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When a Head is not a Head:
A Constructional Approac h to
Exo centricit y in English
Abby Wright and Andreas Ka thol

19.1 In tro duction

As the nameof the framework suggests,oneof the driving forcesbehind
traditional HPSG analysesis the notion of head. With the exceptionof a
few non-headedconstructions (i.e., mostly coordination), constructions
are typically seenas being headedby a particular word or phrasewith
the nonheadconstituting a complement, speci¯er or adjunct. The head
determinesthe internal composition of a phraseand is responsiblefor its
external distribution. Moreover, syntactic headedness,asdeterminedby
morphosyntactic criteria, is typically assumedto coincidewith semantic
headness.In the caseof NPs, for instance,this meansthat the semantic
contribution (including the index) of the entire phrase is provided by
the element that is the headby morphosyntactic criteria (t ypically the
noun).

In this paper, we intend to challengethis view of headson the basis
of two constructions from English. In both instances, we will argue
that the constituents that are responsiblefor the internal combinatorial
make-up of the phrase do not constitute headsbecausethey fail both
to determine the external distribution of the phraseand to contribute
the semantic index of the projected phrase.At the sametime, however,
we will show that it is possible to view these casesnot as random
departures from more well-behaved headedconstructions, but instead
as particular instantiations of more general construction types which
do not imposestrict conditions on external headedness.
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19.2 English free relativ es

As has beenobserved, for instance by Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978),
free relative constructions (FRC) in English involve ordinary wh-¯ller-
headstructures which have the external distribution not of a clausebut
rather of the initial relative phrase. For instance, the examplesin (1)
show that, despite appearing clause-like, free relatives do not share
other properties of clausal structures such as it -extraposition.

(1) a. It was unclear [what Bozo planted in his garden].
b.*It got Bozo into trouble [what he planted in his garden].

A number of solutions to the problem of accounting for the non-
clausalexternal behavior of FRCs have beenproposed,involving either
phonologically unexpressedmodi¯ed nouns or unary phrasestructures
(cf. MÄuller 1999for German).

More recent proposalshave attributed the external distribution di-
rectly to the ¯ller phrase.In the analysesof Lee(2001) and Kim (2001),
this is achieved by treating the clausal part as an (obligatory) adjunct
to the relative phrase.However, such an approach leadsto a dichotomy
between the constructions that match an initial ¯ller against a gap in
a following clausal structure. In addition to ordinary ¯ller{head struc-
tures, we needto assumethat the samefunction can be performed by
certain head{adjunct structures, even though they are structures that
do not usually concern themselves with ¯ller-gap dependencies.Fur-
thermore, we need to posit the existenceof adjunct clauseswhich do
not seemto occur in any context outside free relative constructions.

Apart from these conceptual issues,a greater problem for analyses
of this kind is that the relative phrasedoesnot fully determine the ex-
ternal distribution of an FRC. For instance,Pollard and Sag(1994,69)
note that in exampleslike (2a), the whole FRC behaveslike a singular
NP despite the plural head dogs. Similarly, examplessuch as (2b) are
understood in terms of the owner of the dogsbeing the addressee,not
the dogsthemselves.1 2

(2) a. Whoever's dogs are running around in the garden is in big
trouble.

b. You ought to talk to whoever's dogsthey let run on the lawn.

1A somewhat milder instance of the same problem arises from mismatc hes in
case, as observed by Lee (2001):
(i) Whomev er he lik es gives us a big headache later.

2Following Ginzburg and Sag (2000), we assume here that the relativ e phrase is
always a ¯ller even when it has subject status as in (2a). However, nothing we say
here hinges on this assumption.



When a Head is not a Head / 375

Thus, it seemsthat an analysisof FRCs that simply makesthe initial
phrasethe head (for instance in the form of a head{adjunct structure)
can neither make the relationship with ordinary ¯ller{head structures
explicit nor is it su±cient to properly predict the external distribution
of the FRC.

19.3 English measure phrases
The secondconstruction of English we will examinesis characterized
by the form N of NP, which serves to individuate mass or multiplex
substances,indicate the amount of the substanceand classify the sub-
stance along dimensionssuch as shape, dimensionality and extension.
Someexamplesare cup of co®ee, bunchof °owers, square of cloth, and
herd of elephants. For easeof discussionwe will refer to the ¯rst noun,
say cup, as X and the secondnoun, say co®ee as Y; thus giving us an
X of Y phrase. The similarit y in function between lexical items like
cup or square and classi¯ers found in protot ypical classi¯er systems
has led researchers like Lehrer (1986) to proposethat English possesses
something akin to a classi¯er construction, which we will here refer to
as a \measure phrase construction", or \EMP" (following Dodge and
Wright 2002).Someexamplesof the construction follow in (3). Attested
exampleswill be marked by \@"; all our attested examplescomefrom
the British National Corpus.

(3) a.@Place a tablesp oon of grap e mixture into the centre of
each plate.

b.@The adult female lays large clusters of eggs (shown here
magni¯ed 15 times) sometimes wrapping them in bands
around twigs.

c.@Swarms of °ies and mosquito es hover over the marshes.
d.@Thereafter he wasallowed only six boatloads of brush wood

a year, to be taken out under view of the baili®.
e.@My catering was limited to brewing endlessmugs of insipid

co®ee and opening packets of custard creams.
f.@Two women were trapped in the cabin, with only inc hes of

air space, as the boat ¯lled with icy water.
g.@The teacher, Beth, recites eleven seconds of poetry once

they are quiet.

The problems posedby thesemeasurephraseconstructions fall into
two categories.The ¯rst is the \transparency" of their headnounswith
respect to external syntax; this includes both modi¯er placement and
the selectional restrictions of verbs with EMPs as complements. The
secondis the strangeagreement properties they exhibit, i.e., the abilit y
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of the whole phraseto receive a plural index even when the head noun
(X) is singular. For the ¯rst problem we encounter attested examples
such as those found in (4):

(4) a.@A toddler was¯gh ting for his life last night after heswallo wed
a bottle of lethal acid at a doctor's surgery.

b.@The adult femalelays large clustersof eggs (shown heremag-
ni¯ed 15 times) sometimeswrapping them in bands around
twigs.

c.@The pair had been drinking all day and Jonesdowned more
than 10 pints, while Miss Smith, 29, drank six or seven pints
of cider , Nottingham Crown Court was told yesterday.

d.@Tammuz was watching TV alone, eating a bag of Munc hi-
Chipz .

The verb's selectionalrestrictions are satis¯ed by the EMP-in ternal
noun or Y, (as discussedin Dodge and Wright 2002); in example (4a),
it is unlikely that the toddler hasswallowed the bottle itself; the bottle
indicates the amount of lethal acid. In example (4b), the adult female
is laying eggs,not clusters. In example(4d), Tammuz is eating Munchi-
Chipz, not the bag itself.

Consideredon its own, however, the phrasebag of Munchi-Chipz is
not necessarilyan EMP. There are phraseswhich are form-identical
to EMPs, but are actually instantiations of a di®erent construction,
as becomesapparent when thesephrasesappear in a larger clause.In
this more straightforwardly headedconstruction, the noun is followed
by a prepositional phrasewhich modi¯es it, giving an indication of its
contents. An example is given in (5):

(5) @The bottle of champagne took ¯v e attempts to break ...

Here the bottle itself is being broken, and champagne indicates what
its contents are.

A near minimal pair is given in (6):

(6) a. The partygoers drank a bottle of champagne.
b. The partygoerssmasheda bottle of champagneover the ship's

prow.

In (6a) the verb drank selectsfor a liquid, which is satis¯ed by cham-
pagne. In (6b) the predicate smashed requires a solid physical object,
which is supplied by bottle, the head noun. Even though the internal
syntax of both phrasesis identical, in onecasebottle is transparent, al-
lowing the non-headchampagne to be the category determinant of the
entire phraseand to satisfy drink's selectionalrestrictions. In the other
casethere is a straightforward modi¯cational relationship betweenthe
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N and the PP, with of champagne telling us more about the bottle-
object. The external semantic distribution of bottle of champagne can
either be predictable from the distribution of bottle or the distribu-
tion of champagne. In the caseof the EMP in (6a), we know that the
sentence is intuitiv ely about champagne,the lower noun. Consider the
example in (7):

(7) @No lessthan 53 extras portrayed the wartime travelling public,
not forgetting a crate of liv e chic kens, one of whic h actually
laid an egg on set!

Here it is clear that crate of live chickens is picking out a particular
group of chickensbecauseit is followed by one of which, which can only
refer to the chickens(especially since it laid an egg).

EMPs can also be embedded within each other as is illustrated
in (8):

(8) a.@Dr. Robert Shore and Dr H Choudhury both dosewith one
granule in 110 ml water putting one tablespoon in a glass of
110mls of water ...

b.@He rummagedabout in a chest of drawers,and then produced
a box of sheets of pap er with dried °owers that Leverrier
had collected and mounted.

c.@A door opened,and Isay entered with a tra y of platters of
food.

d.@When I open it a load of bits of pap er fall out and °utter
to the ground.

Again we ¯nd that in these sentences, the phrase is intuitiv ely about
the most embedded noun, and the other elements of the clause are
sensitive to this. Consider the example in (9) that illustrates a verb
selectingthrough an embeddedEMP.

(9) In a year, the averageAmerican drinks the equivalent of 5 24-
count casesof 12-ouncecansof soda.

Intuitiv ely, the patient of drink is soda, the most embeddednoun, not
caseor can.

The secondarea of \transparency" in EMPs is that a modi¯er on
the periphery of the EMP (next to the X) can modify qualities of the
lower noun, Y. Examples are given in (10):

(10) a.@The only other colours are provided by a snaking blue-blac k
ribb on of tarmac ...

b.@Soon Maggieheld a golden BALL of thread and St Margaret
had one end of it ¯rmly attached to her ¯nger.

c.@A long white strip of cloth linked them all from hand a hand
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asthey madetheir way down through the sleetand opensnowy
¯elds.

d.@A bitter cup of co®ee, a rude salesgirl,a failed attempt to get
the right ingredients for a vegetablelasagna,are the signposts
of the day, and they are massive.

e.@Your husband needsto relax before he hits the sack. Make
him a delicious cup of 99 tea , Brenda, it licks other bedtime
drinks|and it'll put an end to his night-time grinding!

f.@As our taxi made its way up the winding road to the north
west of the island, we passedimmaculate terraces ¯lled with
olive and citrus groves beneath which tethered goats grazed
on the dry clumps of grass.

In all of these casesthe adjective immediately adjacent to X is modi-
fying properties of Y. Consider the pair in (11):
(11) a. I ate a can of mouth-watering beans.

b. I ate a mouth-watering can of beans.
Mouth-watering can appear in either position, next to the X or next
to the Y, and still modify a property of the beans.3 This possibility is
striking becauseother classesof N-of-NP constructions do not allow
this. For instance, consider (12):
(12) a. The mother of the injured boy refusedto speak to the police.

b.*The injured mother of the boy refusedto speak to the police.
In (12b) injur ed cannot precedemother and still be construed as mod-
ifying boy. Only the EMP licensesmodi¯ers to appear adjacent to X
(the ¯rst noun).

Whenever the larger clausal context requiresa physical object read-
ing, however, an alternation like that in (11a) and (11b) is disallowed,
even though the phrase may be form-identical to an EMP. This is il-
lustrated by the contrast in (13):
(13) a. In protest, I smashed a can of their mouth-watering beans

against my head.
b.*In protest, I smashed a mouth-watering can of their beans

against my head.
There is a secondarea in which EMPs prove interesting; measure

phrasesbehave unusually with respect to agreement properties. Con-
sider the attested corpus sentencesin (14) and (15):

3However, as Tib or Kiss (p.c.) has pointed out to us, whenever quantit y-denoting
expressions such as amount are modi¯ed, the modi¯er seems to obligatorily con-
strued with amount , not with beans:
(i) She prepared a mouth-w atering amount of beans.
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(14) a.@A herd of zebras , hence, pro duces about a quarter to a
third of its weight in prey carcasseseach year.

b.@Here, a small clump of scarlet tulips brings a dispro-
portionate °ash of brilliance to a spring dalliance of Daphne
mezereum,muscari, erythronium and Magnolia stellata.

(15) a.@To easethe pressure, a truc kload of Commandos were
taken to the rear, wherethey could relax for a coupleof days.

b.@A herd of Asian elephan t cows with calv es drink and
cool themselv es with mud.

The default agreement pattern is with X, the syntactic head, as
expected, shown in (14). Note that the semantic head, the contributor
of the semantic category of the entire phrase, is still zebras or tulips.
It would appear that agreement is thus a property of syntactic heads.
However, the sentences in (15) illustrate the possibility of agreement
being determined by the measuredmultiplex (Commandosor elephant
cows). When individuals are particularly salient in a collection they
can, by meansof semantic construal, coercethe entire phraseinto being
treated asa plural entit y. This is further demonstratedby the useof the
pronoun they in example(15a) which has the antecedent a truckload of
Commandos.

With the embedded EMP, the agreement can be even tric kier, as
illustrated in (16):
(16) @When I open it, a load of bits of pap er fall out and °utter

to the ground.
Here fall out and °utter agreewith bits, which is the middle element
and somehow the most salient.

At this point one may wonder if the agreement facts are a peculiar-
it y of British English (which can make nouns like governmentplural).
This doesn't appear to be the casesinceboth agreement patterns were
found in the BNC, as the preceding examplesdemonstrate. A second
concernmight be whether or not the agreement facts are the result of
the proximit y of the plural Y noun and the verb. However, this does
not appear to be the casefor several reasons:The ¯rst is that, as seen
in (14a) and (15a), a plural or singular pronoun can be usedlater in the
clause,suggestingthat the EMP has really beenconceptualizedas ei-
ther singular or plural. Secondlyas seenin (16), the verb doesn't have
to agree with the closest noun phrase, even when agreement doesn't
take place with the syntactic head.

When the X is plural, agreement is necessarilyplural, as illustrated
in (17):
(17) a.@Signalled by changesin the weather, great herds of these
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deer follo w ancestral migration routes to sheltered valleys
and more ample food supplies.

b.*Great herds of thesedeer follows ancestral migration routes.

An additional agreement fact to note is that the determiner always
agreeswith the syntactic head, the X, as is demonstrated in (18) (cf.
Casillas Mart¶³nez2001).

(18) *These herd of Asian elephant cows with claves drink and cool
themselveswith mud.

In sum, a singlenotion of agreement cannot simply be linked directly
with the semantic index because(1) the determiner always agreeswith
the \syntactic head" and (2) sentencesexist where the semantic head
is Y; but agreement still occurs with X. Consider the example in (19):

(19) The herd of zebras is ¯nally eating its favorite plant again,
after the plants' brush with extinction.

Here, the agreement is singular, but it is the zebraswhich are eating.
This sentence is about zebras but the agreement doesn't have to be
linked to zebras.

The one¯nal complication that wewill discussis that the acceptance
of plural agreement seemsto depend on the lexical item in question as
can be seenfrom the examplesin (20).

(20) a. A school of remorasweresilently attaching to an unsuspecting
shark.

b. A circle of crows were hovering overhead.
c.?An entire boatload of bananaswere eaten by the children.
d.*A bag of peaswere lying on the °oor.
e.*A pile of logs were burning.

Clearly, the complexities of agreement in measurephrasescombined
with the categorydeterminant facts point to the necessity of rethinking
the notion of head. The baseon which the internal syntax rests need
not be identical to the elements of a construction that determine its
external behavior.

19.4 Heads as bases

The solution we proposefor analyzing the two construction types just
discussedcanbeseenasan elaboration of the GeneralizedHeadFeature
Principle (GHFP) of Ginzburg and Sag(2000, 33), given in (21):
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(21) Generalized Head Feature Principle·
hd-ph
synsem = 1

¸

... Head (Base)£
synsem = 1

¤ ...

Since the identit y of synsem values is not a strict requirement but
rather a default, we expect that a range of nonidentities betweenhead
daugher and mother are possible. In Ginzburg and Sag (2000), a pri-
mary concernis the nonidentit y of valenceinformation. Here we would
like to explore the possibilities of even more extreme departures of the
identit y betweenhead and mother.

19.4.1 Free relativ es reconsidered

We ¯rst considerthe caseof FRCs. In the caseof ¯ller-initial construc-
tions, we posit that there is a general phrase type in which a clausal
expressionis combined with a phrase that matches that clause'sgap
information, shown in (22). In order to avoid confusion with regular
notions of headedness,we choose the more neutral labels \base" and
\¯ller" to refer to the clausal and the ¯ller parts, respectively (hence
the label of Head in (21) now corresponds to our notion of Base).4

(22) Filler-base construction
¯l l-base-cx) XP

Filler
1 YP

Base
S/ 1 YP

Our notion of ¯ller-base construction is a more abstract version of Sag
and Ginzburg's (2002) notion of hd-¯l l-cx. The hd-¯l l-cx is now a sub-
type of our notion of ¯ller-base construction, as part of the partial
constructional hierarchy shown in (23):

4Our notion of \base" is not unlik e the one prop osedby Zwicky (1993). However,
there are imp ortan t di®erences.First, Zwicky focuseshis discussion only on nuclear
constructions and does not address the status of \displacemen t". Th us, unless one
wishes to subsume those under \sp eci¯er{sp eci¯ed" constructions, Zwicky's notion
of \base" does not directly extend to those cases.Second, and more imp ortan tly ,
Zwicky's criteria for headednessunambiguously pick out the measure noun as the
head and the base (cf. also Zwicky 1993:305), while our claim here is precisely that
in such constructions there may be a mismatc h between base and head prop erties.
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(23) Constructional hierarc hy
¯l l-base-cx

hd-¯l l-cx ¯l l-nonhead-cx

A regular wh-interrogative clauseconstitutes a subtype of the ¯l l-
base-cx construction in which the base contributes the category and
content information for the entire construction, i.e., a clausal structure
with sometype of (open) propositional semantics, as outlined in (24):

(24) Endo centric ¯ller-base construction (hd-¯l l-cx):
E.g., interrogative clause

S

Filler
1 YP
what

Base = Head
S/ 1 YP

Bozo planted in his garden
We proposeto analyzeFRCs as another instance of ¯ller{base con-

structions, but with di®erent constraints on the syntactic and semantic
properties of the mother node. Borrowing from Lee (2001) and Kim
(2001), we utilize f-rel as a feature that characterizes phrasesthat
are eligible to occur as ¯llers in FRCs.5

Furthermore, it is the value of the ¯ller's f-rel feature|whic h we
assumeto beprojected from the relevant wh-word|that determinesthe
content of the entire FRC.6 The Base part, i.e., the clausal structure,
licensesthe combination with the ¯ller via (22) but does not itself
contribute to the external properties of the entire construction. The
details of this subconstruction are further spelled out in (25):7

5Th us, initial phrases in free relativ e constructions also need to be distinguished
semantically . Extending the prop osal made in Kim (2001), we can locate the di®er-
encebetween\sp eci¯c" and \nonsp eci¯c" free relativ e clausesin the quanti¯cational
contributions made by the relativ e pronouns of either kind, as outlined in (i):
(i) a. what2

4
cat noun
cont 2 (the 1 (thing ( 1 )))
f-rel f 1 g
q-store f 2 g

3

5

b. whatever2

4
cat noun
cont 2 (f oral l 1 (thing ( 1 )))
f-rel f 1 g
q-store f 2 g

3

5

6As Marianne Desmets (p.c.) has pointed out to us, this assumption requires
further re¯nemen t. While it works well for FRCs that have argument status, in
the case of FRC adjuncts, as in (i), the relativ e phrase (here: whenever) acts as a
modi¯er of both the event described by the relativ e clause and the matrix clause:
(i) I'll leave whenever you want to leave.

7One issue which we will not attempt to resolve here is whether a free relativ e
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(25) Filler-nonhead construction (e.g., free relatives)
¯l l-nonhead-cx ) YP0: 2

Filler
1 YP[f-rel f 2 g]

Nonhead
S[¯n]/ 1 YP

A moreelaborated exampleof a freerelativeclause,which is an example
of an exocentric ¯ller-base construction is presented in (26):

(26) Example of free relativ e construction
NPsg : 2

Filler
NPpl : 3£

f-rel f 2 g
¤

NPsg : 2£
f-rel f 2 g

¤

whoever's

N0
pl : 3

dogs

Nonhead
S/NP

are running around in the garden

As a consequenceof our analysis, the ordinary notion of syntactic head
can be viewed as a special caseof base. A head is a base which, in
addition to determining the internal syntax of a phrase, also deter-
mines the external distribution. Typically basesare heads,but as the
above exampleshows, they do not needto be. Under the view espoused
here,such departuresdo not require a radically di®erent analysisof the
internal syntax.

19.4.2 English measure phrases reconsidered

The proposal made here can also be fruitfully applied to the problem
of English measurephrases.This time, however, the constructions at
issue are subinstancesof base-complement structures. In addition to
the regular combinations in which the noun contributes both the mor-
phosyntactic and semantic head (cf. (6b)), we assumethat there exists
another way of licensing such combinations, giving rise to the partial
constructional hierarchy in (27):

construction is always NP in category or whether there is °exibilit y in categorial
status, depending on whether the phrase is an NP or PP. Kim (2001) argues for
the ¯rst position, while traditionally the second view has been espoused (see, e.g.,
Bresnan and Grimsha w 1978, Baker 1995).
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(27) Constructional hierarc hy
base-compl-cx

hd-compl-cx nonhead-compl-cx

English measurephrasesare oneinstanceof the nonhead-compl-cx type
of construction, described in more detail in (28):
(28) Nonhead-complemen t construction (e.g., EMP)

nonhead-compl-cx )2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

head jagr 6

cont

2

6
6
6
6
6
6
4

ind 3 _ 10

2

4
pers 10

num 11

gend 12

3

5

restr 4 [

8
<

:

·
measure 2

subst ance 4

¸
;

2

4
equiv
ar g1 10

ar g2 3

3

5

9
=

;

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
5

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

Base2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

head
·

noun
agr 6

¸

coll §
comps

­
5

®

cont

2

6
6
4

ind 1

2

4
pers 10

num 11

gend 12

3

5

restr 2

3

7
7
5

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

Compl

5

2

4
pp

cont
·

ind 3

restr 4

¸
3

5

As onecan seefrom (28) the index of the resulting phraseis determined
disjunctively. In the ¯rst case,Y is the semantic \head" of the construc-
tion and determinesits external distribution by meansof the index 3 .
This is the casewhere we ¯nd plural agreement. Everything about the
index is shared, including its information about number, person and
gender.

This situation corresponds to examplessuch as (15a) above and is
illustrated more formally in (29):
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(29) EMP as instance of nonhe ad-compl-cx
(full morphosyn tactic transparency)2

6
6
6
4

head jagr 6 3sg

cont

2

6
4

ind 3 3pl

restr 4 [
½·

measure 2

subst ance 4

¸ ¾

3

7
5

3

7
7
7
5

Base2

6
6
6
6
4

head
·

noun
agr 6 3sg

¸

comps
­

5

®

cont
·

ind 1 3sg
restr 2 f tr uckload( 1 )g

¸

3

7
7
7
7
5

truckload

Compl

5

2

4
pp

cont
·

ind 3 3pl
restr 4 f commando( 3 )g

¸
3

5

of commandos

The secondpossibility is that a new index, 1 0 , is created,which gets
its person,genderand number information from the Base.Crucially, the
index is still distinct from the Base'sindex. There is still an unresolved
issue, however. In our current analysis the restr values are shared.
However, the value of restr is a set of restrictions on 3 , not 1 0 .
Thus something must ensurethat the relations restricting 3 are also
restrictions on 10 . That is, 10 and 3 are semantically equivalent,
hence (28) contains a constraint of semantic equivalence. A verb or
adjective is sensitive to the semantics of the Nonbasewhen it combines
with the EMP. For examplessuch as(20e), this givesrise to the analysis
outlined in (30):
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(30) EMP as instance of nonhe ad-compl-cx ,
(seman tic transparency only)2

6
6
6
4

head jagr 6 3sg

cont

2

6
4

ind 10 3sg

restr 4 [
½·

measure 2

subst ance 4

¸
; equiv ( 10 ; 3 )

¾

3

7
5

3

7
7
7
5

Base2

6
6
6
6
6
6
4

head
·

noun
agr 6 3sg

¸

coll ¡
comps

­
5

®

cont
·

ind 1 3sg
restr 2 f pil e( 1 )g

¸

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
5

pile

Compl

5

2

4
pp

cont
·

ind 3 3pl
restr 4 f log( 3 )g

¸
3

5

of logs

Furthermore we propose a feature, coll , which determines whether
or not a particular lexical item has enoughcollectivizing properties to
allow for a \transparent" determination of the index of the measure
phrase. This varies from speaker to speaker and is also a®ectedby
context, but for simplicit y's sake, we will state this as a feature in
each speaker's lexicon. Thus, the most common casewill be that 1 0 is
constructed as the index. This makessenseif we considerNP-internal
concord. As (30) shows, the NP-internal concord is always with the
base and its agr information; this is also the element which is the
morpho-syntactic locus. Speakers might, therefore, prefer concord and
agreement to dependon the sameelement in a phrase,if possible.Many
measureexpressionsalso allow for the other possibility, that is, having
the Nonbase determine the morphosyntactic properties of the entire
phrase.

Others, such aspile, however, appear to be highly resistant to letting
the Nonbasedetermine the external distribution of the phrase,as was
seenin (20e) above. Such expressionsrequire that the phrase's index
always be determined from their own ( 1 ), as is illustrated in (30).
This is captured by marking them as

£
coll ¡

¤
, which in turn limits

the choice of index to 1 0 .
One ¯nal complication is how to block singular agreement when the

Base is plural, but the Nonbase is singular as in two strips of cloth.
In our ¯gure there is actually nothing preventing this, becausethe



When a Head is not a Head / 387

index can always be directly taken from the Nonbase.We would like
to propose that although the morphological marking is on the Base;
semantically speaking,pluralization takesthe entire phrasein its scope.
As a result, this pluralization blocks any \transparency", which may
otherwise allow for singular Y to a®ect the external behavior of the
entire phrase. We will leave it for future research to make this idea
more precise.8

19.5 Summary and conclusion
The approach argued here lets us have our cake and eat it too: we can
account for the specialpropertiesof FRCsand measurephraseswithout
having to treat them as unrelated deviations from more established
patterns. Rather, in terms of their internal syntax (i.e., the factors
that license the combination in the ¯rst place) they can be analyzed
in a manner that is fully parallel to the caseof more \w ell-behaved",
better known, fully headedcounterparts.9 Thus our approach allows us
to weave a tighter web of constructional relationships and to state the
sharedproperties of internal syntax acrossrelated constructions at just
the right level.

From this vantage point, a conventional headedconstruction is sim-
ply onein which the properties of the entire expressioncan be straight-
forwardly predicted from the properties of the base. If successful,the
approach outlined here may replacethe binary distinction of endocen-
tric and exocentric with a more ¯ne-grained typology of how properties
of the phraseare determined from its constituent parts.
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8Another issue which the prop osal in (28) glossesover is the fact that in X of
Y , of+Y forms a PP constituen t whose semantic prop erties are largely determined
by Y, rather than the syntactic head of. The issue of such semantically vacuous
prepositions has received quite a bit of atten tion over the years, culminating in van
Eynde's (2002) recent work on \minor prepositions" (in Dutc h). Alternativ ely, one
could imagine extending the present account of exocentricit y to such casesas well
and treating the preposition as as the Base, but not necessarily as the head of the
phrase.

9 In some ways this is similar to the mixed category casesdiscussed by Malouf
(1999), except that in the cases considered here, the mixed category behavior is
arguably not reducible to lexical prop erties.
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