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1 Introduction

English havesentences areknown to exhibit a definitenesseffect (DE) (Keenan1987, Partee1999)
reminiscentof thatfoundin existentialtheresentences(Milsark 1974,Barwiseand Cooper1980,Keenan
1987,etc.).TheDE is arestrictionagainst“definite” NPs in thecomplementpositionof have, including
proper names,thoseoccurringwith the determinerthe, and thoseoccurringwith “strong” quantifiers
(Milsark 1974)suchasevery. This restrictionis illustratedby theexamplesin (1). While (1a),with an
indefiniteNP complement,is an acceptable sentence regardlessof context, (1b),with a definite/strong
NP complement,is felicitousonly in certaincontexts.

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

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

My goalin thispaperis toarguethattheDE of havereflects adiscourse-pragmatic functionof presenta-
tional focus, drawingonearlierproposalswhichgiveananalogousanalysisto theDE in thereexistentials
(Bolinger1977,Hannay1985,Lumsden1988,Abbott1992, 1993,etc.).

Below, I first establishthat the DE is foundwith differentkinds of havecomplementNPs,that is,
bothwith NPsheadedby relationalnounssuchaskinship nouns,e.g.sisterand body-partnouns,e.g.
nose, andwith thoseheadedby “ordinary” non-relationalnounssuchaspen. I arguethattheDE of have
is encodedas alexically-imposedrestrictionon thecomplementof possessivehaveto bean indefinite
NP, showingthatdefinitecomplementsare licensedby different(not necessarilypossessive) senses,of
have. That is, have is polysemous,and thereis indeed aparticularsenseof havethat licensesonly
indefinitecomplements. I arguethat this senseof haveencodesan underspecifiedpossessiverelation.
I then proposethat the DE of possessivehavereflects apragmaticfunction of presentational focus,
showingthat haveexhibits apropertyof informationallightnessthat hasbeenarguedto be associated
with presentationalverbsin general. Isupportthis proposalwith an in-depthdiscussionof definite
complementhavesentences,showingthat thereareactually two separatesensesof havethat license
definitecomplements, andthesereflectthepossessiveand presentational componentsof possessivehave
in turn.

2 The domain of the DE with have

TheDE in Englishhavesentenceshas usuallybeenobserved for complementNPsheadedby arelational
nounsuchaskinship nouns,e.g.sister, aunt, or body-partnouns,e.g.nose, hand, (Keenan1987,Partee
1999). I showin this sectionthat a DEis alsofoundwhenthe complementNP of haveis headedby
“ordinary”, non-relationalnounssuchaspen, mirror, etc. Basedon contrastsin the interpretationof
definiteandindefinitecomplementhavesentences, IarguethattheDE of haveis lexically encoded, and
thusthathaveis polysemousbetweenonesensethatrequires anindefinitecomplement, andat leastone
other that doesnot. I proposethat the senseof haverequiringan indefinitecomplement encodesan
underspecifiedpossessiverelation.
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2.1 Two kinds ofhavecomplements

Englishhaveis usually understoodto encode apossessiverelation,but possessiverelationsform anon-
homogeneouscategory which canbedividedat leastinto aclassof INALIENABLE possessiverelations
and aclassof ALIENABLE possessiverelations(Heine1997).Dependingon thetype ofnominal com-
plementhavetakes, ahavesentencemayfall encodeeithercategoryof possession.

With a relationalcomplement (e.g.sister, nosein (2a,b)),thehavesentencetakeson theinalienable
possessionrelationof thecomplementheadnoun.1

(2) a. Elizahas asister.

b. Elizahas a crooked nose.

With a non-relational complement (e.g.mirror in (3a)),thehavesentencerelationis interpretedasone
of alienablepossessionor “control” (Jensen and Vikner1996, Vikner andJensen2002), implyingbutnot
entailingownership (3b).

(3) a. Elizahas a mirror.

b. Elizahas a mirror,but it doesn’t belongto her.

2.2 TheDE ariseswith both kinds ofcomplements

The DE in havesentencesis typically noted for, anddiscussedin relationto, relationalcomplements,
that is, NPsheadedby relationalnounssuchaskinship terms(e.g.sister, mother), or body-partnouns
(e.g.nose) (Keenan1987,Partee1999).An exampleis repeatedbelow from (1).

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

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

A non-relational complement(i.e. oneheadedby anon-relationalnoun,e.g. (4))to havedoesnot seem
to exhibitanobviousDE: thedifferent determinersin (4) belowdo notseemto cause ungrammaticality.

(4) Elizahasa/some/three/the/everymirror(s).

Despite theacceptabilityof thedifferentNPcomplementsin (4), havecanstill beshownto discriminate
againstdefinitenon-relational complements.First of all, definitenon-relational complementsto have
areodddiscourse-initially,whereastheir indefinitecomplement counterpartsare acceptable.Secondly,
evenwhennotdiscourse-initial,havesentencescontaining adefinitenon-relational complementarenot
felicitous in all contexts,as illustratedby the infelicity of (5b) as aresponseto (5a). In contrast,an
indefinitecomplementhavesentence,e.g.Elizahas a goodmirror (too)couldbe afelicitousresponseto
(5a).

(5) a. Thisis agoodmirror.

b. #Elizahasit.

Moreover,evenin contextsthat licensedefinite complementsto have, thereare interpretationaldif-
ferences betweendefiniteand indefinitecomplementhavesentences.In thesecontexts,an indefinite
non-relational complement yieldstwo possibleinterpretationswhile a definitecomplement doesnot.
Consider forinstance, acontextin which someone(call this individual A) is planning ondistributing
gifts to variousacquaintances.Anotherindividual (B) asksthe questionin (6a), and A respondswith
(6b). Themostnaturalinterpretation thatsurfacesfor (6b) is that A will give Eliza amirror (with the

1I do notconsiderhavesentenceswith afinal XP, e.g. Elizahaswork to do, Elizahas afriend in Belgiumetc.
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indefinitecomplementa mirror, or A will give Eliza somemirror that A assumes Bto befamiliar with
(with the definitecomplementthemirror). In additionto thiscontextually-licensedinterpretation,how-
ever,the indefinitecomplementhavesentenceallows asecond, context-independent,interpretationof
alienablepossessionor control.Thatthisadditionalinterpretationis restrictedto indefinitecomplements
andnotallowedby definitecomplementsis illustratedby thecontrastin (6c).

(6) a. Whatwill you giveto Eliza?

b. Elizahasa/themirror.
“I will giveElizaa/themirror.”

c. Elizahas a/#the mirror,so I won’t give oneto her.

Whenthe complementNP is indefinite, thehavesentencein (6c) canbe followed by thesentence
so I won’t give oneto her, explicitly denyingthe contextualinterpretationfor the havesentence.The
interpretationof the indefinitecomplementhavesentencein (6c) is then that Elizaalreadyhas a mirror
(herown), andnot that A is goingto give Eliza amirror. That is, the indefinitecomplementhavesen-
tencelicenses acontext-independentinterpretationof alienablepossession.With a definitecomplement,
however, (6c)is contradictory.This is becausethe definitecomplementhavesentenceonly yields the
contextually-dependentinterpretation thatthe mirror will be givento Eliza, but doesnot additionally
license acontext-independentpossessiveinterpretation.

2.3 Ameaningfor possessivehave

To capturethiscontrast, Ipropose ameaningfor possessivehave, i.e. thehavethatlicensestheadditional
context-independentsenseof possessionevenin a contextthat suggests anotherinterpretationfor the
havesentence, asin (6c). I assumethat themeaningof possessivehaveis as representedin (7) below,
whereV[+exist] restrictsthecomplementof V to beanexistentialNPin thesenseof Keenan(1987)(see
Appendix).2

(7) have: POSS[+exist](x,y)

I assumefurtherthatthemeaningof POSSis underspecified. It correspondsto therelationof arelational
complement (8),or to thecontrol(i.e. alienablepossession)relation(9) if the havecomplementis non-
relational. That is, whenhavecombineswith a relationalcomplement,suchassister in (8a), POSSis
interpretedasthesisterrelationprovidedby thecomplement nominal, and (8a)is interpretedasin (8b).

(8) a. Elizahas asister.

b. 9x[sister(eliza; x)]

When possessivehavecombineswith anon-relational complementsuchasmirror in (9a),thesentenceis
interpretedasexpressing arelationof controlor alienablepossession.Thatis, (9a) hastheinterpretation
in (9b).

(9) a. Elizahas a mirror.

b. 9x[mirror(x)&control(eliza; x)]

This analysisof possessivehaveyields apartialexplanation fortheDE wesawin theexamplesin (1),
(5), and (6).First, ahavesentencesuchas(10) is ruledoutbecauseits complementis not anexistential
NP. This generalization also appliesto definite NPssuchastheN’, accountingfor the infelicity of (11)
discourse-initially.

2I do notintend hereto arguefor anyparticular definitionof (in)definiteness.Any semantic definitionof (in)definitenesswith
the correct distributionalresultsis sufficientfor my purposes.For explicitness, Ihavechosento employKeenan’s(1987)classof
“existentialNPs”.
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(10)#Elizahaseverysister.

(11) Elizahasthemirror.

Turningbackto contextsthatlicensedefinitecomplementhavesentences,thecontrastresultingfrom the
definitenessof thehavecomplementin (6c) (repeated below) canalsoreceive apartialaccount.

(6) a. Whatwill you giveto Eliza?

b. Elizahasa/themirror.
“I will giveElizaa/themirror.”

c. Elizahas a/#the mirror,so I won’t give oneto her.

If possessivehavespecifiesfor anindefinitecomplement,asstatedin (7), adefinitecomplementhave
sentence(e.g. (12)) cannot containan instanceof possessivehave, but rathermanifests anothersenseof
have.

(12) Elizahasthemirror.

That is, thehavesentence(12) in (6b) doesnot encode apossessiverelation,but expressessomeother
relationlicensedby context. Torepeat,anothersenseof haveis involved in(6b) that allows either a
definiteor an indefinitecomplement. In (6c), however,thecontextually-licensedinterpretationfor (12)
is cancelledby thefollowing utterance.

In thesamecontext providedby (6a),anindefinitecomplementhavesentence(13)actuallyhastwo
potentialinterpretations.

(13) Elizahas a mirror.

Oneis contextually-determined,which is alsotheonly interpretationallowedfor a definitecomplement
havesentence,andis theinterpretationfoundin (6b). This interpretationis licensedby thesamefactor
that licensesthe definite.The otherinterpretationis a context-independentone ofcontrolor alienable
possession,andis theinterpretationfoundin (6c). Thisextrapossessiveinterpretationis allowedbecause
the complementNP a mirror is existential. It is the remaininginterpretationpossible,given that the
alternative,contextually-licensedinterpretationhasbeen cancelledby thefollowing utterance.

Thatis, anindefinitecomplementhavesentence canalways yield apossessiveinterpretationbecause
it is compatiblewith therequirement imposedby therepresentationin (7) for possessivehave. A definite
havesentencedoesnotallow thiscontext-independentpossessiveinterpretation(althoughseebelow).It
doesnotmeetthe[+exist] conditionof possessivehave, andby hypothesis,mustinvolveanothersenseof
have. Thisothersenseof havewhichdoesnot requireanindefiniteNPcomplement does howeverallow
one, andthusin (6b) the indefinitecomplementhavesentenceis alsocompatiblewith thecontextually-
licensedinterpretation.

The proposedmeaningfor possessivehavesuccessfullyaccounts forthe felicity of indefinitecom-
plementhavesentencesacross contexts, and forthe availability of the context-independentpossessive
interpretationfor suchsentencesevenin contextsthat licensetheir definitecomplement counterparts.
The proposal, however,still leavesunresolvedthe meaningof the havethat licensesdefinitecomple-
ments.Thatis, whatis thehavein (6b) if notpossessive?Beforeansweringthisquestion,it is necessary
to take afurther detourinto theDE of possessivehave.

3 Why doeshaveexhibit a DE?

Above, I arguedthat theDE of haveshould becapturedwith a lexical specificationon possessivehave
for an indefinitecomplement. Inthis section, I suggestthat this lexical specificationfor an indefinite
complementreflects adiscourse-pragmatic functionof have: possessivehaveis a presentationalverb.

140



It has a functionof introducingnew entitiesinto thediscourse.This proposalfollows previousprag-
maticanalysesof theDE in existentialtheresentence asindicativeof a presentational functionof there
existentials.

3.1 TheDE can be given apragmaticcharacterisation

The DE is well-known from English there existentialsentences(Milsark 1974,Barwiseand Cooper
1980,Keenan1987etc.). It is illustratedby the contrastbetweenthe effect of different determiners
in (14). A post-copularNP with indefinite,“weak” determinerssuchasa andsomeis felicitous in all
contexts,but post-copularNPscontainingdefiniteor “strong” determinerssuchaseachandeveryare
felicitousonly in certaincontexts (Abbott1992, 1993).

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

The DE of there existentialshasbeenarguedby many to indicate a presentational functionof these
sentences. Thatis, existentialtheresentences bear adiscourse-pragmatic functionof introducingnew
entitiesinto thediscourse(Bolinger 1977,Hannay1985,Lumsden1988,Prince1992,Abbott 1992,
1993etc.)

Given thattheDEsof havesentencesandtheresentences are atleastvery similar, if not identical,
in distributionalterms (i.e.in what kinds of determinersrequirecontextualizationof the sentence), a
pragmaticaccount forthe DE in there sentencespoints to a possibleanalogous account forthe DE
in havesentences.Below, I argue for asimilar presentational account forpossessivehavesentences,
showingthatpossessivehavebears a propertyof INFORMATIONAL LIGHTNESSthatis characteristic
of presentationalverbsin general.

3.2 havemeets a criterion of presentational verbs

I begin byconsideringlocativeinversionconstructions,which arelargely agreedto be presentational
constructions;i.e.to serve afunctionof introducingor re-introducingnew orpotentiallyforgottenentities
into thediscourse(Bolinger1977,Penhallurick1984,Rochemont1986,Rochemont andCulicover1990,
BresnanandKanerva1989,Bresnan1994,Levin and RappaportHovav 1995). Examplesof locative
inversionsentences aregiven in (15). Locativeinversionmay takeplacearound contentfulverbs,e.g.
(15a),or aroundthecopula, e.g. (15b).

(15) a. On thewall hung alargepainting.

b. On thelandingwas achair.
Hartvigson and Jakobsen(1974:11)(5)-(6)

Theverbin locativeinversionhasbeenarguedto beinformationallylight (Birner1995,Levin andRap-
paportHovav1995),in two potentialways: it maybe “inherently light”, or “light in context”. A verb
suchasbe, which is not contentful,would beinherentlylight. This is thecasein (15b)above. A verb
would be lightin contextif it describes a typicalstateor activity of whatthepost-verbalNPdenotes(Fir-
bas1966,Bolinger1977, Babby 1980), orif its meaningis conveyedby thepre-verballocative phrase.
Birner (1995)illustratesthiscasewith theexamplein (16)below.

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

Shewasaboutto tell him whenin againrolled the trolley,nowwith afternoonteaon it.
Bowen(1982:167)from Birner (1995:247)ex.(30)(italicsby Birner–tsw)

Accordingto Birner(1995:247),roll in thiscontextis informationallylight underboththeinterpreta-
tions of“lightnessin context”justnoted. Itis light in context becausethesenseof motionthatit conveys
is inferrablefrom the preverbalPP, sinceEnglish in canbe interpreteddirectionally. It is alsolight in
context becausethemannerof motion it describesis typicalof theobject denotedby thepostverbalNP:
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trolleys typicallyroll. Indeed,theverb roll couldwell bereplacedby averbsuchascome, which does
notspecifymannerof motion,withoutaffectingthecontentof thesentence.

Returningto have, I nowshowthatpossessivehaveis also informationallylight, bothin context and
inherently. Intheonecase,haveis informationallylight in contextwhenit combineswith a relational
complement, e.g. (17). Therelationdescribedby thehavesentencecorrespondsto thatprovidedby the
relationalcomplement, andis notencodedby have.

(17) Elizahas asister.

In theothercase,haveis inherentlylight as apossessiveverb.Whenhavecombineswith anon-relational
complement,thesentenceis compatiblewith differentinterpretationsof possession,with varyingdegrees
of specificity. Out of context, ahavesentencewith an indefinitecomplementNP, e.g. (19a),allowsan
interpretationof ownershipbetweenthedenotataof thesubject and objectNPs.An ownershipinterpre-
tationis notentailed,however,as(20a)is clearlynotcontradictory. Congruently, (19a)is anappropriate
answerto thequestionsin (18),whereall it conveysis that Elizahassomeform of controlover amirror.
In contrast, apossessivesentence headedby a contentfulpossessiveverbsuchasown or possess, e.g.
(19b), is at leastlessappropriatein responseto thequestionsin (18). In the sameway, apossessive
sentence headedby ownor possessdoesentailownership: (20b),unlike (20a),is contradictory.

(18) a. Whatcan Iuseto hold thesepapers down?

b. Cansomeonelendme a mirror?

(19) a. Elizahas a mirror.

b. #Elizaowns/possesses amirror.

(20) a. Elizahas a mirror,but it doesn’t belongto her.

b. #Elizaowns/possesses amirror, but it doesn’t belongto her.

TheDE of have, similar tothatof thereexistentials,andtheinformationallightnessof have, support
a view ofhaveas apresentationalverb.Exploiting theseproperties, IproposethattheDE of possessive
haveis semanticallyencodedbutpragmaticallydriven.Thatis, therearetwo componentsto themeaning
of possessivehave(i) encoding apossessiverelation;(ii) presentationof newinformation. A potential
consequenceof this hypothesisis that theremaybeothersensesof havethat reflectthesecomponents
of themeaningof possessivehave. Below, I arguethat therearetwo distinctsensesof havethatallow a
definitecomplement, andthatthesesensesdo indeed bearout thispotential consequence.

4 Definite complementhavesentences

I arguedin section2.3 that the DE of havestemsfrom a lexical specificationof possessivehavethat
its complementNP is indefinite. Underthis analysis,definitecomplementsto haveareconsequently
licensedby anothersenseof have. In thissection, I arguethat thereareactuallytwo othersensesof have
thatlicensedefinitecomplements, andthatthesesensescanbedistinguishedby theinformationstructural
statusof thecomplementNP. In establishing this distinction, Ifurther arguethatthesesensesof definite
complementhaveseparatelyreflectthe presentational andpossessiveaspectsof possessivehave. One
senseof definitecomplementhaverequiresits complementto constitutefocus,i.e.new orunpredictable
information relative to therest of the sentence,but it doesnot specify aparticularrelation between
the entitiesdenotedby the subject andthe complement.This sensereflectsthe presentationalfacetof
possessivehave. Anotherdefinitecomplementhaveallows its complementto be topical, (i.e. material
that is assumedby the speakerto be “under discussion”,ratherthanasproviding further information
aboutsomeotherentity)butspecifies aparticularsenseof possession,thatof control.Thissensereflects
thepossessivecomponentof possessivehave.
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4.1 Two kinds of definitecomplementhavesentences

Definite complementhavesentencesmay be divided into two categories accordingto an information
structuralcriterionof whetherthecomplementmustconstitute thefocus,i.e. information thatis assumed
by thespeakerto be new orunpredictableto theaddresseerelative to theinformationcarriedby therest
of theutterance(Vallduvı́ 1992,Lambrecht1994).

(21) setsup acontextin which adefinitecomplementhavesentenceis acceptable,and in which
this definitecomplementis focused. Supposethat agroup ofpeoplearediscussingtheir dutiesin a
refurbishingproject for amuseum,and someone(A) asksthequestionin (21a). Inthereply in (21b),the
complementof haveconstitutes“new” informationrelative towhat A is assumedto know: namely,that
whatEliza is polishingwill beall themirrors.

(21) Context: arefurbishingprojectin a museum

a. What’sElizapolishing?

b. Elizahasall themirrors.

Alternatively, the definitecomplementcanbe topical, or at leastpart of the pragmaticpresupposition
(Lambrecht1994),i.e. therelevantentity is assumedto be“under discussion”, andinformationis being
providedby othermaterialin the utteranceaboutthis entity underdiscussion.An exampleof a have
sentencewith a topical complementin given in (22b), wherethe havecomplementis an unstressed
pronoun.

(22) a. Whereareall themirrors?

b. Elizahasthem. =

c. Theyarewith Eliza.

I discusseachtype ofdefinitecomplementhavesentenceseparatelybelow, arguingthattheyare licensed
by differentsensesof havewhich arein turndistinctfrom possessivehave.

4.2 Afocused definitecomplementis licensed by asalientOP

A focuseddefinitecomplementto haveis only felicitouswhenthe context provides a relationshipun-
derstoodto hold betweentheargumentsof have. Returningto themuseumrefurbishingproject,this is
thedifference betweentheinfelicitousexchangein (23)andthefelicitousonein (21),repeatedbelow. A
commentsuchas(23a) doesnotprovide arelationbetweenElizaandthemirrorsthatcanbeassumedto
besalientin thecontext, andthehavesentencein (23b)is oddhere. Intheexchangein (21),thequestion
in (21a) makesit clear that a relationof polishing, orat leastof beingassignedto polish something,
would holdbetweenEliza andsomeother item. The definitecomplementhavesentenceis felicitous
with thisunderstanding.

(23) a. Everythingin themuseumis at least ahundred yearsold.

b. #Elizahasall themirrors.

(21) a. What’sElizapolishing?

b. Elizahasall themirrors.

Thatis, adefinitecomplementto haveis licensed whenthehavesentence canbeinterpretedascontaining
a salientpresupposed open proposition(OP), whichis a proposition containingone ormorevariables
(Prince1981, 1986, Ward1988)), and a focusconstitutedby the definitecomplement. Intheexamples
above,(21b)containstheOP [Elizais polishingX] andthefocus X =“all themirrors”. In contrast,(23b)
is infelicitousbecausethecontextis tooimpoverishedto licensetheinferenceof anOP.
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4.3 Topicalcomplementhaveencodes control

A definitecomplementto havecanalsobetopical, however,asin (22b),repeatedbelow. Ahavesentence
suchas(22b)hasbeensaidto be locative(Gruber1976)becauseit can answer awherequestion (e.g.
(22a)) andis paraphrasableby awith sentence(22c).

(22) a. Whereareall themirrors?

b. Elizahasthem. =

c. Theyarewith Eliza.

I argue, however,that(22b)encodes asenseof control: a particularinterpretationof possession.It is not
locative.Therearetwo reasons forthis conclusion.First,although a topical complementhavesentence
canbeparaphrasedby awith sentence,their entailmentsare different.Physicalproximity is entailedby
thewith sentencebut not bythehavesentence.Thusin responseto aquestionasto thewhereaboutsof
something,e.g. (24a), ahavesentenceis felicitousevenif the entity is not in the immediate vicinityof
thespeaker(24c),but awith sentenceis not (24c).3

(24) a. Wherearethemirrors?

b. (in thebedroom) Ihavethemin thebathroom.

c. (in thebedroom) #They’rewith mein thebathroom.

Second,thesubjectof definitecomplementhavecannotbeinanimate.While (25a)canbeanswered
by atrue locative sentencesuchas(25c),this locative sentencecannotbeansweredby ahavesentence
asin (25b).

(25) a. Wherearethemirrors?

b. #The bathroom hasthem.cf.

c. They’rein thebathroom.

The reasonthat (25b) is infelicitous is simple: the relationof controlentailsthat the “controller” is at
leastanimateif not sentient. Tosummarize, Ihaveshownthat atopical definitecomplementto have
is compatibleonly with a control interpretationfor the havesentence.Note thatalthough a topical
complementhavesentencemust be given acontrolinterpretation, acontrolinterpretationfor haveis not
necessarily restrictedto atopical complement.For instance,thehavesentencein (26) is felicitous,and
has a controlinterpretation,but theNP thecar is not topical.

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

3Rajesh Bhatt(p.c.) pointsout that without thefinal PP,the with sentence,like the havesentence, neednot beinterpreted
asexpressingphysical proximitybetweenspeakerandmirrors. Anothermemberof theTLS 8 audiencenotes,however,that this
may be the caseonly if the individual asking the questionin (24a) is not physically present (e.g.in a phoneconversation).If
present,evenwithout thefinal PP,thewith sentence entailsphysical proximitywhereasthehavesentencedoes not.Thepattern
of interpretationis thus consistentwith my claim. That the physical presenceor absenceof the addresseeis relevantsuggests
a pragmatic explanationfor how physical proximityis understood. Ibelieve that aplausiblestory could go like this: the with
sentenceencodes location,entailing physical proximity. If the addresseeis absent, physical proximity has arelatively looser
interpretation (if theaddresseeis absent, themirrors in the bathroom couldbe“with” thespeakerevenif thespeakerwerein the
bedroom). Iftheaddresseeis present, the interpretationof physical proximity becomesnarrower,sinceit would now presumably
include theareawheretheaddresseeis located.Hencethe looser interpretationfor a with sentencewhentheaddresseeis absent.
I leavethedetailsof this issueaside,and notesimply that ahavesentencecanbeinterpretedmorebroadlythan awith sentence.
That is, “being with” (location) at leastimplies “having” (being in possiblytemporary controlof), but not vice versa. Thusin
answerto (24a), onecananswer“I haveit, but it’s not with me”, but not “# It’s with mebut I don’t haveit”.
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Below, I turnto theothersideof theissue,andshowthat afocuseddefinitecomplementto havedoesnot
require a controlinterpretation.

4.4 Focused and topicalcomplementhavearedistinctsenses

Theinformationstructuraldistinctionbetweenthetypesof definitecomplementhavesentencesdescribed
aboveis morethan aconvenientclassification. Idiscussthreedistinctionsbetweenthesesentencestypes,
arguingthatthese distinctionsareattributableto differentsensesof have.

First, unlike topicaldefinitecomplementhavesentences(e.g. (25)), a focuseddefinitecomplement
havesentenceallowsaninanimate-denotingsubject. The contrastbetweenthehavesentencesin (27)and
(28)below,setin acontextof deckinghallsfor Christmas,illustratesthispoint. (27a)setsupthecontext
sothat thehavesentencein (27b)contains a focuseddefinitecomplement. Theinanimate-denotingthe
tree is acceptablein this instance.

(27) a. We needmoretrimmingsfor thetree.

b. Thetreehasall those lightswegotlastyear.It looksfine. Weneedsomethingfor thefireplace,
though.

(28a)setsup thecontextsothatthehavesentencein (28b)has a topical complement.(28b)is unaccept-
ablebecauseits subject denotesaninanimate entity.Thisexamplesimplyrepeatsthepointdemonstrated
in (25) above. Both (25b)and(28b) areset in the samecontextas(22) above,but the havesentence
Eliza hasthem((22b))is acceptable(andwould alsobeallowedin placeof both (25b)and (28b)). The
only distinctionbetweenthesehavesentencesis that in (28b)below (and (25b))thesubject denotesan
inanimate entity,whereasin (22b),thesubjectNP denotesan animateentity.

(28) a. Whereareall those lightswe got lastyear?

b. #Thetreehasthem.

That is, focuseddefinitecomplementhavesentencesdo not requirean animate-denotingsubjectbut
topicaldefinitecomplementhavesentencesdo.

Second, consistentwith the contrastjust illustrated, while Ishowed(seediscussionof (24)) that a
topicaldefinitecomplementto haveentails acontrolrelation, afocuseddefinitecomplementhaveneed
not encode control. I demonstratethis point further using havesentencesin a contextin which the
membersof a tour grouparebeing dividedup amongdifferenttour guides.Supposethemanagercalls
up a guideand asksthe questionin (29a). Theguidecan reply (albeitsomewhatimpolitically) with
(29b),wherethecomplementto have, theold ladies, is partof thefocus.Here,thehavesentencesimply
meansthatthespeakerhasbeenassignedto taketheold ladiesaround,butdoesnot entail that acontrol
relation,however loose, hasbeenestablished.

(29) Context: a tour groupwhich is being dividedupamongdifferenttourguides

a. Who’s takingwhichgrouparound?

b. I havetheold ladies,but I can’t seemto find them.

In the samecontext, however,if the havecomplementis topical, as in (30), the havesentenceyields
an interpretationof control. Thusthe but sentencefollowing the havesentenceis infelicitous, as the
havesentenceentailsthattheguidebears a controlrelationto theold ladies,but thefollowing sentence
contradictsthis interpretation.

(30) a. Wherearetheold ladies?

b. #I havethem,but I can’t seemto find them.
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Third, thereare languagesin which topical complementsto the verb HAVE are disallowed alto-
gether.4 An exampleof such alanguageis Mandarin,wheretheverbyǒu ‘have’, cannot occurin such
wherequestion contextsas(22).5 (31) is a felicitous exchange,showingthat afocuseddefinitecom-
plement (in(31b)) is allowedfor Mandarinyǒu ‘have’, parallelto themuseumrefurbishingcontextin
(21)discussedabove.(32)shows,however,that atopical complementis notallowedfor yǒu. The ques-
tion in (32a) ensuresthatnà xiē j̀ıngzi ‘those mirrors’in (32b)representstopicalmaterial,and(32b)is
infelicitous.6

(31) a. Sānmáo c ā shénme d¯ongxi?
Sanmaowipe what thing
Whatis Sanmaowiping/polishing?

b. Sānmáo yǒu nà xi ē jı̀ngzi
Sanmaohavethatsomemirror
Sanmaohasthosemirrors.

(32) a. nà xi ējı̀ngzi zài nǎr ne?
thatPL mirror be.at whereQ-PRT

Wherearethosemirrors?

b. #Sānmáo yǒu (nà xi ē jı̀ngzi)
Sanmaohavethatsomemirror
Sanmaohasthosemirrors.

That one type ofdefinitecomplementHAVE sentenceattestedin English isnot attestedin some
other languagesupportsthehypothesisthatthesedifferenthavesentencetypes manifestdifferentsenses
of have. Summarizing, focuseddefinitecomplementhaveallows inanimate-denotingsubjects and does
not entail acontrol relation. Topicaldefinitecomplementhaverequires animate-denotingsubjects and
entails acontrol relation. Topicaldefinitecomplementsto HAVE arenot availablein somelanguages.
Theseobservations provideevidencefor attributingthese twotypesof Englishhavesentencesto different
sensesof have.

4.5 Representing definitecomplementhave

Filling out the pictureof have, I providelexical representations for focused and topicaldefinitecom-
plementhave. Assumingthat lexicalrepresentations mayspecifyinformationstructuralconditions (here
representedvia theINFO(rmation)-STR(ucture) specification), Iproposetherepresentationin (33)for fo-
cuseddefinitecomplementhave(SEM(antic)-STR(ucture)in a lexical representationencodesthegram-
matically relevant aspectsof meaning). This senseof have(havefocus) is semanticallybleachedbut
informational structurally rich:it specifiesfocusstatuson its complement. It doesnot,however,specify
aparticularrelationbetweenits arguments,hencetheunspecified RatSEM-STR. TheINFO-STR speci-
ficationrequires Rto bepartof apragmaticallypresupposed open proposition,indicatedby thesubscript
OP. This is intendedto capturethe contextually-dependentstatusof R in a focused complementhave
sentence.7

(33) havefocus:

SEM-STR R(x,y)
INFO-STR [OP�zR(x; z)](y)focus

In contrast,the control senseof have is semanticallyrich but it doesnot specify the information
structureof its complement.8

4I usesmallcapsHAVE as acovertermfor counterpartsof English haveacross languages, andusetheitalics to indicatethe
verbin eachindividual language, e.g. Englishhave, Mandarinyǒu.

5Q-PRT=“question particle”,PL =“plural”.
6Parentheseshavebeen placedaroundnà xi ējı̀ngzi in (32b) because Mandarinallows pro-drop,andwith anotherverb, the

topical complementcouldhavebeenphonologically absent.Whetherpresentor absent, theyǒusentencein (32b)is not afelicitous
responseto (32a).

7Although I claim that R is unspecifiedlexically, focuseddefinite complementhavesentencesstill favour apossessiveor
control-type interpretation.Mostnaturally-occurringexamples Ihaveseenof definite complementhavesentences yield acontrol
interpretation.This interpretational preferenceis only to be expectedif this senseof haveis, as I amassuming, apolysemyof
possessivehave, andspeakersstill associatethe form havewith a senseof possession.As I showedwith (29) above,however,
this senseof controlshouldonly bepreferredbut notentailed.

8It is likely thathavecontrol alsorequires the controlrelation to bepart of a presupposedopen proposition.This is because
a contextin which no relationat all is inferrablefor the havesentencestill doesnot allow atopical complement,e.g.A: That’s
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(34) havecontrol:

SEM-STR control(x,y)
INFO-STR

Finally, bothsensesof havearedistinct from possessivehave(haveposs) in (7), repeatedbelow,in that
theyarenot specifiedfor the feature[+exist]. That is, theydo not exhibit aDE. Their restrictedstatus
is rather aresultof informationstructuralconditions (forhavefocus) andinterpretationalspecificity(for
havecontrol).

(7) have: POSS[+exist](x,y)

Thesesensesof definitecomplementhaveprovidesupportfor thepresentationalanalysisof haveposs.
If haveposs, havefocus andhavecontrol arepolysemiesof have, it is reasonableto assumethat thereis
someoverlapbetweentheirmeanings. Wecan treat eachsenseof definitecomplementhaveasseparately
reflectingthepresentational andpossessivecomponentsof haveposs. We canunderstandhavefocus as
arising from the specializationof haveto the pragmaticfunction of introducingrelatively unfamiliar
or unpredictable information.Similarly, havecontrol canbeunderstoodas aspecializationof haveto a
particularpossessiverelationof control.

5 Conclusion

To conclude, Ihavearguedthatthemeaningof possessivehaveposs consistsof a possessivecomponent
and a presentational component. IshowedthattheDE of havesentencesarisespartlybecausehaveposs
specifiesfor anindefinitecomplement,representedby thefeature[+exist]. I argued furtherthatthisspec-
ification has apragmaticbasis:haveposs bears a discourse-pragmatic functionof presentational focus,
introducingnewinformationinto thediscourse.This analysisfollows pragmaticanalysesof theDE in
existentialtheresentencesalsoasindicating apresentational function, andis supported bytheinforma-
tional lightnessof have, a propertysharedby verbsin other presentational constructions.Thesecompo-
nentsof haveposs arefurthersupported bythesensesof havethatallow definitecomplements:havefocus
is informationallyevenlighter thanhaveposs but it contains asimilar pragmaticcomponentin directly
specifyingfor a focused complement. Thepossessivesideof haveposs is reflectedby havecontrol, which
encodes aspecificsenseof possessionandis thus not“informationallylight” like haveposs, but it is freer
in its informationstructure.

In many languages,the existentialverb sharesthe sameverb form HAVE as the possessiveverb
(e.g. Mandarinyǒu,Frenchavoir, Malay ada). Althoughexistentialsentencesin Englishare headedby
be, thepresentational functionof Englishpossessivehaveindicates a greatersimilarity betweenEnglish
haveandits counterpartsin theabovementioned languagesthanis immediatelyobvious.

Appendix

(35) A functionf from propertiesto setsof propertiesis existentialiff for all propertiesp, q

p 2 f(q) iff the universal property2 f(q ^ p)
(Keenan1987)

wheretheuniversal property(also calledexist) is thepropertythatis trueof all entitiesin themodel.

i.e.f is anexistentialfunctioniff fq’s arep’s iff f (q’s whoarep’s) exist.

A basicdeterminer(the morphosyntactic string)is existential iff it isalwaysinterpretedby anexistential
function (thesemanticentity).

By (35),thedeterminersomeis anexistentialdeterminerbecause (36a) and(36b)are trueunderthesame
conditions.

a goodmirror.; #B: Eliza hasit., in contrastto A: Where’smy mirror?; B: Eliza hasit. Perhapsbecause controlover an
item is anenabling conditionfor locatingit, thelocativerelation, inferrablefrom thewherequestion,canlicense ahavesentence
in response.That is, havecontrol may specify certainINFO-STR specifications. Theseare, however,still looser than those
of havefocus, asneitherargumentNP of havecontrol is specifiedfor information structuralstatus. Ileavethe INFO-STR of
havecontrol unspecifiedsincethis point doesnotaffect themainargument.
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(36) a. Somestudentis avegetarian.

b. Somestudent whois avegetarianexists.

Thedeterminereveryis notexistential: thesentences “every pis aq” and “every pwhois aq exists”are
not alwaystrueunderthesameconditions.For instance,thesentencein (37b)is alwaystrue,but (37a)
maybefalsein amodel.

(37) a. Everystudentis avegetarian.

b. Everystudent whois avegetarianexists.
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