could study one of the two mentioned subjects. So either gives rise to scope ambiguities in
the same way the focus particle only does.

10. Prosodic preferences with respect to the position of either and only

In the preceding sections, we compared the characteristics of either with the characteristics of the focus
particle only. The characteristics of these elements turned out to be quite similar. Let us summarize the
results so far:

(53) a. Either and only associate with focus.
b. Either and only must c-command the focused phrase.
c. Either and only attach to XP only.
d. Either and only can attach to almost any major constituent.
e. Either and only can give rise to scope ambiguities if attached to DP.

The same results obtain for Dutch of1. Because of these similarities between English either and Dutch
of1, on the one hand, and focus particles such as only and even, on the other, either and of1 must be
focus particles too. This implies that the distribution of either and of1 is not only determined by
syntactic factors but also by pragmatic and prosodic factors. This view contrasts with the traditional
view, which holds that the position of either is determined purely syntactically through the interaction
of the Left Bracket Thesis with movement or reduction operations.
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In this section, we return to an observation made in section 6. Here, it was observed that either
prefers to attach to PP instead of to the DP it contains, even if the DP is the focused phrase. Here are
some more examples:

(54) It was strange she never once adverted either to her mother’s illness, or her brother’s
death, or the present gloomy state of the family prospects.

(Charlotte Brönte, Jane Eyre)

(55) His temper would have been antipathetic in a high degree, had he either by inquiry or
imagination been able to apprehend it.

(Thomas Hardy, Tess of the d’Urbervilles)

However, there is no general prohibition on either inside a PP. As the following examples show, either
is allowed to appear inside a PP:

(56) It has no dependence, unless incidentally, upon either Duty or Truth.
(Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

(57) Its existence in either ancient or modern rhythm is purely chimerical.
(Edgar Allan Poe, Selected Works)

In (56), the PP contains two conjoined DPs. In (57), the PP contains two conjoined APs. In both cases,
either is attached to the maximal projection contained in the PP. Because it is possible for either to
occur inside a PP, the position of either in (54) and (55) can only be explained as a preference.

Interestingly, a similar preference seems to apply in focus particle constructions. As Rooth
(1985) notes, even and only are marginal or even impossible if they occur inside a PP or DP (the
judgements are Rooth’s):

(58) ? At the party, John spoke to only Mary.
(59) * The entrance only to the Santa Monica freeway was blocked off.

If only precedes the PP or DP, the result is much better, as the following examples show:

(60) At the party, John spoke only to Mary.
(61) Only the entrance to the Santa Monica freeway was blocked off.

For Rooth, the marginal or unacceptable status of (58) and (59) forms a problem, because it yields the
only counterargument against his claim that only and even can attach to DP, in which case [only/even
DP] has the same distribution as other DPs. Unfortunately, Rooth is not able to provide an explanation
for these observations. Bayer (1996) takes a different position and questions the marginal or
unacceptable status of examples like (58) and (59). He claims that many native speakers of English not
only find (58) acceptable but also some of the examples that Rooth judged completely ungrammatical.
To substantiate his claim, Bayer quotes Taglicht (1984), who remarks that judgements on constructions
like these are not uniformly negative for all speakers and all examples.

This discussion suggests that focus particles in general prefer to appear in front of the PP or
DP in which the focused phrase occurs. However, this is not a hard requirement. Given the variation in
judgements, this preference might differ in strength among speakers. This preference is not restricted to
English but also holds for Dutch. It is this preference which appears to be responsible for displacement
of either from a position inside PP to the position in front of the PP. However, it is not yet clear how
this preference with respect to the position of focus particles should be explained. An adequate
explanation should refer to a level of representation that is closely related to phrase structure but not
identical to it, since X-bar syntax is not able to explain why attachment to PP is prefered to attachment
to DP in (58) but the preference is the other way around for (59). It could be that the relevant level of
explanation for this preference is the phonological phrase. For example, it might be the case that focus
particles prefer to appear at the left edge of a phonological phrase. This suggestion seems to be
compatible with the relation between syntactic XPs and phonological phrases as proposed by Selkirk
(1996) and Truckenbrodt (1999). However, for reasons of space we will not pursue this hypothesis
here.
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11. Scrambling in Dutch of-of constructions

The type of focus that was discussed here and that is associated with focus particles is called bound
focus. Bound focus is usually distinguished from free focus, which is the result of a complex
interaction between syntactic structure, context and intonation. The phenomenon of scrambling is
thought to be related to free focus. In this section, we will look at the interaction between bound focus
and free focus. It turns out that the presence of the Dutch focus particle of1 triggers the occurrence of
scrambling effects in Dutch of-of constructions.

As de Vries (1992) notes, the position in front of en1 (‘both’), of1 (‘either’), noch1 (‘neither’)
and zowel (‘both’) seems to resist indefinite DPs. She only gives examples with the pairs en-en (‘both-
and’),  zowel-als (‘both-and’) and noch-noch (‘neither-nor’), but the same effect can be observed in
constructions with the pair of-of (‘either-or’). Consider the contrast between the following two Dutch
sentences:

(62) dat zij de rozen of geplant heeft of gesnoeid
that she the roses either planted has or pruned

 heeft.
has
‘that she has either planted or pruned the roses’

(63) ? dat zij twee rozen of geplant heeft of gesnoeid
that she two roses either planted has or pruned
heeft.
has
‘that she has either planted or pruned two roses’

Sentence (63), where an indefinite DP precedes of1, is worse than (62), where a definite DP occupies
this position. Note that (63) only seems acceptable if twee rozen (‘two roses’) receives a strong reading
(meaning ‘two of the roses’ or ‘those two roses’) rather than a weak existential reading (‘two non-
specific roses’). At first sight, these sentences seem to provide counterevidence against our claim in
section 8 that either and of1 attach to maximal projections only. Apparently, the structure of (62) is the
following:

(62) a. [CP dat zij [VP [V’ de rozen of geplant heeft of gesnoeid heeft]]]

According to (62a), of1 occurs inside the VP rather than attached to the VP. How can we explain this
observation, which suggests that of1 not always attaches to a maximal projection?

Surprizingly, if the indefinite DP occurs to the right of of1, the sentence suddenly becomes
acceptable under the existential reading:

(64) dat zij of twee rozen geplant heeft of gesnoeid
that she either two roses planted has or pruned
heeft.
has
‘that she has either planted or pruned two roses’

This example shows that of1 can be acceptable in leftward displaced position while the same sentence
with of1 occurring in its standard position preceding the first conjunct (i.e., (63)) is much worse.
Definite DPs are acceptable in the position to the left of of1 as well as to the right of of1:

(65) dat zij of de rozen geplant heeft of gesnoeid
that she either the roses planted has or pruned
heeft
has
‘that she has either planted or pruned the roses’

The pattern observed here appears to be similar to the pattern DPs in Dutch display when scrambling
takes place. Scrambling is the descriptive term used to refer to the occurrence of an object to the left
side of an adverb in an SOV-language. A well-known observation with respect to the standard cases of
scrambling is that definite DPs are free to scramble, indefinite DPs often do not allow scrambling and
pronouns are often forced to scramble (van der Does & de Hoop 1998). In certain cases, scrambling of
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indefinite DPs is not infelicitous but induces a change of meaning. These scrambled indefinite DPs will
then get a strong (i.e., partitive or referential) reading.

If the observed preference of DPs to appear in a specific position with regard to of1 indeed
results from scrambling, the prediction is that pronouns should be much better in the position preceding
of1 than in the position following of1. This prediction seems to be borne out by the following examples:

(66) dat zij  ze of geplant heeft of gesnoeid
that she them either planted has or pruned
heeft.
has
‘that she has either planted or pruned them’

(67) ?? dat zij of ze geplant heeft of gesnoeid
that she either them planted has or pruned
heeft.
has
‘that she has either planted or pruned them’

As Brigitta Haftka (p.c.) pointed out to me, the same pattern of acceptability can be observed with
definite DPs, indefinite DPs and pronouns in German. These scrambling effects in Dutch of-of
constructions and German entweder-oder constructions are completely identical to the scrambling
effects DPs display with sentential adverbs in these languages. This suggests that the position of the
direct object in the above examples can be explained through the occurrence of scrambling. But then
we can also explain the apparent counterexamples against our generalization that of1 attaches to
maximal projections only. If the position of the direct object in (62) and (63) is the result of
scrambling, the structure of (62) should be as in (65b).3

(62) b. [CP dat zij [de rozen]i [VP of [VP ti geplant heeft of gesnoeid heeft]]]

Thus, of1 also attaches to a maximal projection in these sentences, in accordance with our assumptions
about either, of1 and other focus particles.

Because of1 is a focus particle, the question immediately arises whether other Dutch focus
particles also give rise to scrambling effects. That this indeed is the case, is illustrated by the following
sentences:

(68) dat ik alleen de rozen geplant heb.
that I only the roses planted have
‘that I have only planted the roses’

(69) dat ik de rozen alleen geplant heb.
that I the roses only planted have
‘that I have only planted the roses’

In (68), the DP de rozen (‘the roses’) appears to the right of the focus particle alleen  (‘only’), whereas
it appears to the left of this adverb in (69). With indefinites, on the other hand, scrambling is
infelicitous, as (71) shows.

(70) dat ik alleen twee rozen geplant heb.
that I only two roses planted have
‘that I have only planted two roses’

(71) ? dat ik twee rozen alleen geplant heb.
that I two roses only planted have
‘that I have only planted two roses’

Pronouns, finally, only allow the scrambled version:

(72) dat ik ze alleen geplant heb.
that I them only planted have

                                                       
3 According to Zwart (1993), direct objects are generated postverbally in both VO and OV languages.
The OV order in Dutch subordinate clauses is derived by overt movement of the object to Spec-AgrO.
Our argument also holds if this structure is assumed for the subordinate clause under discussion.
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‘that I have only planted them’
(73) *? dat ik alleen ze geplant heb.

that I only them planted have
‘that I have only planted them’

Thus, scrambling in focus particle constructions displays the same pattern of acceptability as the
standard cases of scrambling familiar from the literature. A recently advocated view with respect to
scrambling is that scrambling is related to anaphoricity and intonation (cf. Choi 1996, Neeleman &
Reinhart 1998, Costa 1998, de Hoop 1999). Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), for example, argue that
scrambling affects the assignment of sentence stress. In unscrambled VPs, the default sentence stress
falls on the object, whereas in scrambled VPs it falls on the verb. Because scrambled objects are
destressed, scrambling can only take place if it is appropriate for the object to be fully destressed. This
is the case if the object has been mentioned recently in the discourse or if it is the topic of the
discourse.

The scrambling effects in of-of constructions therefore provide additional evidence for our
hypothesis that the position of English either and Dutch of1 is influenced by discourse-semantic
information and intonation. Either and of1 can follow a direct object only if it is appropriate for this
object to be fully destressed. Furthermore, either and of1 can precede an object only if this object can
receive stress. Whether an object can receive stress or not depends in the structure of the discourse.
These scrambling effects also suggests that, even if two positions are equally possible according to the
conditions on the distribution of focus particles discussed earlier, there is no true optionality in the
placement of either and other focus particles. Rather, the position of the focus particle seems to split
the expression into two parts. The part that is c-commanded by the focus particle tends to express the
information in focus, that is, the non-anaphoric part. The other half of the sentence tends to express the
background information or, in other words, the anaphoric part of the sentence.

12. Optional reduction

The preceding discussion entirely focused on the position of either and of1 in the clause preceding the
conjunction. In this section, the size of the conjunct following the conjunction is investigated. As was
argued in the previous sections, there is no direct relation between the size of the conjuncts and the
position of either. This entails that there is also no direct relation between the size of the second
conjunct and the position of either. In this section, it will be argued that there is an indirect relation
between these two: destressing in the first conjunct corresponds to reduction in the second conjunct.

A general characteristic of coordinate structures is that it is possible to optionally leave out
identical material. This phenomenon of optional reduction has received widely different treatments in
the literature on coordination. Reduced coordinate structures have been argued to be the result of a
process of deletion at surface structure or PF (van Oirsouw 1987, Wilder 1994), they have been argued
to contain base-generated empty syntactic categories (Chao 1988, Hardt 1993, Lobeck 1995), and they
have been argued to be base generated as such (as in unification grammar, cf. Sag et al. 1985, and in
categorial grammar, cf. Dowty 1988, Steedman 1990). Also, combinations of these treatments have
been proposed, for example the combination of base-generated ‘small’ conjuncts with deletion at PF
(Hartmann 2000). The motivation for the first and second view on optional reduction is that reduced
coordinate structures generally receive the same interpretation as their non-reduced counterparts. Thus,
leaving out the subject and the finite verb in the second conjunct of the following sentences does not
result in a change in interpretation:

(74) a. Jane either ate rice or she ate beans.
b. Jane either ate rice or beans.

(75) a. Either Jane ate rice or she ate beans.
b. Either Jane ate rice or beans.

Note that reduction of the second conjunct in (74) has as an additional effect that the rightward
displaced either changes into a leftward displaced either. Both the movement analysis and the
reduction analysis will have to assume that the non-reduced (74a) is related to the reduced (74b) in a
non-trivial way since rightward displaced either is analyzed differently from leftward displaced either,
involving reanalysis of the second conjunct as a VP. From the proposed status of either as a focus
particle, it follows that reduction of the second conjunct is entirely independent of the position of
either. Therefore, this shift from rightward displaced either to leftward displaced either does not yield a
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problem for our analysis. The examples in (74) and (75) show that, irrespective of the position of
either, material can be omitted from the second conjunct under the condition that the contrasted, and
hence stressed, material remains.

Because the second conjunct in either-or constructions and of-of constructions is completely
identical to the second conjunct of a simple disjunctive structure in English and Dutch, this conjunct
can undergo reduction in exactly the same way in which the second conjunct of a simple disjunctive
structure can undergo reduction. The meaning of these reduced constructions results from whatever
process is responsible for deriving the meaning of a reduced coordinate structure from the remnants. So
under a surface structure deletion approach to optional reduction, this amounts to reconstruction of the
deleted material at LF. Under a PF deletion approach, the reduced material is already present at LF to
be interpreted. If is assumed that empty syntactic categories occupy the position of the missing
material, these empty categories must be licensed by appropriate antecedents. And under a direct
interpretation approach to reduction, the meaning of the missing material has to be reconstructed at a
semantic level. Because reduction is subject to certain locality constraints, the interpretation of reduced
either-or constructions is constrained accordingly, as Schwarz shows. Thus, our predictions are not
much different from Schwarz’s in this respect.

However, a difference between Schwarz’s reduction analysis and the proposed analysis is that
Schwarz argues that the reduction process operative in either-or constructions is Gapping. Our
analysis, on the other hand, predicts that the second conjunct in either-or constructions can be reduced
by any reduction process that is able to apply with non-initial coordination. Because the size of the
second conjunct is argued to be independent of the presence and position of either, reduction of the
second conjunct is predicted to be completely similar to reduction of the second conjunct in a
construction involving non-initial coordination. An argument in favor of this view is the phenomenon
of missing subjects in the second conjunct.

(76) Either he came or stayed at home.

Constructions like (76) are problematic for Schwarz’s analysis because the finite verb in the second
conjunct is overt. Only the subject is missing from this conjunct. Since Gapping always eliminates the
finite verb of the second conjunct, with possibly some additional material, Gapping cannot be
responsible for reduction of the second conjunct in (76). For this reason, Schwarz is forced to postulate
a silent subject pronoun in (76) which must be coindexed with the subject of the first conjunct.
However, a much simpler view is that the second conjunct in this example is reduced by the same
process that is responsible for left-peripheral reduction of the second conjunct in general. This process
is refered to in the literature on coordination as Forward Conjunction Reduction or Left Node Raising.
Alternatively, the disjunction in (76) could simply be a VP-disjunction, because the position of either is
irrelevant to the size of the conjuncts. As far as reduction concerns, (76) is completely identical to (77),
a coordinate structure involving non-initial coordination.

(77) He came or stayed at home.

Another argument for our view on reduction is that a reduction analysis is only able to account for
certain wide scope readings if the position of either is assumed to be irrelevant. As we already saw in
section 9, the following ambiguous sentence also has a wide scope reading.

(78) Mary is looking for either a maid or a cook.

Under this wide scope reading, Mary is looking for a maid or Mary is looking for a cook, but the
speaker does not know which. If is assumed that either marks the left edge of the disjunction and that,
in addition, the size of the disjunction determines the interpretation, as Schwarz does, no explanation
can be given for the existence of the wide scope reading. Because the two conjuncts are identical at
surface structure, this sentence is not derived from a larger one through reduction of the second
conjunct. Hence, it is unclear how the wide scope reading arises. Under the view that the position of
either is irrelevant to the size of the conjuncts, on the other hand, this reading can be explained. One
possibility is to assume that (78) is derived from (79) via reduction.

(79) Mary is looking for either a maid or she is looking for a cook.

Alternatively, because either is attached to a DP in (78), the wide scope reading could also arise via
whatever process is responsible for the wide scope of DPs in general.
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12. Inclusive or exclusive disjunction

Intuitively, either-or constructions seem to express exclusive disjunction. An exclusive disjunction ‘A
or B’ is true when A is true, but B is not, or alternatively when B is true but A is not, but not when A
and B are both true. An inclusive disjunction ‘A or B’, on the other hand, is true if A is true but not B,
or B is true but not A, or A and B are both true. The question that will be addressed in this section is
whether the exclusive interpretation of either-or constructions stems from the semantics of either or
whether the exclusive interpretation has some other cause.

It is well-known from the literature that simple or-disjunctions can be interpreted inclusively
or exclusively, depending on context and world knowledge. Kamp and Reyle (1993), for example,
claim that the following disjunctions have different natural readings.

(80) If Fred has failed the entire test then he has failed the practical part or he has failed
the theoretical part.

(81) Jones has been elected president or Smith has been elected president.

Most people would consider the conditional in (80) true even if Fred has failed both the practical part
and the theoretical part. This means that or is interpreted as an inclusive disjunction in (80). In (81), on
the other hand, or is preferably interpreted as an inclusive disjunction since we know that only one
person can be elected president at the same time. The standard solution in semantics to these two uses
of or is to posit just one or, which has an inclusive meaning. The exclusive interpretation is derived
pragmatically through the implication arising from the Gricean maxim of quantity. Someone who uses
a disjunction apparently is not in a position to claim that both conjuncts are true. Therefore, if a
disjunction is used, the speaker believes one of the conjuncts to be false. Otherwise, the speaker would
have used the stronger statement of a conjunction. Thus, the exclusive interpretation arises from an
inclusive meaning for or through pragmatic implicature.

If or indeed semantically expresses inclusive disjunction, the fact that either-or disjunctions
tend to be interpreted exclusively might be explained by assuming that either is a distribution operator
quantifying over the atomic parts of the disjunction (similar to what Heim, Lasnik & May 1991
propose for each). However, if either were a distribution operator whose function is to change the
meaning of a disjunction from inclusive to exclusive, it is not clear why either is used in the following
sentences:

(82) Either thou, or I, or both, must go with him.
(William Shakespeare, Romeo and Juliet)

(83) [...] and the rider, however undauntedly he presented himself in the lists, either from
weakness, weariness, or both, seemed scarce able to support himself in the saddle.

(Sir Walter Scott, Ivanhoe)

(84) Either in the morning or evening of every day, excepting one, have we seen either
Mr. Weston or Mrs. Weston, and generally both, either at Randalls or here.

(Jane Austen, Emma)

Evidently, the intention of the authors of these sentences was to express inclusive disjunction, witness
the addition of or both and and generally both. Nevertheless, either is used here. If the function of
either were to signal an exclusive interpretation, the addition of or both is inexplicable. Why signal a
certain meaning through the use of either and then undo its effect again by adding or both? Note that
the use of either in these sentences also remains unexplained if or is assumed to be ambiguous between
inclusive or and exclusive or. In this case, the exclusive interpretation might result from the fact that
either selects exclusive or. But then it again remains a mystery why exclusive or is selected if an
inclusive reading is intended.

An alternative explanation for the prefered interpretation of simple disjunctions and either-or
disjunctions is that the ultimate interpretation of the sentence is dependent on the intonation contour of
the disjunction. Because either interacts with intonation, the presence of either has an indirect effect on
the interpretation of the sentence. To see this, consider the simple disjunction in (85).

(85) Jane or John must go with him.
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An exclusive interpretation of this sentence co-occurs with a pattern of intonation in which the
contrasted elements as well as the conjunction are stressed. The contrasted elements Jane and John
bear primary stress (indicated by capitals) and the conjunction or bears secondary stress (indicated by
italics).

(85) a. JANE or JOHN must go with him.

If the disjunction is intended to be interpreted inclusively, the intonation contour is different. Now,
stress may fall on the second conjunct but the first conjunct and the conjunction do not bear stress.

(85) b. Jane or JOHN/John must go with him.

Whether the second conjunct bears stress or not depends on whether the entire disjunction is in focus or
not. Since stressed constituents in English always occur at the right edge of a phonological phrase,
focusing the entire disjunction is accomplished by stressing the second conjunct.

Now consider the either-or disjunction in (86). Because either is a focus particle which
associates with focus, Jane must carry focal stress.

(86) Either Jane or John must go with him.

Thus, the intonation contour is as in (86a). Jane and John bear primary stress, whereas either and or
bear secondary stress.

(86) a. Either JANE or JOHN must go with him.

The intonation contour of this sentence corresponds to that of simple disjunctions which are interpreted
exclusively. Thus, the exclusive interpretation of either-or disjunction may be an epiphenomenon,
resulting from the effect of either on the intonation contour of the sentence.

13. Final remarks

In this study, it was argued that in either-or constructions the part of the sentence preceding the
conjunction or is subject to a number of interacting constraints determining the position of either. The
second conjunct, on the other hand, is subject to a process of optional reduction which applies to
coordinate constructions in general. At this point, we might ask ourselves whether there is any relation
at all between what happens in the first part of the sentence and the size of the second conjunct. It
seems that there is. Although destressing and reduction are two separate phenomena, they are both
anaphoric in nature. Reduction occurs mainly in the second conjunct and determines the surface form
of the second conjunct. Destressing can also occur in the second conjunct, where it has the same effect
as reduction, but only weaker. Destressing occurs in the first conjunct too. Here, it is related to the
position of either.

Now why would anaphoricity be indicated differently in the first and second conjunct of a
coordinate structure? This could be related to a well-known difference between the first and the
subsequent conjuncts of a coordinate structure, namely that they behave differently with respect to
reduction. Reduction of left peripheral or medial material is never possible from the first conjunct of a
coordinate construction in English and Dutch. The first conjunct only allows for reduction of right
peripheral material. In contrast with the first conjunct, left peripheral and medial anaphoric material
can be omitted very easily from the second conjunct, for example by means of Forward Conjunction
Reduction or Gapping. In addition, the second conjunct also allows for reduction operations such as VP
Deletion, Sluicing and Stripping, which eliminate right peripheral material.

Because very few reduction operations operate on the first conjunct, some other way might be
needed to distinguish anaphoric material from non-anaphoric material in this conjunct (or focused
material from background material, to use a different terminology). Stressing and destressing yields
one way to distinguish non-anaphoric material from anaphoric material in the first conjunct. The choice
for the position of either is another way to separate anaphoric material from non-anaphoric material.
These two ways of marking anaphoricity seem to work together. The position of either appears to have
the function of reinforcing the effects brought about by stressing and destressing.
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