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1 Introduction

English havesentences arknown to exhibit a definiteneseffect (DE) (Keenarl987, Partee1999)

reminiscentf thatfoundin existentiatheresentencefMilsark 1974, Barwiseand Coopefl980,Keenan
1987.etc.). TheDE is arestrictionagainst'definite” NPs in thecomplemenpositionof have including

proper namesthoseoccurringwith the determinerthe, andthoseoccurringwith “strong” quantifiers
(Milsark 1974)suchasevery This restrictions illustratedby the examplesn (1). While (1a),with an

indefinite NP complementjs an acceptable sentence regardlgfssontext, (1b)with a definite/strong
NP complementis felicitousonly in certaincontexts.

(1) a. Elizahasa/three/somsister(s).

b. Elizahas#every/#thesister(s).

My goalin this paperis to arguethatthe DE of havereflects adiscourse-pragmatic functiaf presenta-
tional focus, drawingn earlierproposalsvhichgive ananalogousnalysigo theDE in thereexistentials
(Bolinger1977,Hannayl1985,Lumsdenl1988,Abbott 1992, 1993¢tc.).

Below, | first establishthatthe DE is foundwith differentkinds of havecomplementNPs, thatis,
bothwith NPsheadedby relationalnounssuchaskinship nounsg.g.sisterand body-parhouns,e.g.
nose andwith thoseheadedy “ordinary” non-relationahounssuchaspen | arguethatthe DE of have
is encodeds alexically-imposedestrictionon the complementf possessivlaveto be anindefinite
NP, showingthatdefinitecomplementsare licensedy different(not necessarilypossessive) senses,
have Thatis, haveis polysemousandthereis indeed aparticularsenseof havethat licensesonly
indefinitecomplements. | arguhatthis senseof haveencodesn underspecifieghossessiveelation.
| then proposethat the DE of possessivdhavereflects apragmaticfunction of presentational focus,
showingthat haveexhibits apropertyof informationallightnessthathasbeenarguedto be associated
with presentationaVerbsin general. Isupportthis proposalwith an in-depthdiscussionof definite
complementhavesentencesshowingthat thereare actually two separatesensef havethatlicense
definitecomplements, anthesereflectthe possessivand presentational componenfgpossessivhave
in turn.

2 The domain of the DE with have

TheDE in Englishhavesentencebas usuallpeenobserved for complemehtPsheadedy arelational
nounsuchaskinship nounse.g.sister, aunt, or body-parthouns.e.g.nose hand (Keenanl987,Partee
1999). Ishowin this sectionthat a DEis alsofound whenthe complementNP of haveis headedyy
“ordinary”, non-relationahounssuchas pen mirror, etc. Basedon contrastsn the interpretationof
definiteandindefinitecomplemenhavesentences, arguethatthe DE of haveis lexically encoded, and
thusthathaveis polysemoudetweeronesenseahatrequires anndefinitecomplement, andtleastone
otherthat doesnot. | proposehatthe senseof haverequiringan indefinite complement encodesn
underspecifiegpossessiveelation.

*| thankBethLevin for helpful discussion®othof the topic anaf thetalk handoutas well agor her generosityvith references.
| am alsagratefulto memberf the TLS 8 audiencedor stimulatingquestions andiscussionAny errors omisinterpretations are
of coursemy responsibility.

© 2006 Shiao Wei Tham. Proceedings of the 2004 Texas Linguistics Society Conference, ed. Pascal Denis et al.,
137-149. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.
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2.1 Twokinds ofhavecomplements

Englishhaveis usually understootb encode gossessiveelation,but possessiveelationsform anon-
homogeneousategory which cabedividedat leastinto aclassof INALIENABLE possessiveelations
and aclassof ALIENABLE possessiveelations(Heine1997).Dependingon thetype ofnominal com-
plementhavetakes, ehavesentencenayfall encodeeithercategoryof possession.

With arelationalcomplement (e.ggister, nosein (2a,b)),the havesentenceakeson theinalienable
possessionelationof the complemenheadnoun?

(2) a. Elizahas asister.

b. Elizahas a crooked nose.

With a non-relational complement (e.guirror in (3a)),the havesentenceelationis interpretedasone
of alienablepossessionr “control” (Jensen and Vikne¥996, \ikner andJenser2002), implyingbut not
entailingownership (3b).

(3) a. Elizahas a mirror.

b. Elizahas a mirrorputit doesn’t belongo her.

2.2  TheDE ariseswith both kinds otomplements

The DE in havesentencess typically noted for, anddiscussedn relationto, relationalcomplements,
thatis, NPsheadedy relationalnounssuchaskinship terms(e.g.sister, mothej, or body-partnouns
(e.g.nosg (Keenanl987,Parteel 999).An examples repeatedelow from (1).

(1) a. Elizahasa/three/somsister(s).

b. Elizahas#every/#thesister(s).

A non-relational complemerfte. oneheadedy anon-relationahoun,e.g. (4))to havedoesnotseem
to exhibitanobviousDE: thedifferent determiners (4) belowdo notseemto cause ungrammaticality.

(4) Elizahasa/somel/three/the/evenyirror(s).

Despite theacceptabilityof thedifferentNP complementi (4), havecanstill beshownto discriminate
againstdefinite non-relational complementszirst of all, definite non-relational complements have
areodd discourse-initiallywhereagheir indefinitecomplement counterparése acceptableSecondly,
evenwhennotdiscourse-initialhavesentencesontaining adefinitenon-relational complemeitenot
felicitousin all contexts,asillustratedby the infelicity of (5b) as aresponsdo (5a). In contrastan
indefinitecomplemenhavesentencee.g.Elizahas a goodnirror (too) couldbe afelicitousrespons¢o

(5a).

(5) a. Thisis agoodmirror.

b. #Elizahasit.

Moreover,evenin contextsthat licensedefinite complementso have thereare interpretationalif-
ferences betweedefinite and indefinite complementhavesentences.In thesecontexts,an indefinite
non-relational complement yieldwso possibleinterpretationswhile a definite complement doesot.
Consider forinstance, aontextin which someongcall this individual A) is planning ondistributing
gifts to variousacquaintancesAnotherindividual (B) asksthe questionin (6a), and A respondwith
(6b). Themostnaturalinterpretation thasurfacedor (6b) is that A will give Eliza amirror (with the

11 do notconsiderhavesentencesvith afinal XP, e.g. Elizahasworkto do, Elizahas afriend in Belgiumetc.
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indefinitecomplement mirror, or A will give Eliza somemirror that A assumes Bo be familiar with
(with the definitecomplementhe mirror). In additionto this contextually-licensethterpretationhow-
ever, the indefinitecomplemenhavesentencallows asecond, context-independemtterpretationof
alienablepossessionr control. Thatthis additionalinterpretatioris restrictedo indefinitecomplements
andnotallowedby definitecomplementss illustratedby the contrastn (6c).

(6) a. Whatwill you giveto Eliza?

b. Elizahasa/themirror.
“I will give Elizaa/themirror.”

c. Elizahas a/#the mirroso | won't give oneto her.

Whenthe complement\P is indefinite, thehavesentencen (6¢) canbe followed by the sentence
so | won't give oneto her, explicitly denyingthe contextualinterpretatiorfor the havesentence.The
interpretatiorof the indefinitecomplemenhavesentencén (6c¢) is then that Elizaalreadyhas a mirror
(herown), andnotthat Ais goingto give Eliza amirror. Thatis, the indefinitecomplemenhavesen-
tencelicenses aontext-independeiriterpretatiorof alienablepossessionwith a definitecomplement,
however, (6¢c)s contradictory. This is becausehe definitecomplemenhavesentencenly yieldsthe
contextually-dependeimterpretation thathe mirror will be givento Eliza, but doesnot additionally
license acontext-independepiossessiventerpretation.

2.3  Ameaningfor possessivhave

To capturethis contrast, propose aneaningor possessivhave i.e.thehavethatlicensegheadditional
context-independersenseof possessiorvenin a contextthat suggests anothénterpretationfor the
havesentence, am (6¢). | assumdhatthe meaningof possessivlaveis as representeit (7) below,
whereV[+e2xist] restrictsshecomplemenof V to beanexistentialNP in thesensef Keenan1987)(see
Appendix):

(7) have PoSsg+exist](x,y)

| assumdurtherthatthe meaningof POSSis underspecified. It correspontistherelationof arelational
complement (8)or to thecontrol(i.e. alienablepossessionjelation(9) if the havecomplements non-
relational. Thatis, whenhavecombineswith arelationalcomplementsuchassisterin (8a), POSSis
interpretedasthe sisterrelationprovidedby thecomplement nominal, and (8g)interpretedasin (8b).

(8) a. Elizahas asister.

b. Jz[sister(eliza, x)]

When possessiveavecombineswith anon-relational complemestichasmirror in (9a),thesentencés
interpretecasexpressing aelationof controlor alienablepossessionThatis, (9a) hagheinterpretation
in (9b).

(9) a. Elizahas a mirror.

b. 3z[mirror(z)&control(eliza, x)]

This analysi®f possessivbaveyields apartialexplanation fothe DE wesawin theexamplesn (1),
(5), and (6).First, ahavesentencesuchas(10) is ruled out becausdts complements not anexistential
NP. This generalization also appli¢s definite NPssuchasthe N’, accountingor theinfelicity of (11)
discourse-initially.

2| do notintend hereto arguefor any particular definitionof (in)definitenessAny semantic definitiorof (in)definitenesswith
the correct distributionalesultsis sufficientfor my purposesFor explicitness, havechosernto employKeenan's(1987)classof
“existential NPs”.
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(10)#Elizahaseverysister.
(11) Elizahasthemirror.

Turningbackto contextghatlicensedefinitecomplemenhavesentenceshecontrastresultingfrom the
definitenes®f thehavecomplementin (6c¢) (repeated below) caglsoreceive gartialaccount.

(6) a. Whatwill you giveto Eliza?

b. Elizahasa/themirror.
“I will give Elizaa/themirror.”

c. Elizahas a/#the mirroso lwon't give oneto her.

If possessivhavespecifiefor anindefinitecomplementasstatedn (7), adefinitecomplemenhave
sentencée.g. (12)) cannot contaien instancef possessiv@ave butrathermanifests anothesenseof
have

(12) Elizahasthemirror.

Thatis, the havesentencg12) in (6b) doesnotencode gossessiveelation,but expressesomeother
relationlicensedby context. Torepeat,anothersenseof haveis involved in(6b) that allows either a
definiteor anindefinitecomplement. In (6¢), howevehe contextually-licensethterpretatiorfor (12)
is cancelledby thefollowing utterance.

In the samecontext providedby (6a),anindefinitecomplemenhavesentencé13) actuallyhastwo
potentialinterpretations.

(13) Elizahas a mirror.

Oneis contextually-determinedyhich is alsothe only interpretatiorallowedfor a definitecomplement
havesentenceandis theinterpretatiorfoundin (6b). This interpretatioris licensedby the samefactor

thatlicensesthe definite. The otherinterpretations a context-independermne ofcontrol or alienable
possessiorgndis theinterpretatiorfoundin (6¢). Thisextrapossessivanterpretations allowedbecause
the complementNP a mirror is existential. It is the remaininginterpretationpossible,given that the

alternative contextually-licensethterpretatiorhasbeen cancellelly the following utterance.

Thatis, anindefinitecomplemenhavesentence caalways yield gpossessiventerpretatiorbecause
it is compatiblewith therequirement imposelly therepresentatiom (7) for possessivhave A definite
havesentencaoesnotallow this context-independemossessivanterpretation(althoughseebelow). It
doesnotmeetthe[+exist] conditionof possessiveave andby hypothesisinustinvolve anotheisenseof
have This othersenseof havewhich doesnotrequireanindefiniteNP complement does howevallow
one, andhusin (6b) the indefinitecomplemenhavesentencés alsocompatiblewith the contextually-
licensednterpretation.

The proposedneaningfor possessivlavesuccessfullyaccounts fothe felicity of indefinitecom-
plementhavesentencesacross contexts, and fane availability of the context-independemqossessive
interpretationfor suchsentencegvenin contextsthat licensetheir definite complement counterparts.
The proposal, howevestill leavesunresolvedhe meaningof the havethat licensesdefinite comple-
ments.Thatis, whatis thehavein (6b)if notpossessiveBeforeansweringhis questionjt is necessary
to take afurther detoutinto theDE of possessivaave

3  Why doeshaveexhibit a DE?

Above, |arguedthatthe DE of haveshould becapturedwith alexical specificatioron possessivbave
for anindefinite complement. Irthis section, | suggeghatthis lexical specificatiorfor anindefinite
complementeflects adiscourse-pragmatic functiosf have possessivdaveis apresentationaverb.
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It has a functiorof introducingnew entitiesinto thediscourse.This proposalfollows previousprag-
maticanalyse®f the DE in existentialtheresentence amdicativeof a presentational functioof there
existentials.

3.1 TheDE can be given g@ragmaticcharacterisation

The DE is well-known from English there existentialsentencegMilsark 1974, Barwiseand Cooper
1980, Keenanl1987etc.). It is illustrated by the contrastbetweenthe effect of different determiners
in (14). A post-copulaNP with indefinite,“weak” determinersuchasa andsomeis felicitousin all
contexts,but post-copulaNPs containingdefinite or “strong” determinersuchaseachandeveryare
felicitousonly in certaincontexts (Abboti992, 1993).

(14) Thereis a/some/#each/#evebpy in thegarden.

The DE of there existentialshasbeenarguedby manyto indicate a presentational functiaf these
sentences. Thas, existentialthere sentences beardiscourse-pragmatic functiaosf introducingnew
entitiesinto the discourse(Bolinger 1977, Hannay1985, Lumsden1988, Prince 1992, Abbott 1992,
1993etc.)

Given thatthe DEs of havesentencesndtheresentences are &astvery similar, if notidentical,
in distributionalterms (i.e.in whatkinds of determinergequirecontextualizatiorof the sentence), a
pragmaticaccount forthe DE in there sentencepointsto a possibleanalogous account fahe DE
in havesentencesBelow, | argue for asimilar presentational account f@ossessivéhavesentences,
showingthatpossessivlbavebears a propertygf INFORMATIONAL LIGHTNESSthatis characteristic
of presentationaterbsin general.

3.2 havemeets a criterion of presentational verbs

| begin byconsideringlocativeinversionconstructionswhich arelargely agreedto be presentational
constructionsi.e.to serve dunctionof introducingor re-introducinghew orpotentiallyforgottenentities

into thediscours€Bolinger1977,Penhallurickl984,Rochemonfi986,Rochemont an@€ulicover1990,

Bresnanand Kanerval989, Bresnan1994, Levin and Rappapontiovav 1995). Examplesof locative

inversionsentences argivenin (15). Locativeinversionmay take placearound contentfuverbs,e.g.

(15a),or aroundthecopula, e.g. (15b).

(15) a. Onthewall hung alargepainting.

b. Onthelandingwas achair.
Hartvigson and Jakobséh974:11)5)-(6)

Theverbin locativeinversionhasbeenarguedo beinformationallylight (Birner 1995,Levin andRap-
paportHovav 1995),in two potentialways: it may be “inherently light”, or “light in context”. Averb
suchasbe, whichis not contentful,would beinherentlylight. Thisis thecasein (15b)above. A verb
would be lightin contextif it describes a typicaitateor activity of whatthe post-verbaNP denotegFir-
bas1966,Bolinger1977, Babby 1980), df its meaningis conveyedy the pre-verbalocative phrase.
Birner (1995)illustratesthis casewith the examplen (16) below.

(16) “But you, Eva: how did yourtravelsgo?”

Shewasaboutto tell him whenin againrolled the trolley,nowwith afternoonteaoniit.
Bowen(1982:167¥rom Birner (1995:247)kx.(30)(italics by Birner—tsw)

Accordingto Birner (1995:247)roll in this contextis informationallylight underboththeinterpreta-
tions of“lightnessin context”justnoted. Itis light in context becausine senseof motionthatit conveys
is inferrablefrom the preverbalPP, sinceEnglishin canbe interpreteddirectionally. Itis alsolight in
context becauste mannerof motion itdescribess typical of the object denotethy the postverbaNP:
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trolleys typicallyroll. Indeedtheverbroll couldwell bereplacedoy averbsuchascome which does
not specifymannemf motion,without affectingthe contentof the sentence.

Returningto have | now showthatpossessivlaveis also informationallylight, bothin context and
inherently. Inthe onecase haveis informationallylight in contextwhenit combineswith arelational
complement, e.g. (17). Thelationdescribedy the havesentenceorrespondso thatprovidedby the
relationalcomplement, and notencodedy have

(17) Elizahas asister.

In theothercase haveis inherentlylight as apossessiveerb. Whenhavecombinesith anon-relational
complementthesentencés compatiblewith differentinterpretation®f possessionwith varyingdegrees
of specificity. Out of context, ahavesentenceavith anindefinitecomplementNP, e.g. (19a)allowsan
interpretatiorof ownershipbetweerthe denotataof the subject and objedtiPs. An ownershipinterpre-
tationis notentailed howeveras(20a)is clearlynotcontradictory. Congruently, (19& anappropriate
answelto thequestionsn (18),whereall it conveyss that Elizahassomeform of controlover amirror.
In contrast, gpossessivaentence headdaly acontentfulpossessivererb suchasown or possesse.g.
(19b), is at leastlessappropriatén responsdo the questiondn (18). Inthe sameway, apossessive
sentence headday ownor possessloesentailownership: (20b)unlike (20a),is contradictory.

(18) a. Whatcan luseto holdthesepapers down?

b. Cansomeondendme a mirror?

(19) a. Elizahas a mirror.

b. #Elizaowns/possessesirror.

(20) a. Elizahas a mirrorputit doesn’t belongdo her.

b. #Elizaowns/possessesairror, butit doesn’t belongo her.

TheDE of have similar tothatof thereexistentialsandtheinformationallightnessof have support
a view ofhaveas apresentationalerb. Exploiting theseproperties, broposehatthe DE of possessive
haveis semanticallyencodedut pragmaticallydriven. Thatis, therearetwo component$o themeaning
of possessivbave(i) encoding gpossessiveelation; (ii) presentatiorof newinformation. A potential
consequencef this hypothesigs that theremay be othersenseof havethatreflectthesecomponents
of themeaningof possessivéave Below, | arguethat therearetwo distinctsense®f havethatallow a
definitecomplement, anthatthesesenseslo indeed beaout this potential consequence.

4  Definite complementhavesentences

| arguedin section2.3 thatthe DE of havestemsfrom alexical specificatiorof possessivéavethat
its complemeniNP is indefinite. Underthis analysis,definite complementgo haveare consequently
licensedby anothersensenf have In this section, | argu¢hat thereareactuallytwo othersense®f have
thatlicensedefinitecomplements, antthatthesesensesanbedistinguishedy theinformationstructural
statusof the complemenNP. In establishing this distinction,further arguehatthesesensesf definite
complemenhaveseparatelyeflectthe presentational andossessivaspectof possessivéiave One
sensef definitecomplemenhaverequirests complemento constitutefocus,i.e. new orunpredictable
informationrelative to therest of the sentenceput it doesnot specify aparticularrelation between
the entitiesdenotedby the subject andhe complement.This sensereflectsthe presentationafacetof
possessivaave Anotherdefinitecomplementaveallowsits complemento betopical, (i.e. material
thatis assumedy the speaketto be “under discussion”ratherthanas providing furtherinformation
aboutsomeotherentity) butspecifies garticularsensenf possessiorthatof control. This senseeflects
the possessiveomponenbf possessivbave
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4.1  Twokinds of definiteomplemenbavesentences

Definite complemenhavesentencesnay be divided into two categories accordintp an information
structurakriterionof whethethecomplemenmustconstitute théocus,i.e. information thais assumed
by the speaketo be new omunpredictabldo theaddresseeelative to theanformationcarriedby therest
of theutterancgVallduvi 1992,Lambrecht1l994).

(21) setsup acontextin which adefinite complemenhave sentencds acceptableandin which
this definitecomplemenis focused. Supposehat agroup of peopleare discussingtheir dutiesin a
refurbishingproject for amuseumand someonfA) asksthequestionin (21a). Inthereplyin (21b),the

complemenbf haveconstitutesnew” informationrelative towhat Ais assumedo know: namelythat
whatElizais polishingwill beall themirrors.

(21) Context: aefurbishingprojectin amuseum
a. What'sElizapolishing?

b. Elizahasall themirrors.

Alternatively, the definitecomplementan be topical, or at leastpart of the pragmaticpresupposition
(Lambrechtl994),i.e. therelevantentity is assumedo be “under discussion”, anthformationis being
providedby othermaterialin the utteranceaboutthis entity underdiscussion.An exampleof a have
sentencawith a topical complemenin givenin (22b), wherethe havecomplemenis an unstressed
pronoun.

(22) a. Whereareall themirrors?
b. Elizahasthem. =

c. Theyarewith Eliza.

| discuseachtype ofdefinitecomplemenhavesentencseparatelypelow, arguinghattheyare licensed
by differentsense®f havewhich arein turndistinctfrom possessivhave

4.2  Afocused definiteomplemenis licensed by aalientOP

A focuseddefinitecomplemento haveis only felicitous whenthe context provides a relationshim-
derstoodo hold betweerthe argument®f have Returningto themuseunrefurbishingproject,this is
thedifference betweetheinfelicitousexchangén (23) andthefelicitousonein (21),repeatedelow. A
commentsuchas(23a) doesot provide arelationbetweertlizaandthemirrorsthatcanbeassumedo
besalientin thecontext, andhehavesentencén (23b)is oddhere. Intheexchangén (21),thequestion
in (21a) makest clear that a relatiomf polishing, orat leastof beingassignedo polish something,
would holdbetweenEliza and someotheritem. The definite complemenhavesentencas felicitous
with thisunderstanding.

(23) a. Everythingin themuseunis atleast ashundred yearsld.

b. #Elizahasall the mirrors.

(21) a. What'sElizapolishing?

b. Elizahasall themirrors.

Thatis, adefinitecomplemento haveis licensed whetthehavesentence cabeinterpretedascontaining
a salientpresupposed open propositi@P), whichis a proposition containingne ormorevariables
(Prince1981, 1986, Vard 1988)), and a focusonstitutedoy the definitecomplement. Irthe examples
above(21b)containghe OP [Elizais polishingX] andthefocus X ="all themirrors”. In contrast(23b)

is infelicitousbecausdhe contextis tooimpoverishedo licensetheinferenceof an OP.
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4.3 Topicalcomplemenhaveencodes control

A definitecomplemento havecanalsobetopical, howeverasin (22b),repeatedbelow. Ahavesentence
suchas(22b) hasbeensaidto be locative (Gruber1976)becausét can answer avherequestion (e.g.
(22a)) ands paraphrasabley awith sentencé22c).

(22) a. Whereareall themirrors?
b. Elizahasthem. =

c. Theyarewith Eliza.

| argue, howevethat(22b)encodes aenseof control: a particulamterpretatiorof possessionit is not
locative. Therearetwo reasons fothis conclusion.First, although a topical complemehavesentence
canbeparaphrasetly awith sentencetheir entailmentare different.Physicalproximity is entailedby
thewith sentencéut not bythe havesentenceThusin responséo aquestionasto thewhereaboutsf
somethinge.g. (24a), @avesentencas felicitousevenif the entity is notin theimmediate vicinityof
the speakef24c),but awith sentencés not (24c)3

(24) a. Wherearethemirrors?
b. (in thebedroom) lhavethemin thebathroom.

c. (inthebedroom) #They'ravith mein the bathroom.

Secondthe subjectof definitecomplemenhavecannotbe inanimate While (25a)canbe answered
by atrue locative sentencguchas(25c), this locative sentenceannotbe answeredy ahavesentence
asin (25b).

(25) a. Wherearethemirrors?

b.#The bathroom hatem.cf.

c. They'rein thebathroom.

The reasorthat (25b)is infelicitousis simple: therelationof control entailsthatthe “controller” is at

leastanimateif not sentient. Tosummarize, Ihaveshownthat atopical definite complemento have

is compatibleonly with a control interpretationfor the have sentence.Note thatalthough a topical
complemenhavesentencenust be given @ontrolinterpretation, aontrolinterpretatiorfor haveis not

necessarily restrictei atopical complementForinstancethe havesentencen (26) is felicitous,and

has a controinterpretationputthe NP the car is nottopical.

(26) (I can'tcometo dinner,) Idon’t havethecar.

SRajesh Bhat{p.c.) pointsout that without thefinal PP,the with sentencelike the havesentence, needot beinterpreted
asexpressinghysical proximitybetweenspeakemandmirrors. Anothermemberof the TLS 8 audiencenotes,however,that this
may be the caseonly if the individual asking the questian (24a)is not physically present (e.dn a phoneconversation). If
presentevenwithout thefinal PP,the with sentence entailghysical proximitywhereaghe havesentencaloes not.The pattern
of interpretationis thus consistentvith my claim. Thatthe physical presencer absenceof the addresseés relevantsuggests
a pragmatic explanatiofor how physical proximityis understood. believe that gplausiblestory could go like this: the with
sentenceencodes locationentailing physical proximity. If the addresseés absent, physical proximity hasralatively looser
interpretation (if theaddressees absent, thenirrorsin the bathroom coultbe “with” the speakerevenif the speakemwerein the
bedroom). Ifthe addresse&s present, the interpretatiost physical proximity becomesarrower,sinceit would now presumably
include theareawherethe addresseés located.Hencethe looser interpretatiofor a with sentencevhenthe addresseés absent.
| leavethe detailsof this issueaside,and notesimply that ahavesentenceanbe interpretedmorebroadlythan awith sentence.
Thatis, “being with” (location) at leastimplies “having” (beingin possiblytemporary controbf), but not vice versa. Thusin
answerto (24a), onecananswer‘l haveit, butit's notwith me”, but not“# It's with mebut | don’t haveit”.
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Below, I turnto theothersideof theissue andshowthat afocusedefinitecomplemento havedoesnot
require a controinterpretation.

4.4  Focused and topicalomplemeniaveare distinctsenses

Theinformationstructuradistinctionbetweerthetypesof definitecomplemenbavesentencedescribed
aboveis morethan aconvenientlassification. Hiscusghreedistinctionsbetweerthesesentencegypes,
arguingthatthese distinctionareattributableto differentsense®f have

First, unlike topical definitecomplemenhavesentencege.g. (25)), a focusedefinitecomplement
havesentencallowsaninanimate-denotingubject. The contrabetweerthehavesentencemm (27)and
(28) below,setin a contextof deckinghallsfor Christmasjllustratesthis point. (27a)setsup the context
sothatthe havesentencén (27b)contains a focusedefinitecomplement. Thénanimate-denotinthe
treeis acceptablén thisinstance.

(27) a. We neednoretrimmingsfor thetree.

b. Thetreehasall those lightave gotlastyear.It looksfine. Weneedsomethindor thefireplace,
though.

(28a)setsupthecontextsothatthe havesentencén (28b)has a topical complemen(28b)is unaccept-
ablebecausds subject denoteaninanimate entityThis examplesimply repeatshe pointdemonstrated
in (25) above. Both (25b) and(28b) are setin the samecontextas (22) above,but the havesentence
Eliza hasthem((22b))is acceptabldandwould alsobe allowedin placeof both (25b)and (28b)). The
only distinctionbetweerthesehavesentencess thatin (28b)below (and (25b)}jhe subject denotean
inanimate entitywhereasn (22b),thesubjectNP denotesan animatentity.

(28) a. Whereareall those lightsve gotlastyear?

b. #Thetreehasthem.

Thatis, focuseddefinite complementavesentenceslo notrequirean animate-denotingubjectbut
topicaldefinitecomplemenhavesentencesdo.

Second, consistentith the contrastjust illustrated, while Ishowed(seediscussiorof (24)) that a
topicaldefinitecomplemento haveentails acontrolrelation, afocuseddefinitecomplemenhaveneed
not encode control. | demonstratkis point further using have sentencesn a contextin which the
memberof a tour grouparebeing dividedup amongdifferenttour guides.Supposdhe manageralls
up a guideand askghe questionin (29a). Theguide can reply (albeisomewhaimpolitically) with
(29b),wherethe complemento have theold ladies is partof thefocus.Here,thehavesentencsimply
meanghatthe speakehasbeenassignedo taketheold ladiesaround but doesnot entail that acontrol
relation,however loose, hdseenestablished.

(29) Context: a tour grougrhichis being dividedup amongdifferenttour guides
a. Who's takingwhich grouparound?

b. | havetheold ladies,but | can’t seento find them.

In the samecontext, howeverif the havecomplements topical, asin (30), the havesentenceyields
an interpretationof control. Thusthe but sentencdollowing the havesentencas infelicitous, asthe
havesentencentailsthatthe guidebears a contralelationto theold ladies,but the following sentence
contradictghisinterpretation.

(30) a. Wherearetheold ladies?

b. #| havethem,but | can’t seento find them.
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Third, thereare languagesn which topical complement$o the verb HAVE are disallowed alto-
gethe An exampleof such alanguagds Mandarin,wherethe verbydu ‘have’, cannot occuin such
wherequestion contextas (22)° (31)is afelicitous exchangeshowingthat afocuseddefinite com-
plement (in(31b))is allowedfor Mandarinydu ‘have’, parallelto the museunrefurbishingcontextin
(21) discusse@bove.(32) shows howeverthat atopical complemeris notallowedfor ydu. The ques-
tion in (32a) ensurethatna xie jingzi‘those mirrors’in (32b)representsopical material,and(32b)is
infelicitous®

(31) a. Sanmdoca shénme angxi? b. SannmBo you na xie jingzi
Sanmaawvipe what thing Sanmadiavethatsomemirror
Whatis Sanmaawiping/polishing? Sanmadiasthosemirrors.

(32) a. na xiejingzi 4 nar ne? b.#Sanndo you (na xie jingzi)
thatPL mirror be.at where-PRT Sanmaohavethatsomemirror
Wherearethosemirrors? Sanmadiasthosemirrors.

That one type ofdefinite complementHAVE sentenceattestedin English isnot attestedn some
other languagsupportghehypothesighatthesedifferenthavesentenceéypes manifestifferentsenses
of have Summarizing, focusedefinitecomplemenhaveallows inanimate-denotingubjects and does
not entail acontrolrelation. Dpical definitecomplemenhaverequires animate-denotirsyibjects and
entails acontrolrelation. Opical definitecomplementso HAVE arenot availablein somelanguages.
Theseobservations providevidencdor attributingthese twaypesof Englishhavesentencew different
sense®f have

4.5 Representing definimomplemenhave

Filling out the picture of have | providelexical representations for focused and topidafinite com-
plementhave Assumingthat lexicalrepresentations mapecifyinformationstructuralconditions (here
representediatheINFO(rmation)STR(ucture) specification),proposeherepresentatioim (33)for fo-
cuseddefinitecomplemenhave(SEM(antic)-STR(ucture)in alexical representatioancodeshe gram-
matically relevant aspectsf meaning). This senseof have(havey,.,;) is semanticallybleachedbut
informational structurally richit specifiefocusstatusonits complement. It doesot, howeverspecify
aparticularrelationbetweerits argumentshencetheunspecified Rat SEM-STR. TheINFO-STR speci-
ficationrequires Ro bepartof apragmaticallypresupposed open propositiamgicatedoy thesubscript
OP. Thiséis intendedto capturethe contextually-dependestatusof R in a focused complemeritave
sentence.

(33) havefocus:
SEM-STR  R(X,y)
INFO-STR  [opAzR(z, 2)I(Y) focus

In contrast,the control senseof haveis semanticallyrich but it doesnot specifythe information
structureof its complemeng

4] usesmallcapsHAVE as acovertermfor counterpartsf English haveacross languages, andetheitalics toindicatethe
verbin eachindividual language, e.g. Englistave Mandarinydu

5Q-PRT="question particle” pL =“plural’.

Sparenthesebavebeen placedroundna Xi €jingziin (32b) because Mandariallows pro-drop,andwith anotherverb, the
topical complementould havebeenphonologically absentVhethempresenbr absent, theyOusentencen (32b)is not afelicitous
responsdo (32a).

“Although | claim that Ris unspecifiedexically, focuseddefinite complemenhavesentencestill favour apossessiver
control-type interpretationMost naturally-occurringexamples haveseenof definite complemeriiavesentences yield eontrol
interpretation. This interpretational preferends only to be expectedf this senseof haveis, as | amassuming, aolysemyof
possessivdiave andspeakersstill associatehe form havewith a senseof possessionAs | showedwith (29) above,however,
this senseof control shouldonly be preferredbut not entailed.

81t is likely thathave.,, o alsorequires the contratelationto be partof a presupposedpen propositionThis is because
a contextin which no relationat all isinferrablefor the havesentencestill doesnot allow atopical complementg.g.A: That's
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(34) hav%ontrol:
SEM-STR  control(x,y)
INFO-STR

Finally, both sense®f havearedistinctfrom possessivbave(have,,ss) in (7), repeatedelow,in that
they arenot specifiedfor the feature[+exist]. Thatis, theydo not exhibit aDE. Their restrictedstatus
is rather aresultof informationstructuralconditions (forhavey,,s) andinterpretationaspecificity (for
h ave&ontr ol) .

(7) have POSg+exist](x,y)

Thesesensesf definitecomplemenbaveprovidesupportfor thepresentationanalysisof haveg, .
If havgyss, haverocys andhave., .o arepolysemiesof have it is reasonabléo assumehat thereis
someoverlapbetweertheirmeanings. Wean treat eachensef definitecomplemenhaveasseparately
reflectingthe presentational andossessiveomponent®f havg,,ss. We canunderstandhaveyc,s as
arising from the specializationof haveto the pragmaticfunction of introducingrelatively unfamiliar
or unpredictable informationSimilarly, have.,,.+-,; canbe understoodis aspecializatiorof haveto a
particularpossessiveelationof control.

5 Conclusion

To conclude, Ihavearguedhatthe meaningof possessivlave,,; consistof a possessiveomponent
and a presentational componenshowedhatthe DE of havesentencearisespartly becauséave,,ss
specifiedor anindefinitecomplementiepresentetly thefeaturg+exist]. | argued furthethatthis spec-
ification has apragmaticbasis:have,,,; bears a discourse-pragmatic functiminpresentational focus,
introducingnew informationinto thediscourse.This analysidollows pragmaticanalyse®f the DE in
existentialtheresentencealsoasindicating apresentational function, ans supported byheinforma-
tional lightnesof have a propertyshareddy verbsin other presentational constructiof$hesecompo-
nentsof have,,, s arefurthersupported byhesensesf havethatallow definitecomplementshavey oy
is informationallyevenlighter thanhavg,,ss butit contains asimilar pragmaticcomponentn directly
specifyingfor a focused complement. Tipessessiveideof have,, is reflectedoy have. 1,01, which
encodes apecificsensef possessioandis thus notinformationallylight” like have,,, butitis freer
in its informationstructure.

In many languageghe existentiaierb shareshe sameverb form HAVE asthe possessivererb
(e.g. Mandarirydu, Frenchavoir, Malay ada). Althoughexistentialsentences Englishare headeby
be the presentational functioaf Englishpossessivlaveindicates a greatesimilarity betweerEnglish
haveandits counterpartin theabovementioned languagésnis immediatelyobvious.

Appendix

(35) Afunction f from propertieso setsof propertiess existentialiff for all propertie, ¢

p € f(q) iff the universal propertye f(q A p)
(Keenanl987)

wheretheuniversal propertyalso callecexis) is thepropertythatis true of all entitiesin themodel.
i.e. f is anexistentiafunctioniff fq's arep'siff f(q's whoarep’s)exist.

A basicdeterminelthe morphosyntactic stringg existential iff it isalwaysinterpretedby anexistential
function (thesemantientity).

By (35),thedeterminesomds anexistentialdeterminebecause (36a) ar{@86b)are trueunderthesame
conditions.

a goodmirror.; #B: Eliza hasit., in contrastto A: Where’smy mirror?, B: Eliza hasit. Perhapsecause contradver an
item is anenabling conditiorfor locatingit, the locativerelation, inferrablefrom the wherequestion canlicense éhavesentence
in response.Thatis, have,.:ro; May specify certainlNFO-STR specifications. Theseare, however,still looserthanthose
of hav& ,cus, asneitherargumentNP of have o, ¢r01 is specifiedior information structurabtatus. lleavethe INFO-STR of
haveontror Unspecifiecsincethis point doesnot affectthe mainargument.



148

(36) a. Somestudentis avegetarian.

b. Somestudent whads avegetariarexists.

Thedetermineeveryis notexistential: thesentencesévery pis ag” and “every pwhois aq exists”are
not alwaystrue underthe sameconditions.For instancethe sentencén (37b)is alwaystrue, but (37a)
may befalsein amodel.

(37) a. Everystudenis avegetarian.

b. Everystudent whas avegetariarexists.
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