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Abstract Second person singular pronouns are widely used in generic contexts, refer-
ring to people in general rather than to the single addressee of the utterance. Based on
the assumption that pronouns are morphosyntactically complex elements, this paper
argues that only pro-φPs in the sense of Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) are licit in
those environments while fully fledged pro-DPs are necessarily interpreted indexi-
cally. It is argued that the latter contain an interpretable but unvalued time-feature
in D which restricts the interpretation of the entire structure to a specific temporal
stage of the individual denoted by the pronoun. The article shows that in German,
English, and Dutch this time-feature is valued by utterance time, thus leading to an
indexical interpretation of the pronoun. From a broader perspective, the time-feature
is proposed to be universally present in indexical pronouns. Ultimately, its properties
are responsible for crosslinguistic variation in the syntax and semantics of first and
second person pronouns.

Keywords Pronouns · Indexicals · Generics · Temporal restriction · Second person

1 Introduction

Crosslinguistically, second person pronouns frequently appear in contexts in which
they refer to people in general rather than to the actual addressee of the utterance
(cf. Siewierska 2004:212; Gruber 2013:124), as in (1):
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200 B. Gruber

(1) In the ’20s, you had to wear a hat.

In itsmost salient reading, this statement is not (just) about the addressee butmore gen-
erally about peoplewho lived in the ’20s. The secondpersonpronoun is thus interpreted
generically rather than indexically. Based on data from English, German, and Dutch,
this paper offers a novel perspective on how these readings come about: Couched
in the view that pronouns are morphosyntactically complex elements, I propose that
the different readings also involve structurally distinct second person pronouns. Fol-
lowing Bliss and Gruber (2015), I claim that indexical pronouns contain a temporal
layer which functions as a restrictor on the interpretation of the whole structure. Fur-
ther developing this idea, I propose that in German, English, and Dutch this temporal
layer references the utterance time, thereby restricting the interpretation to the utter-
ance context and forcing an indexical reading. Conversely, if this layer is absent then
the pronoun’s interpretation is not restricted and can thus refer either generically or
indexically, depending on the context. This paper is structured as follows: in Sect. 2, I
introduce the core data from English, German, and Dutch. Next, in Sect. 3 I introduce
the analysis, detailing the specifics based on Dutch. This is followed by an extension
of the analysis to English and German in Sect. 4. The penultimate Sect. 5 discusses
how this analysis can be extended beyond generic and indexical readings. Lastly, I
summarize and briefly discuss the crosslinguistic application of the analysis in Sect. 6.

2 The data

Just as illustrated in (1) for English, German can also use a second person pronoun to
refer to people in general. This is shown in (2).1

(2) Im
in.the

19.
19th

Jahrhundert
century

konntest
could

du
you

in
in

Wien
Vienna

oft
often

berühmte
famous

Künstler
artists

in
in

den
the

Kaffeehäusern
cafés

antreffen.
meet

‘In the 19th century, you could often meet famous artists in cafés in Vienna.’

As a next stepwewant to seewhether there are any restrictions onwhen a secondperson
pronoun can be used to refer to people in general. The singlemost important restriction
becomes evident in the examples in (3) and (4) and their respective formalizations:

(3) Wenn
if

du
you

allergisch
allergic

auf
on

Hunde
dogs

bist,
are

bist
are

du
you

nicht
not

automatisch
automatically

auch
also

auf
on

Katzen
cats

allergisch.
allergic

‘If youindexical are allergic to dogs, youindexical are not also necessarily allergic
to cats.’
also: ‘If one is allergic to dogs, one is not also necessarily allergic to cats.’

1 The core data of this research were collected in three ways: (i) a written questionnaire whose main goal
was a broad cross-linguistic overview of non-indexical uses of second person pronouns, (ii) additional, more
specific elicitations distributed via e-mail, and (iii) personal interviews with native speakers. The majority
of the language consultants were linguists.

123



Temporal and atemporal uses of ‘you’ 201

Table 1 Dutch singular
pronominal paradigm

Subject
strong

Weak Object
strong

Weak

First person ik ’k mij me
Second person jij je jou je
Third person feminine zij ze haar ’r
Third person masculine hij ie hem ’m

(4) Immer
always

wenn
when

ich
I

in
in

Holland
Holland

bin,
am

stiehlst
steal

du
you

mir
me

mein
my

Rad.
bike

‘Whenever I am in Holland, youindexical steal my bike.’

These examples illustrate the well-known fact that a second person pronoun can only
be interpreted impersonally under generic quantification (3), and is necessarily inter-
preted indexically under existential quantification (4) (cf. Cinque 1988; Kitagawa and
Lehrer 1990; Egerland 2003; Alonso-Ovalle 2002). Generic sentences are standardly
analysed as involving a generic operator that quantifies over the relevant variables
in its scope (Carlson 1989; Carlson and Pelletier 1995; Krifka et al. 1995; Chierchia
1995); as I will argue later on, the second person pronoun is one of those variables.
Naturally, this relates to the fact that in any case there is a principled opposition
between an existential and a generic interpretation of noun phrases, as widely dis-
cussed in the literature (cf. among many others Carlson 1980; Krifka et al. 1995;
Kratzer 1995; Cohen and Erteschik-Shir 2002). This again ties in with the principled
distinction between episodic and generic sentences: episodic statements report single
events whereas generic sentences report multiple events. I will return to this distinction
in Sect. 4.3.

Another interesting restriction becomes obvious once we include languages that,
unlike Standard German or Standard English, havemore than just one pronoun to refer
to the addressee of an utterance: A typical case of such a language is Dutch. It has two
sets of personal pronouns, corresponding to weak and strong forms, as summarized for
the singular in Table 1 (Koster 1978; Berendsen 1986; Everaert 1986; Zwart 1996).
The paradigm shows that the weak and strong forms are all phonologically related
with the former being reduced forms of the latter.2 For the remainder of the paper, I
will refer to the phonologically lighter form ‘je’ as weak and to the second form ‘jij’
as strong.

The sentences in (5) illustrate both pronouns and their respective range of interpre-
tation:
(5) a. In

in
Nederland
Netherlands

leerde
learned

je
youweak

fietsen
cycle

zelfs
even

voordat
before

je
youweak

leerde
learned

lopen.
walk

‘In the Netherlands, youindexical learned to ride a bike before youindexical even
learned to walk.’
also: ‘In the Netherlands, one learned to ride a bike before one even learned
to walk.’

2 Berendsen (1986) proposes that while diachronically the two forms may well have surfaced due to mere
phonological reduction, synchronically they are independent of each other.
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202 B. Gruber

Table 2 Available readings of
second person pronouns

Indexical Generic

English ‘you’ � �
German ‘du’ � �
Dutch weak ‘je’ � �
Dutch strong ‘jij’ � –

b. In
in

Nederland
Netherlands

leerde
learned

jij
youstrong

fietsen
cycle

zelfs
even

voordat
before

jij
youstrong

leerde
learned

lopen.
walk

‘In the Netherlands, youindexical learned to ride a bike before youindexical even
learned to walk.’
not: ‘In the Netherlands, one learned to ride a bike before one even learned to
walk.’

The sentence in (5a) with the weak pronoun ‘je’ is ambiguous between an indexical
and a generic interpretation. However, it is completely impossible to assign (5b) a
generic meaning.3 The same pattern holds generally: the strong pronoun ‘jij’ will
always be interpreted as referring to the addressee, whereas the weak pronoun ‘je’ can
either refer indexically or generically. The core data that this paper seeks to analyse
can thus be summarized as in Table 2.

To sum up, I have shown that in addition to the restriction to generic contexts
there is also a morphosyntactic restriction on the generic interpretation of second
person pronouns: Dutch strong second person pronouns are necessarily interpreted
indexically. Consequently, they are excluded from generic sentences, which refer to
people in general. Only weak second person pronouns can appear in these contexts
and take on generic meaning.

3 The analysis

A fundamental assumption for the present analysis is that pronouns are internally
complex elements as for instance argued for by Postal (1966), Abney (1987), Cardi-
naletti and Starke (1999), Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) and van Koppen (2005).
The present analysis is specifically based on the proposal developed in Déchaine and
Wiltschko (2002). They suggest that pronouns come in three different guises: pro-DP,
pro-φP, or pro-NP, as schematized in (6):

(6) a. DP

D φP

φ NP

N

b. φP

φ NP

N

c. NP

N

3 In fact, using two instances of ‘jij’ even seems slightly odd to some speakers as it invokes a strong focus.
Using the weak pronoun ‘je’ instead of the second strong ‘jij’ in each sentence makes the examples sound
more natural.
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Temporal and atemporal uses of ‘you’ 203

In what follows, I extend their analysis and propose that the morphosyntactic content
of indexical, i.e., first and second person, pronouns is more specific than suggested
by the structure in (6). I start with the lower part of the structure before turning to the
core topic of this paper, the D-layer, in the next section.

I propose that the nominal base of indexical pronouns is the silent noun man.4 It
stands for an entity specified as [+sentient].5 Sentience refers to consciousness, or
the ability to think, reflect, feel, or be “capable of internal experience” (Speas and
Tenny 2003:328) and thus includes any individual that can be understood as acting
consciously and holding a mental state, e.g., also cartoon characters or robots.6 Speas
and Tenny (2003) explicitly describe first and second person as sentient: “[They] refer
to the unique sentient individuals that are the participants in the discourse.” (Ibid.:330)

This silent noun man is similar to Elbourne’s (2005) silent noun one, which he
defines as follows:

[L]et ONE be a phonologically null noun with interpretation
[λx : x ∈ De.x ∈ De], which can appear in the argument slot for a[n]
[…] NP provided by a pronoun. [Elbourne 2005:124]

In other words, Elbourne’s (2005) one is a predicate over individuals and of type
<e,t>. Correspondingly, I propose that the silent noun man that occupies the nominal
component of an indexical pronoun has the interpretation in (7):7

(7) [λx : sentient(x).x ∈ De]
This function maps sentient individuals to the truth value 1 (true) whenever the input
is a sentient individual, since only entities of type e can be sentient; otherwise, the
function is undefined. In that case the utterance containing the indexical pronoun
cannot be interpreted due to presupposition failure, in the sense of Heim and Kratzer
(1998, 81f.).

As in Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002), the φP-layer contains information about
the person that the pronoun refers to. For the purposes of this paper, I assume that

4
man is a purely terminological choice and bears no connection to the Germanic impersonal ‘man’.

5 Third person pronouns which can refer to sentient and non-sentient entities alike are assumed not to
contain man. One analysis of third person pronouns compatible with the analysis of indexical pronouns
developed here is that of Elbourne (2005): He analyses third person pronouns as hidden definite descriptions
along with proper names and definite descriptions. However, the specifics of his proposal are left aside here,
since I explicitly focus on second person pronouns.
6 While the feature appears to be reminiscent of Reinhart’s (2002) feature [+m] (mental state holder),
there is an important difference: Reinhart’s feature is an attribute of theta-roles. For example, a patient will
always be [−m] even if it is a sentient individual.
7 Recently Wiltschko and Ritter (2015) argued that a specific class of nouns referring to “human(oid)”
entities contains a human restriction in Spec-DP. Specifically, whether or not the abstract argument located
in Spec-DP is associated with humanness (in their analysis with an “H-index”) “depends on the real world
referent of the noun” (ibid.). Thus, it does not in and of itself restrict the possible range of referents of the
noun denoted by the entire DP. In fact, in most cases the lexical content of the noun itself will contribute
to whether or not the argument in Spec-DP bears an H-index: “Thus, if the noun denotes a human (e.g.,
‘girl’), then the [abstract argument] associated with the functional architecture above that noun will denote a
human referent as well.” Consequently, their analysis is readily compatible with the present proposal about
second person pronouns: the silent nominal man is the pronominal equivalent to, e.g., ‘girl’.
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204 B. Gruber

this layer simply contains a second person feature [2P] which always picks out the
addressee of an utterance.8 The specifics of the DP-layer form the core of this paper
and are explained in detail below. I start by determining the structural status of Dutch
second person pronouns, followed by an account of the contribution of D.

3.1 The morphosyntactic status of Dutch second person pronouns

I analyse the strong Dutch pronoun ‘jij’ as a full DP and the weak form ‘je’ as a φP,
with the underlying structures given in (8).

(8) a. Strong pronoun: ‘jij’
DP

D
iT:ut

φP

φ

[2P]
N

man

b. Weak pronoun: ‘je’
φ P

φ

[2P]
N

man

According to Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002), this implies that ‘jij’ is semantically
definite whereas the status of ‘je’ in this respect is indeterminate. Recall that ‘jij’ has
been shown to be necessarily indexical, i.e., clearly definite, whereas ‘je’ can either be
indexical or generic, i.e., indeterminate. Further, following Déchaine and Wiltschko
(2002), we expect only ‘je’ to be able to act as a variable and thus be bound. This is
actually the case in the examples already discussed: following the standard analysis
of generic sentences (Carlson 1989; Carlson and Pelletier 1995; Krifka et al. 1995;
Chierchia 1995), I assume that they contain a generic operator GEN that binds the
relevant variables in its scope. The generic reading of a simple example as in (9a) then
corresponds to (9b).

(9) a. Je
youweak

groet
greet

een
a

buurman.
neighbour.

‘One greets a neighbour.’

b. GEN[x,y,s;] (x=sentient individual; y=neighbour of x & x and y in s &
x greets y)

Essentially this says that whenever there is a situation which has both a sentient
individual and a neighbour in it, this individual greets the neighbour.9 Syntactically, it
is generally assumed that sentence level genericity implies that GEN is encoded in the

8 In Gruber (2013), this projection is analysed as an AtP rather than aφP: There it is proposed that indexical
pronouns actually consist of a spatial and a temporal component. While D contains the temporal part, as
argued for here, the indexical equivalent to φP is argued to contain the spatial component. However, the
details of that analysis go beyond the purposes of this paper.
9 The precise semantics of GEN are arguably more intricate than the representation in (9b) implies, since
GEN does not universally quantify but allows for exceptions. Rather, as suggested by Heim (1982); Krifka
et al. (1995) it is probably a modal operator that evokes a modal base with respect to which the statement
is evaluated.
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left periphery of the clause (cf., e.g., Moltmann 2006) and thus takes scope over all the
relevant variables it needs to bind. Since I am not attempting a semantic account of the
interpretation of such sentences, I limit myself to the following claim here: a generic
interpretation of an otherwise indexical pronoun is only possible if the indexical can
be bound by a generic operator. Therefore, it needs to correspond to a pronominal
structure that allows binding; according to the account by Déchaine and Wiltschko
(2002), it therefore needs to be a pro-φP. Conversely, this excludes pro-DPs from such
structures as they cannot function as bound variables.

Consequently, this analysis includes the claim that a pro-φP can either be used
generically or indexically.10 This option is already included in Wiltschko’s (2002)
proposal. For instance, they analyse French first and second person clitics as pro-φPs,
based on the fact that they can be bound.11 As for the Dutch data, I propose that in
both the indexical and the generic uses of aφP pronoun ‘je’, the pronoun itself always
picks out the addressee of the utterance. However, in generic contexts, i.e., by virtue
of being bound by a generic operator gen, its interpretation gets expanded from the
addressee to people in general.12

At this point, some further data need to be discussedwhich at first seem to constitute
an exception to the generalization that strong pronouns are necessarily indexical.While
the majority of speakers’ judgements elicited for the present study were consistent
and clear throughout, Tarenskeen (2010) and de Hoop and Tarenskeen (2014) report
instances of strong pronouns inwhat they analyse as generic contexts.However, further
elicitation (cf. Gruber 2013) refines the picture and brings to light a restriction that
seems to apply in cases of non-indexical uses of the strong pronoun ‘jij’: While not
everyone accepts the strong pronoun in generic contexts in the first place, those Dutch
speakers who do, require its addressee to be part of the group that the pronoun is
generalizing over. To illustrate this point, witness the examples in (10),which produced
a strong and uniform judgement among those speakers who accept a strong pronoun
in generic contexts:

(10) Context: Two people are talking about a specific company which has been
accused of treating employees differently, depending on their gender. One per-
son says to the other:

a. Als
if

jij
youstrong

een
a

vrouw
woman

bent,
are

moet
must

je
you

harder
harder

werken.
work

‘If you are a woman, you have to work harder.’

10 An anonymous reviewer raises the following question: Since a φP itself can also refer indexically, why
would a pronoun with a D-layer ever appear unless required by certain syntactic structures? First of all, if
we take for granted that D-pronouns exist, there is no a priori reason not to use them even if not syntactically
required. As for Dutch specifically, this amounts to the question why a strong pronoun would be used in
cases where a weak pronoun would suffice. The reasons may thus range from information packaging issues
to stylistic or personal preferences.
11 In their follow-up paper, Déchaine andWiltschko (2010) claim thatmereφPs exclude indexical readings,
i.e., that only full DPs can be interpreted indexically. I will return to this issue in Sect. 5.1.
12 As already mentioned in Sect. 2, the use of a second person pronoun in generic contexts has been shown
to evoke empathy from the addressee (cf. Malamud 2012). It is therefore only natural to assume that the
addressee still gets picked out via the relevant φ-feature.
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b. Als
if

jij
youstrong

een
a

man
man

bent,
are

moet
must

je
you

harder
harder

werken.
work

‘If you are a man, you have to work harder.’

The crucial observation is that (10a), under the relevant reading where the sentence
generalizes over all women in the company, can only be uttered when the addressee
herself is a woman. (10b) can only be uttered addressing a man. If one wanted to
express the same meaning but were talking to someone of the opposite group, one
would have to use the sentence in (11), employing the weak pronoun ‘je’:

(11) Uttered to a woman:
Als
if

je
youweak

een
a

man
man

bent,
are

moet
must

je
you

harder
harder

werken.
work

‘If you are a man, you have to work harder.’

I propose that only (11) is a true instance of a generic sentence: it generalizes over a
group of people and the addressee is invited to empathizewith this group,13 irrespective
of whether he or she is part of that group. Strong pronouns, on the other hand, refer to
the addressee and, if the interpretation does get extended via pragmatics, they make
a statement about the addressee as part of a specific group. Thus they are not true
instances of generic second person pronouns. Rather, they designate a prototypical
referent of a specific group, namely the addressee of the utterance, and only thereby
allow it to extend the interpretation of the sentence from the addressee to said group.14

Returning to the structural analysis, I will add one last note on spell-out. As for the
actual mapping of the pronouns onto the structure, I assume that in principle spell-out
has one of two options: it can either target the phrasal level, i.e., an entire XP, or
it can target the terminal level, i.e., spell-out individual heads (Weerman and Evers-
Vermeul 2002; Neeleman and Szendröi 2007; Barbiers et al. 2009). I propose that
Dutch pronouns are subject to phrasal spell-out as schematized in (12).

(12) a. DP ←− spell-out: jij

D
iT:ut

φP

φ

[2P]
N

man

b. φP ←− spell-out: je

φ

[2P]
N

man

13 The empathy-effect of second person pronouns in generic contexts has been demonstrated by Malamud
(2012).
14 I owe this suggestion to Sjef Barbiers, p.c.
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3.2 Further support

Additional support for an analysis of the strong pronoun ‘jij’ as a DP comes from
equative copular constructions: it has long been noticed that equations differ from
predicative structures in many respects (Williams 1983; Partee 1987; Geist 2007).
One crucial difference that directly bears on the present discussion concerns the type
of arguments that appear in these constructions; witness the examples in (13):

(13) a. Cicero is Tully. [equation]

b. Cicero is an orator and philosopher. [predication]
(Geist 2007:87)

Even though the structures of these two sentences are superficially the same, the
meaning of the two sentences is crucially different: whereas the first asserts that Cicero
and Tully have one and the same referent, the second attributes the property of being an
orator and philosopher to Cicero. Importantly, the first example contains two definite
noun phrases, whereas the second example contains only one definite and an indefinite
noun phrase. Furthermore, predicative structures can contain any type of argument that
expresses a property: for instance, instead of the indefinite noun phrase the sentence
could also contain an adjective (e.g., ‘old’), a prepositional phrase (e.g., ‘in the arena’),
or an adverbial (e.g., ‘here’). None of these options are available in equations: they
always only allow two fully referential arguments, specifically two DPs. With this in
mind, witness the Dutch sentences in (14):15

(14) a. (Ik
(I

ben
am

ik
I

en)
and)

jij
you

bent
are

jij.
you

b. * (Ik
(I

ben
am

ik
I

en)
and)

jij
you

bent
are

je.
you

As these sentences show, only the strong pronoun ‘jij’ is grammatical in an equation
context, whereas the weak pronoun ‘je’ is ungrammatical. This is in line with my
proposal about the internal structure of these pronouns since equations only allow
DPs.16

15 A reviewer suggests that the requirement to use ‘jij’ rather than ‘je’ might be due to a need for parallel
structures in the conjuncts. However, the first conjunct ‘Ik ben ik’ is solely given to create a more natural
context for the second conjunct, and the grammaticality judgement does not bear on the presence of the first
conjunct. The reviewer further suggests that the pronoun might have to be strong due to the need to bear
focal stress. This is in fact not correct, the equation context does not require stress. Additionally, although
I do not discuss first person pronouns in this paper, I assume that the weak first person pronoun ‘k’ is also
not a full DP. This immediately explains why it is also ungrammatical in an equation context and needs
to appear as the strong form ‘ik’. Another reviewer suggests that weak pronouns might be banned from
sentence-final positions on prosodic grounds. Again, this is not the case as evidenced by sentences such as
Wat voel je? ‘What do you feel?’.
16 One reviewer points out that weak pronouns are also incompatible with predicative readings. However,
the situation is more complex in predicative structures than in equations: while strong pronouns seem to be
acceptable (cf. ‘Just be you.’), reflexives appear to be the more natural choice (cf. ‘Just be yourself.’). In
any event, the properties of predicative structures are orthogonal to equative sentences.
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3.3 The contribution of D

Having established the morphosyntactic status of ‘jij’ and ‘je’, the next question is the
following: What does D bring to the table that forces an indexical reading?

The first crucial ingredient is the basic function of D: As in Bliss andGruber (2015),
I follow Gillon (2006) who argues on the basis of data from the Salish language
Skwxwú7mesh (Squamish), which has an elaborate system of determiners, that D is
universally associated with domain restriction. To briefly illustrate domain restriction
in general, consider the sentence in (15):

(15) The girls are exceptionally smart.

Even though this sentence does not contain any explicit restriction on the girls that are
being talked about, it is still not about every single girl in the whole world. Rather, it
is about a contextually salient set of people, for instance, all my nieces. Essentially,
this is due to domain restriction as extensively discussed in, for example, Barwise and
Cooper (1981), Westerståhl (1984), von Fintel (1994), Martí (2003) and Etxeberria
Otaegi (2005). In short, domain restriction ensures that only the contextually relevant
set is interpreted.17 Based on her detailed discussion of the determiner system of
Skwxwú7mesh, Gillon (2006) argues that universally the semantic function of domain
restriction is strictly tied to a specific syntactic position: “Domain restriction is only
introduced by D-determiners.” (Gillon 2006:3). In particular, she proposes that

D-determiners always introduce domain restriction over their NP, regardless
of what other properties they may have. Their function is to constrain the set
introduced by the NP to a set of contextually salient individuals.

[Gillon 2006:53]

The universal semantic core of D is thus to restrict the interpretation to the contex-
tually relevant set of entities.18 If we now accept both the universal association of D
with domain restriction and the idea that pronouns can be full DPs, this immediately
raises the question how domain restriction would apply to indexical pronouns: since
their referents are directly context-dependent, there is rarely a need to pick them out
from a potentially larger set of individuals.19 It is proposed that what allows us to
maintain Gillon’s (2006) basic analysis of D and also apply it to personal pronouns is
an ontology that contains both individuals and stages of individuals, as proposed by
Carlson (1980) and applied to the interpretation of noun phrases by Musan (1995).20

17 Note that the determiner-less version of the sentence is not contextually restrictable to a particular set
of girls. Rather, it is interpreted generically.
18 Other functions that are often discussed in connection with determiners, such as familiarity (e.g., Heim
1982) or uniqueness (e.g., Kadmon 1992), are taken to arise for independent reasons and not because they
are a property of D. For details see Gillon (2006).
19 As an anonymous reviewer points out, domain restriction can also be achieved with relative clauses. An
example s/he gives is: ‘You who want to come on the trip …’ as an alternative version of ‘For those of you
who want to come on the trip …’.
20 Both Carlson (1980) and Musan (1995) consider kinds to be a third type of entity in their ontology.
However, this is irrelevant for the issue at hand and hence set aside.
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Fig. 1 Domain restriction by utterance time

Assuming that both individuals and stages of individuals are part of the set of available
entities, Musan argues that

determiner quantification is not quantification over individuals in their whole
temporal extendedness but quantification over STAGES OF INDIVIDUALS.

[Musan 1995:94]

ButwhereasMusan suggests a purely semantic analysis to account for how the relevant
restriction is achieved, syntax is suggested to be crucially involved in the process.
Applying her basic insight to indexical pronouns allows us to also take stages of
speaker and hearer into consideration and add a temporal component to the pronoun’s
structure. Further developing this idea fromBliss and Gruber (2015), I propose that D0

contains a time-feature that restricts the pronoun’s interpretation. Combining this with
Gillon (2006) consequently leads to the following result: the stage of the individual
denoted byφP that D0 picks out gets determined by the temporal specification located
in D0. Conversely, φPs lacking the temporal restriction denote the individual in its
entire temporal extendedness.

We now need to take one final step in order to be able to knowwhich temporal stage
gets picked out: we need to determine how and from where time in pronominal D0

gets its specification. First of all, we expect the value to be linked to utterance time:
Since the data introduced earlier clearly show that one class of pronouns can only
ever be interpreted indexically and since indexicality is intrinsically and by definition
tied to the utterance context, only utterance time can provide the necessary feature
that forces an indexical interpretation of pro-DPs. Note here that although time in
D0 forces an indexical reading it is not responsible for identifying the addressee: the
identification of the referent proceeds via a second person feature in φP. The function
of time in D0 is to restrict the referent further to the temporal slice present at the
relevant time. In the absence of the D-layer, the addressee is referenced in its entire
temporal extendedness. With respect to restriction to utterance time, the idea of
temporal restriction versus temporal extendedness is illustrated in Fig. 1.21

Second, I propose that this specific temporal information is provided by the syntax.
I analyse time in D0 as an interpretable but unvalued feature in the sense of Pesetsky
and Torrego (2007). Unvalued refers to the fact that the pronominal structure has a
predefined slot for time but no predefined content: since the actual time differs from

21 Given the assumption that first person pronouns look like second person pronouns, an anonymous
reviewer raises the question why generic readings of first person pronouns are not available. However,
while not as common as generic interpretations of second person pronouns, first person pronouns may well
be interpreted generically. Such cases have been discussed for instance by Kitagawa and Lehrer (1990),
Zobel (2010) and Gruber (2013). For the purposes of this paper, I restrict the discussion to second person
cases only.
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utterance to utterance, the specific value of the feature can only be known once the
pronoun is used, i.e., enters syntactic derivation. Consequently, the source of the value
must be located elsewhere in the syntax.

Along with a long list of researchers, I assume that utterance-related information
is located in Spec-TP (cf. Enç 1987; Stowell 1995, 2007; Demirdache and Uribe-
Etxebarria 2000; Ritter and Wiltschko 2009, 2014). Specifically, following Ritter
and Wiltschko (2014), I propose that Spec-TP contains a pronominal situation vari-
able pro-sit whose default temporal interpretation is utterance time. In other words,
there is no actual utterance time-feature encoded in the syntax which could be
found by an agreement-seeking time-feature in the indexical pronoun’s D-position.22

However, I assume that utterance time will always be the default value for any
time-feature. Therefore, the unvalued time-feature in pronominal D0 probes upwards
to look for a suitable goal: Since it cannot find a valued time-feature, it simply
receives the default value utterance time (UT). This is then another case of fal-
lible agreement as proposed by Preminger (2011).23 One such detailed derivation is
given in (16).24

(16) a. Jij
youstrong

leerde
learned

het
the

gedicht.
poem

‘Youindexical learned the poem.’

b.

22 Along with Wurmbrand (2012a, b) I assume Reverse Agree, i.e., upwards probing for goal-seeking.
23 An alternative analysis would be to simply assume that Dutch second person pronouns have an unvalued
utterance time feature in D0 instead of a simple time-feature. However, since this analysis is couched in
a larger research project that includes crosslinguistic variation beyond pronouns restricted by utterance

time, this option is not further pursued. More details on crosslinguistic variation and how it ties in with the
analysis presented in this paper are discussed later on in this section as well as at the end of this paper.
24 For expository reasons only, I follow Stowell (2007) in assuming that the subject bypasses Spec-TP and
moves directly to Spec-CP. I also abstract away from little vP as the licenser of the external subject (Kratzer
1996; Chomsky 1995).
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At this point, a brief note on the broader picture of this analysis is in order:Generally,
I follow several researchers in assuming that times are syntactically represented as ref-
erential expressions (e.g., Enç 1987; Zagona 1990; Stowell 1995, 2007; Demirdache
and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000). Along with utterance-related information in Spec-TP,
eventuality time is taken to be encoded within the VP (cf., e.g., Enç 1987; Zag-
ona 1990; Stowell 1993, 1995, 2007; Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria 1997, 2000,
2007). Consequently, both times are potential candidates for defining the specifica-
tions of time in the indexical’s D-position. I suggest that whether a pronoun in a given
language uses the default utterance time or agrees with eventuality time in VP
is subject to parametric variation. Thus a Dutch second person pronoun in an infiniti-
val clause will not consider the eventuality time argument of the matrix clause a
suitable goal.

4 What about German and English?

Both German and English can also use a second person pronoun in generic contexts.
The following example, already given in (2), illustrates this for English and German,
respectively.

(17) a. In the 19th century, you could often meet famous artists in cafés in Vienna.

b. Im
in.the

19.
19th

Jahrhundert
century

konntest
could

du
you

in
in

Wien
Vienna

oft
often

berühmte
famous

Künstler
artists

in
in

den
the

Kaffeehäusern
cafés

antreffen.
meet

‘In the 19th century, you could oftenmeet famous artists in cafés inVienna.’

However, as opposed to Dutch, the standard varieties of these two languages only have
one set of pronouns each. In what follows, I present the analysis for Standard German
and English second person pronouns and discuss further evidence that supports this
account.

4.1 The analysis of German and English ‘you’

In the previous section, I argued that Dutch weak and strong second person pro-
nounsmap onto two different syntactic structures: whereas theweak indexical pronoun
lacks the DP-projection, the strong indexical pronoun corresponds to a complete DP-
structure. The latter thus contains temporal specification that restricts the interpretation
of the pronoun to a specific temporal stage, namely that of utterance time.

I propose that Standard German ‘du’ as well as Standard English ‘you’ can be real-
ized as either a full DP structure or simply a φP. In other words, although Standard
English and German do not distinguish between two different morphophonological
forms, morphosyntactically they can still map onto two different structures.25 If the

25 The relationship between the twodifferent forms is orthogonal to the present analysis.While it is logically
possible that there are two homophonous lexical entries, I will assume that the forms are derived from a
single lexical entry. This could be due to either underspecification or derivation.
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pronoun appears within a generic statement, as in (3), and receives a non-indexical
interpretation, it follows from my account that we are dealing with a φP, i.e., a struc-
ture with no temporal restriction on its interpretation. As the German and English
surface forms are identical and pro-φPs can refer both generically and indexically,
this naturally raises the question why English and German should have a pro-DP in
the first place. There are two main arguments for this claim.

First of all, there are cases in which a second person pronoun can only be interpreted
indexically. In (18), no ambiguity arises and I conclude that we are dealing with a full
DP. In the example, capitalization indicates focal stress.

(18) Context:Verena always catches a cold as soon as the temperature drops. She
sees her sister Mirjam leaving the house on a cold day in nothing but a miniskirt
and a T-shirt. Verena tells her to put on a coat. Mirjam, who never gets sick,
replies:
If YOU leave the house in the winter, you have to put on a coat. I, however,
don’t have to do that.

With the given context, this contrastively focalized second person pronoun in the
first sentence can only get one interpretation, namely that of an indexical. Again,
these English data are paralleled in Standard German. Importantly, the non-focussed
counterpart in both languages, given in (19), is ambiguous between a generic and an
indexical interpretation:

(19) a. If you leave the house in the winter, you have to put on a coat.

b. Wenn
if

du
you

im
in.the

Winter
winter

außer
out.of

Haus
house

gehst,
go

musst
must

du
you

einen
a

Mantel
coat

anziehen.
put.on

Secondly,German andEnglish second person pronouns can also appear in equations
which always require two DPs, as already discussed in Sect. 3.2. This is illustrated in
(20a) for English and (20b) for German:

(20) a. You are Sophia.

b. Du
you

bist
are

Sophia.
Sophia

This, of course, is reminiscent of the Dutch data we saw earlier: in one case a second
person pronoun is restricted to an indexical interpretation, while in the other case it
is potentially ambiguous between an indexical and a generic reading. The crucial
piece of information for the present discussion is the fact that also in English and
German we find both pragmatic and syntactic contexts in which a pronoun can only
be interpreted indexically. From this I conclude that the second person pronoun in (18)
must be aDP containing domain restriction to a temporal slice and forcing an indexical
interpretation. Conversely, the generic cases must be φPs since they are bound by a
generic operator. Therefore I propose that both English ‘you’ and German ‘du’ can
be realized as either of the two structures depicted in (21) and are thus structurally
ambiguous.
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(21) Both underlying structures of ‘du’/‘you’:
a. DP

D
iT:ut

φP

φ

[2P]
N

man

b. φ P

φ

[2P]
N

man

Again, just as in Dutch, spell-out targets the phrasal and not the terminal level. Note
that the claim is not that English and German have both a weak and a strong second
person pronoun. Clearly, the Standard varieties of both languages only have one single
morphophonological form. Instead, I argue that underlyingly they can be realized as
two different structures. This claim is also supported by the following example which
at first seems to contradict the previous geneneralization (cf. also Bolinger 1979):26

(22) a. In the States yougeneric hire someone to do yourgeneric taxes.

b. In Europe, YOUgeneric have to do them.

Here, a focused second person pronoun clearly gets a non-indexical, generic inter-
pretation: people in Europe have to do their taxes themselves.27 I argue that this is
possible precisely because English (and German) does not distinguish between weak
and strong pronouns but still has both a pro-φP and a pro-DP second person pronoun:
whereas the ability to bear stress is tied to the morphophonological form, the ability to
refer generically is tied to the underlying morphosyntactic form. Note that the Dutch
equivalent of (22b) can only employ the weak pronoun ‘je’, i.e., the one lacking a
temporal restrictor, and thus the pronoun cannot bear stress. Instead, Dutch would use
the reflexive ‘zelf’ for emphasis (23):

(23) In
in

Europa
Europe

moet
must

je
you

het
it

zelf
self

doen.
do.

The ability to bear stress is thus detached from the question of generic or indexical
reference, as summarized in Table 3.

In sum, I do not assume a fixed correspondence between the ability to bear stress
and the underlying structure. φPs may well be able to bear stress in some languages

26 I owe this example to Hotze Rullman (p.c).
27 A reviewer points out that in a conditional environment stressed pronouns may also refer generically.
S/he gives the following example:

(i) In Italy, people always speak badly about their politicians, but if YOU do, they’ll be cross.

However, it has often been noted that generic sentences are similar to conditionals (cf. Krifka et al. 1995 and
references therein); in fact, Heim (1982) even treats them alike semantically by arguing that both contain
modal quantification. Thus the example (22b) can easily be restated as a conditional without any change to
its meaning: If you live in Europe, YOU have to do them. The reviewer further points out that the same is
not possible if the pronoun gets replaced by a noun like ‘people’; while it appears to be impossible to simply
replace stressed ‘you’ with stressed ‘people’, the following is easily possible: In Europe, people have to do
them themselves. This ties in with the observation that in any case a lot of speakers prefer a reflexive for
emphasis, also in (22b).
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Table 3 Distribution of phonological and semantic properties

Stress Generic Indexical

English you pro-φP � � �
you pro-DP � – �

Dutch je pro-φP – � �
jij pro-DP � – �

but not in others. Likewise, we cannot draw conclusions about the internal structure of
a pronoun solely by looking at its morphophonological properties (cf. Déchaine and
Wiltschko 2002).28 Instead, I assume thatmorphophonological weight is the key factor
in a pronoun’s ability to bear stress. Even though neither the English nor the German
surface form can tell us which of the two underlying structures we are dealing with,
the linguistic context helps us distinguish between the two forms. Interestingly, some
varieties of English actually do have a phonologically weak second person pronoun
‘ya’ and a strong form ‘you’. Preliminary evidence points to them corresponding to
φP and DP structures, respectively: only ‘ya’ seems to be able to receive a generic
reading, whereas ‘you’ appears to be restricted to indexical interpretations, as also
briefly mentioned in Jackendoff (2007). This issue is, however, still subject to further
empirical inquiry.

4.2 Further support: restrictions on generic second person pronouns

It is well known that the German impersonal pronoun ‘man’, which can also receive a
generic interpretation, can only appear as a nominative subject, but never as an object.
Instead, German speakers have to resort to other strategies to convey the desired
meaning, such as the indefinite einer ‘one’. This is illustrated in the examples in (24):

(24) Context: Friends are discussing the hierarchy of a big company. One of them
claims that the vice president doesn’t have the authority to actually fire employ-
ees. Another one replies:

a. Der
the

Vizepräsident
vice.president

kann
can

einen
one

ganz
total

sicher
sure

feuern.
fire

‘The vice president can definitely fire people.’

b. * Der
the

Vizepräsident
vice.president

kann
can

man
man

ganz
total

sicher
sure

feuern.
fire

However, the same is clearly not true for a second person pronoun which happily
appears as the direct object (25):29

28 While Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) do propose that DPs are morphologically more complex than
φPs which in turn are morphologically more complex than NPs, this only seems to hold when there is a
morphological containment relation. It is well possible that a language has a pro-DP that is phonologically
lighter than a pro-φP. This is in fact proposed by Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) for English: they analyse
‘we’ as a pro-DP and ‘they’ as a pro-φP.
29 See Egerland (2003) for the same point with respect to the grammaticality of generic second persons in
both subject and object position in Swedish, French and Italian.
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(25) Der
the

Vizepräsident
vice.president

kann
can

dich
you.acc

ganz
total

sicher
surely

feuern.
fire

‘The vice president can definitely fire you.’

Again, this sentence can get both an indexical and a non-indexical reading, i.e., it is on
par with all the other examples that we saw earlier, in which a second person pronoun
can receive a generic interpretation. Likewise, a generic second person pronoun can
appear as the indirect object (26), in reflexive constructions (27), within a prepositional
phrase (28), and as a possessive (29):

(26) Österreich
Austria

gibt
give

dir
you.dat

kein
no

Stipendium,
stipend

wenn
when

du
you

über
over

35
35

bist.
are

‘Austria doesn’t give you a stipend once you are over 35.’

(27) Als
as

junger
young

Mitarbeiter
employee

musst
must

du
you

dich
yourself

immer
always

extra
extra

anstrengen.
apply

‘As a young employee, you always have to really apply yourself.’

(28) Gute
good

Freunde
friends

fühlen
feel

mit
with

dir,
you.dat

auch
also

wenn
if

du
you

weit
far

weg
away

lebst.
live

‘Good friends sympathize with you, even if you live far away.’

(29) Heutzutage
nowadays

musst
must

du
you

wirklich
really

hart
hard

arbeiten,
work

um
to

deine
your

Familie
family

zu
to

ernähren.
feed

‘Nowadays, you really have to work hard to feed your family.’

Argument positions therefore do not pose a challenge for second person pronouns in
generic contexts, neither in German nor in English, as can be seen from the translations
of each of the previous examples. But now consider the examples in (30):

(30) a. Auf
on

dem
the

Land
country

gehst
go

du
you

jeden
every

Sonntag
Sunday

in
in

die
the

Kirche.
church

‘In the countryside, you go to church every Sunday.

b. Auf
on

dem
the

Land
country

gehen
go

du
you

und
and

deine
your

Familie
family

jeden
every

Sonntag
Sunday

in
in

die
the

Kirche.
church
‘In the countryside, you and your family go to church every Sunday.’

Whereas the first sentence in (30a) is just like any other example that supports both an
indexical and a generic interpretation, in (30b) only the indexical interpretation of the
second person pronoun is possible. If one wants to express this sentence as a generic
statement the coordinated argument has to be replaced, for instance by a comitative
as in (31).

(31) Auf
on

dem
the

Land
country

gehst
go

du
you

jeden
every

Sonntag
Sunday

mit
with

deiner
your

Familie
family

in
in

die
the

Kirche.
church

‘In the countryside, you go to church every Sunday with your family.’
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Now the coordinated phrase is replaced by a second person subject and a prepositional
phrase; once again, both a generic and an indexical reading are available. Note at this
point that again the same holds for the English translations of all these examples.
This reminds one of the well-known fact that weak elements are generally excluded
from coordinated structures (cf. Kayne 1975; Holmberg 1986; Cardinaletti and Starke
1999). As expected then, the Dutch weak pronoun ‘je’ is impossible in the equivalent
of (30b), only the strong pronoun ‘jij’ is licit in this context, as shown in (32a),30 and
again the generic interpretation can only be achieved with a comitative (32b):

(32) a. Op
on

het
the

platteland
country

gaan
go

*je/jij
you

en
and

je
your

gezin
family

iedere
every

zondag
Sunday

naar
to

de
the

kerk.
church
‘In the countryside, you and your family go to church every Sunday.’

b. Op
on

het
the

platteland
country

ga
go

je
you

iedere
every

zondag
Sunday

met
with

je
your

gezin
family

naar
to

de
the

kerk.
church

‘In the countryside, you go to church every Sunday with your family.’

These data support my analysis of Standard German and Standard English second
person pronouns along the same lines as Dutch indexical pronouns: even though the
former do not have weak and strong pronouns, second person pronouns in coordinated
structures are pro-DPs, and hence obligatorily indexical. Likewise, none of these three
languages allow topicalization of the generic pronoun, as shown in (33). Again, these
must all be cases of pro-DPs.

(33) a. Dich
you

kann
can

der
the

Vizepräsident
vice.president

auf
on

jeden
every

Fall
case

feuern.
fire

‘Youindexical, the vice president can fire in any case.’
not: ‘The vice president can fire someone in any case.’

b. Jou
you

kan
can

de
the

vice-president
vice.president

in
in

elk
any

geval
case

ontslaan.
fire

‘Youindexical, the vice president can fire in any case.’
not: ‘The vice president can fire someone in any case.’

English and German second person generic pronouns thus behave like weak elements
which have been shown to be excluded from both coordination and topicalization
(Kayne 1975; Holmberg 1986; Cardinaletti and Starke 1999).

To summarize, no restrictions apply to second person generic pronounswith respect
to the type of syntactic argument they express. They can freely appear as subjects, direct
objects, indirect objects, reflexives, and possessives.31 However, there are restrictions

30 ‘Je’ in the second coordinate in (32a) is a possessive second person pronoun and the whole coordinate
[je gezin] is again a DP.
31 In this section, I have illustrated the lack of syntactic restrictions for German and English. With respect
to the crosslinguistic validity of this observation, the questionnaire distributed for this research contained
examples with second person in direct object position and as a possessive. None of the cases in which second
person was accepted as a generic in principle showed any significant sensitivity to syntactic position. It
seems to hold crosslinguistically that once a second person pronoun can receive a generic interpretation, it
can do so in any syntactic position. See also Egerland (2003) for a similar conclusion.

123



Temporal and atemporal uses of ‘you’ 217

with respect to coordinated structures and topicalization: if second person pronouns
appear in either structure, they are necessarily interpreted indexically. From this I
conclude that in those cases we are dealing with full DPs.

4.3 Genericity and temporality

As mentioned earlier, there is a principled distinction between generic and episodic
sentences. Whereas generic statements report general facts about individuals and
events, as in (34a), episodic sentences report specific events, as in (34b):

(34) a. Cats sleep most of the day.

b. My cat slept on the armchair last night.

This distinction is relevant to the behaviour of second person pronouns: whereas
they can be ambiguous between an indexical and a generic interpretation in generic
sentences, as in (35a), no such ambiguity can arise in episodic statements, as in (35b):

(35) a. In
in

Wien
Vienna

frühstückst
have.breakfast

du
you

im
in.the

Kaffeehaus.
café

‘In Vienna, youindexical have breakfast in a café.’
also: ‘In Vienna, one has breakfast in a café.’

b. Du
you

bist
are

in
in

ihr
their

Haus
house

eingebrochen.
in.broke

‘Youindexical broke into their house.’

It has often been observed that generics have an “omnitemporal or atemporal char-
acter in that they do not speak of any particular time at all” (Carlson 1980:273).32

Episodic statements, on the other hand, not only permit specific time reference; given
that they report specific events, they necessarily include temporal reference, be it
explicitly by virtue of an adverbial phrase or implicitly by virtue of a contextually
salient temporal location.

This atemporality of generics is naturally reflected in the requirement for atempo-
rality of indexical pronouns in generic contexts: whenever a second person pronoun
refers generically, it must not contain a time-feature which equals specific temporal
reference. This feature precludes generalizing from the addressee to people in general.
While it is not the case that generic statements generally disallow explicit temporal
reference (cf. ‘In the ’70s, tomatoes were tasty’), the fact that they report generaliza-
tions over events implies that they refer to more than a single, time-bound occurrence
of an event. Importantly, genericity in the cases of interest here pertains not only to
the sentential level but also to the pronominal level: we are not only generalizing over
events but we are generalizing over people in those events. Consequently, the generic
operator gen also needs to quantify over the pronoun and thus only pronouns that are
variables, i.e., do not have a D-layer, are possible in these contexts. It is therefore the

32 One reviewer raises the question of how an indexical pronoun can value its time-feature considering
that generics are atemporal. However, this atemporality does not include utterance time, since naturally
generic sentences will also have an actual time of utterance.
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interaction of internal and external syntax that makes it possible for a second person
pronoun to receive a non-indexical interpretation: the external environment induces
the generic interpretation by means of the adverbial quantifier gen, while the internal
syntax facilitates such a reading due to the lack of temporal anchoring to the utterance
time.

To sum up, I argue that the same structures are available in English, German, and
Dutch: first and secondpersonpronouns can either beφPsorDPs and the latter canonly
be interpreted indexically. But whereas Dutch differentiates these structures overtly
in its morphosyntax, Standard English and Standard German do not: both languages
assign one and the same morphophonological string to both underlying structures;
which of the two structures is being used can only be determined by looking at the
(un)available interpretations.

5 Beyond generic readings

There are at least twomore uses of second person pronouns that do not (only) reference
the addressee which provide an interesting testing ground for the analysis outlined
above: bound variables and speaker-oriented uses. Both of these phenomena will be
discussed in turn below.

5.1 Bound variables

It is a well-known fact that English indexical pronouns can be used as bound variables,
a fact that prima facie is unexpected of indexical items and hence has given rise to
several discussions in the literature (see Partee 1989; Kratzer 1998, 2006; Rullmann
2004). A standard example is given in (36):

(36) I hope that I will win, but of course you do too. (Rullmann 2004:162)

Under the strict reading, ‘you’ also hope that ‘I’ will win; under the sloppy bound
variable reading, ‘you’ hope that ‘you’ will win. In a follow-up to their 2002 paper,
Déchaine andWiltschko (2010) discuss these facts and based on Reinhart (1983), they
propose the diagnostic in (37) for identifying the class of bound variables:

(37) The bound variable diagnostic
If α is a local domain form then α is a bound variable.

(Déchaine and Wiltschko 2010:6)

In this diagnostic, local domain form refers to the specific morphological form that
a locally bound expression takes on. In classical binding theory, this was defined
as an anaphor; however, it has been shown that there is considerable crosslinguistic
variation in the sense that not every language has dedicated anaphors but may employ
other expressions instead. For instance, whereas English has such a dedicated form,
i.e., the reflexive in (38a), French uses a regular pronoun in the very same environment,
(38b):

123



Temporal and atemporal uses of ‘you’ 219

(38) a. I admire myself.
λx [x admires x]

b. Je
1sg.nom

m’
1sg.acc

admire.
admire

‘I admire myself.’ (lit.: I admire me.) λx [x admires x]
(Déchaine and Wiltschko 2010:5)

Both the English ‘myself’ and the French ‘m(e)’ are thus local domain forms in
Déchaine and Wiltschko’s (2010) sense: they are both locally bound and are thus
identified as bound variables. In their account pro-DPs are intrinsically indexical and
pro-φPs are variables. Consequently, for them both English ‘myself’ and French ‘me’
map onto φPs. Conversely, forms that map onto a full DP are necessarily indexical
and cannot function as local domain forms, i.e., they cannot be locally bound. Just
like in the analysis outlined in this paper, they also conclude that English personal
pronouns can therefore be either a φP or a DP.

The crucial difference between their conclusion and the one argued for here is the
following: Déchaine and Wiltschko (2010) propose that person features are associ-
ated with D in indexically referring pronouns, whereas they are associated with φ in
local domain forms. They arrive at this conclusion based on the data in (39) with the
accusative pronoun ‘me’. However, the analysis extends to nominative forms as well,
since they can also appear as both indexical and bound variable pronouns.

(39) a. Everyone suspects [Dme].
b. ∀x (x suspects speaker)
c. Even [φ I] suspect [φme].
d. λx (x suspects x)

The structures (Déchaine and Wiltschko 2010) associate with these pronouns then
look as given in (40).

(40) a. indexical first person: ‘me’ (39a)
D

D

[person]

φP

φ N

b. bound variable (=non-indexical) first person: ‘me’ (39c)
φP

φ

[person]

N

Thus the main difference between their analysis and the one developed here is that
in my proposal person-features are intrinsically associated with φ and that hence φPs
can refer indexically without a dominating D. Déchaine and Wiltschko (2010), on the
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other hand, allow for φ-features to associate with either φ or with D. According to
them, if φ-features associate with D, the pronoun refers to a speech act participant.
If they instead associate with φ, the pronoun behaves like a variable and can thus
be bound. This analysis is problematic for two reasons: first, Déchaine and Wiltschko
(2010) explicitly expect to find languages that associate specificmorphologywith each
head within the pronominal structure. They refer to this as “additive morphology”. If
then only aφP gets spelled out, then we also only find the morphemes associated with
φ. But if a DP gets spelled out, then we get the morphology associated with D stacked
on top of the morphology associated with φ, which is illustrated in (41):

(41) a. [φP y]: spell-out y

b. [DP x [φP y] ]: spell-out xy

However, it remains unclear how additive morphology could come about: if each head
adds its own spell-out to the pronoun, thenwe expect this spell-out to also be associated
with the features located in the respective head. But if it is indeed the case that person-
features associate with D in indexical pronouns, but withφ in non-indexical ones, then
it is unclear what φ spells out in cases of indexical DPs when a language does indeed
display additive morphology. Second, the analysis does not account for the fact that
we observe ambiguity in the bound variable data they discuss, i.e., between strict and
sloppy readings. Since φPs cannot refer indexically, the sloppy reading would have to
involve an underlying pronominal structure that is different from the one in the strict
reading.

With this analysis inmind, I will now turn toDutch. Recall that I argue that theweak
second person pronoun ‘je’ maps onto a φP whereas the strong pronoun ‘jij’ maps
onto a DP. Following Déchaine and Wiltschko’s (2010) bound variable diagnostic,
we thus expect the weak pronoun to act as a local domain form whereas the strong
pronoun should be barred from such a position. This prediction is indeed borne out,
as shown by the data in (42) from Reuland (2001):

(42) a. Jij
you

voelde
felt

je
youweak

wegglijden.
slide.away.

‘You felt yourself slide away.’

b. * Jij
you

voelde
felt

jou
youstrong

wegglijden
slide.away.

(Reuland 2001:465; glosses adapted, translation added by bg)

As these examples illustrate, the weak second person pronoun can function as the
reflexive, i.e., it is a local domain formunder the relevant condition; the strong pronoun,
on the other hand, is barred from this position, exactly as predicted by my analysis of
this form as a DP. Similarly, van Koppen (2012) presents Dutch bound variable data
as in (43a) where the weak pronoun in the embedded clause gives rise to both a strict
and a sloppy interpretation under ellipsis.

(43) a. Jij
youstrong

voelde
felt

dat
that

de
the

vijand
enemy

je
youweak

zag
saw

en
and

ik
I

ook.
too

‘You felt that the enemy saw you and I did too.’ (van Koppen 2012:143)

123



Temporal and atemporal uses of ‘you’ 221

b. strict reading: ‘… and I also felt that the enemy saw you’

c. sloppy reading: ‘… and I also felt that the enemy saw me’

The interesting piece of data now is the version of this sentencewith the strong pronoun
‘jij’ in its accusative form jou as in (44):

(44) Jij
youstrong

voelde
felt

dat
that

de
the

vijand
enemy

jou
youstrong

zag
saw

en
and

ik
I

ook.
too

‘You felt that the enemy saw you and I did too.’

This type of sentence gives rise to varying judgements: Out of ten speakers that I
consulted, six categorically excluded a bound variable reading for the strong pronoun
as predicted by my analysis; three considered it possible but only as long as ‘jou’
was not stressed; and one speaker had no problems getting both a strict and a sloppy
reading.33 In general, it appears to be the case that strong pronouns strongly favour
a strict reading, but sloppy interpretations are available for a non-negligible number
of speakers. A similar point is also made in Maier and Schepper (2010) for Dutch
and Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) for French; Rullmann (2004) notes for similar
examples in English that:

[S]loppy identity readings of 1st and 2nd person pronouns are possible in prin-
ciple […], although individual speakers may differ in the extent to which they
accept such examples. [Rullmann 2004:162]

van Koppen (2005, 2012) takes the fact that sloppy readings can arise as evidence for
the φP status of all Dutch pronouns, irrespective of whether they are weak or strong.
However, in light of the evidence put forward throughout this paper, I maintain that
strong Dutch pronouns are DPs containing temporal restriction: I have shown that
strong pronouns are obligatorily indexical in all instances where weak pronouns are
possible and ambiguous between a generic and an indexical interpretation; further-
more, in line with the claim that only φPs can function as bound variables, ‘je’ can
function as a reflexive (Reuland 2001) and may also be bound by the generic operator
gen. At this point, I cannot fully account for the fact that some speakers do allow
sloppy readings of strong pronouns. However, as pointed out, the acceptance of bound
variable readings is subject to considerable speaker variation across languages. Thus
I generally doubt that bound variable data involving ellipsis are a suitable predictor of
the syntactic status of pronouns. One possible solution was suggested by an anony-
mous reviewer: For some people focus might be associated with strict identity. Strict
identity might then require focus for those speakers (cf. example 18). This would shift
the significance of the data from being connected to syntax to being connected to
pragmatics. I therefore reject the kind of bound variable readings illustrated in (36)
or (43a) as a suitable and reliable diagnostic for the distinction between pro-φPs and
pro-DPs and maintain that Dutch ‘je’ maps onto a φP and Dutch ‘jij’ onto a DP.

33 One anonymous reviewer raises the question of whether dialectal variation might be relevant here.While
I cannot fully exclude some unconscious dialectal influence on the judgements, speakers were explicitly
asked to judge the standard version of the sentence.

123



222 B. Gruber

5.2 Second person pronouns referring to the speaker

Another related phenomenon concerns the interpretation of a second person pronoun
as referring to the speaker of the utterance. Such cases have been given particular
attention in the literature about Dutch ‘je’ (cf. Bennis 2004; Zeijlstra 2008).

‘Je’ can not only give rise to generic readings as shown in this chapter but also
to speaker-oriented readings, i.e., ‘je’ can be interpreted as ‘I’ instead of ‘you’, as
illustrated in (45).34

(45) Je
you

kreeg
got

de
the

bal
ball

en
and

toen
then

zag
saw

je
you

iemand
someone

vrijstaan
free.stand

en
and

toen
then

speelde
played

je
you

de
the

bal
ball

direct.
directly

‘You got the ball and then you saw someone stand free and you played the ball
directly.’ (Bennis 2004:19, glosses and translation by bg)

This example is taken from an interview with a football player who was talking about
himself using theweak secondpersonpronoun ‘je’.However, this type of interpretation
of a second person pronoun is not limited to Dutch. Consider for instance the example
in (46), which was part of the questionnaire that this research is based on (cf. Gruber
2013):

(46) A journalist asks Kate Winslet how she felt when she received the Oscar. She
says:
“You are just completely overwhelmed, you can’t believe that this is actually
happening to you and you are simply very grateful.”

Clearly, this statement is not about the journalist who asked the question but about
the interviewee who talks about her own experience. The survey conducted for this
research showed that this kind of reading is readily available in a number of languages,
e.g.,Afrikaans,Catalan,German,ModernGreek, Italian, Indonesian, orChinese, some
of which are exemplified below.

(47) Ests
be.2sg

completament
completely

aclaparat,
overwhelmed,

no
no

pots
can.2sg

creuret
believe.are.2sg.cl

que
that

aix
this

t
2sg.cl

est
be.3sg

passant
happening

realment
actually

a
to

tu
you

i
and

ests
be.2sg

simplement
simply

molt
very

agrat
grateful
‘You are just completely overwhelmed, you can’t believe that this is actually
happening to you and you are simply very grateful.’ (Catalan, Indo-European)

34 One anonymous reviewer raises the question of adjectival gender agreement andwhether it is determined
by the speaker or the hearer in these cases. However, first of all Dutch does not show this kind of agree-
ment and second, Dutch only distinguishes between common (masculine and feminine) and neuter gender.
Therefore, we do not expect to see any gender effects on adjectives with respect to indexical pronouns.
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(48) Den
Neg

boris
can.2sg

na
subj

pistepsis
believe.2sg

oti
that

afto
this

to
the

pragma
thing

su
to.you

simveni
happen

ondos!
really

Ke
and

niothis
feel.2sg

aperandi
endless

evgnomosini.
gratitude

‘You cannot believe that this thing is really happening to you! And you feel
endless gratitude.’ (Modern Greek, Indo-European)

(49) Anda
you

betul-betul
really

sangat
very

bahagia,
happy

anda
you

tidak
not

percaya
believe

bahwa
that

ini
this

benar-benar
really

terjadi
happened

pada
to

Anda
you

dan
and

Anda
you

sangat
very

berterima.
grateful

‘You are really very happy, you can’t believe that this is really happening to
you and you are very grateful.’ (Indonesian, Austronesian)

With respect to my analysis of indexical pronouns, I predict that these cases also
resort to the structure lacking temporal anchoring and can hence get an interpretation
that targets the speaker herself: at least for Dutch, this prediction is illustrated by such
data as in (45) and the fact that the strong pronoun ‘jij’ is excluded from these contexts
(cf. Zeijlstra 2008). As argued for throughout, the strong pronoun necessarily receives
an indexical reading and is therefore not only unavailable in generic contexts but also
as a reference to the speaker.35

From a pragmatic point of view, these examples are similar to generic contexts: the
addressee is invited to put herself into the speaker’s shoes; in generic contexts, she is
invited to put herself into someone else’s shoes.

Zeijlstra (2008) also argues that the availability of speaker-reference is structurally
conditioned: however, his proposal is based on the idea that the weak pronoun ‘je’ only
carries a feature that encodes speech-act participation; consequently the interpretation
can go either way. However, this account does not capture the fact that the default
interpretation is still reference to the addressee and that the speaker-referring variation
can only be deduced from the context. Furthermore, considering that the phenomenon
of second person pronouns referring to the speaker is not unique to Dutch but extends
to numerous other languages (see example (46)), it is not clear how Zeijlstra’s (2008)
account could be extended to all those other languages. To the best of my understand-
ing, extending Zeijlstra’s (2008) approach to these languages means that all have a
second person pronoun that only carries participant-features and bears no relation to
the addressee. This would turn second person pronouns into underspecified pronouns
in a wide range of related and unrelated languages. While it is conceivable that, just
as proposed here, those languages with only one surface form also have two under-

35 One reviewer points out that this implies that second person pronouns in coordinated structures should
not be able to refer to the speaker. At least for German this is correct, as the following sentence can only
mean that the addressee and his/her colleagues are thrilled and is thus infelicitous in the following context.
A journalist asks Kate Winslet how she and the whole film team felt when she received the Oscar. She says:

(i) #Du
you

und
and

deine
your

Kollegen
colleagues

freuen
be.thrilled

sich
refl

einfach
simply

riesig.
massively

‘You and your colleagues are just massively thrilled.’

Whether this applies to other languages, as well, is subject to further empirical research.
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lying structures, they would still all have one structure that is entirely underspecified
with respect to its referent. This seems neither conceptually nor empirically desirable.
I therefore maintain that my analysis of ‘je’ is superior, since it not only accounts
for the pronoun’s default interpretation but also straightforwardly extends to other
languages.

A full account for how the speaker-referring interpretation comes about goes beyond
this paper but I suggest that the precise mechanism lies outside the realm of syntax.
It has been suggested by several speakers of different languages that the choice of the
second person pronoun in such cases conveys some kind of modesty on the speaker’s
part, which strongly suggests a non-negligible pragmatic side of the phenomenon. It
therefore seems plausible to assume that these cases are subject to pragmatic inferences
that lead to the relevant interpretation, rather than syntactico-semantic processes that
influence the interpretation of the pronoun.

6 Summary and outlook

In this paper, I argued that Standard English and German second person pronouns can
map onto either a full pro-DP or a pro-φP structure while in Dutch the weak pronoun
‘je’ maps onto a pro-φP and the strong pronoun ‘jij’ onto a pro-DP. I proposed that D
contains an interpretable but unvalued time-feature that restricts the interpretation of
the pronoun to a contextually relevant temporal stage of the individual denoted in the
φP. In English, German, and Dutch the time-feature in D receives the default interpre-
tation utterance time. Since therefore only DPs but not φPs contain a restriction to
the specific temporal stage of utterance time, only the former but not the latter are
obligatorily interpreted as indexicals. I claim that whereas German and English do not
show this distinction overtly in their pronominal morphology, Dutch does: the weak
pronoun ‘je’, which can be used in generic contexts, maps on to a pro-φP whereas the
obligatorily indexical strong pronoun ‘jij’ maps onto a pro-DP. The temporal compo-
nent in D provides domain restriction over the individual denoted in the φP: I propose
that it picks out a specific temporal stage of that individual and limits the interpretation
of the whole structure to this temporal slice. Since English, German, and Dutch index-
ical pronouns are all argued to be of the parametric type that picks out utterance
time, their pro-DPs are all obligatorily indexical.

As briefly mentioned in Sect. 3.3, a system that appeals to syntactically encoded
times such as utterance time leads us to expect cases in which other times that
are also taken to be represented in the syntax provide the relevant specification for
pronouns. This option is taken to be the source of crosslinguistic variation: a given
language draws the temporal information that restricts the interpretation of its indexical
pronouns from one of the syntactically encoded times. As such, the next logical
option is eventuality time, generally taken to be represented within the VP (cf.,
e.g., Enç 1987; Zagona 1990; Stowell 1993, 1995, 2007; Demirdache and Uribe-
Etxebarria 1997, 2000, 2007). Further developing work published in Bliss and Gruber
(2015), Gruber (2013) shows that one such language is Blackfoot (Algonquian) which
consistently uses personal proclitics that lack theD-layer in contexts that do not involve
a temporally restricted eventuality (e.g., inalienable possession). However, proclitics
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which do contain a D-layer appear in cases in which the relationship between the
individual denoted by the pronoun and the eventuality under discussion is temporally
restricted. An open empirical issue at this point is whether there are also languages
whose pronouns are restricted by assertion time which is argued by Demirdache
and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000, 2007) to be syntactically represented.
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