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EXTRAPOSITION AND DEFINITENESS
EFFECTS INICELANDIC DPS*

MARK NORRIS
University of California, Santa Cruz

This paper investigates the morphosyntax of the Icelan&iédllowing work by Sigurdsson
(1993, 2006); Julien (2005). In addition to providing anlgs& of the basic structure of
the Icelandic DP, this paper investigates two (apparentlements within the DP: one in-
volving the definite article suffixinn, and one involving pronominal possessors (ergnn
‘my’). | show that the fronting of pronominal possessorsraatrbe analyzed as movement,
and instead must indicate a use of pronominal possessoenaangtratives. In contrast,
the suffixed article does involve movement, and | argue thatghrasal movement, contra
the head movement accounts proposed by Sigurdsson (1998). 20show than an anal-
ysis where the prenominal article and suffixed article ogdiye same syntactic position
cannot be maintained, which is surprising given that thexensurface at the same time.
Coupled with this is a requirement that PP complements totiease to the right edge of
DP, which is thus another case of the strange behavior of lesngmts to N in Scandina-
vian languages (see Hankamer and Mikkelsen (2005, 2008)aoisB). Finally, | briefly
investigate the syntax of some cases in English where appseenantic complements do
not occupy a syntactic complement position.

Keywords: Icelandic, DP-internal syntax, extraposition, head maxeim

It is no secret that much theoretical ground has been covwere@-internal syntactic theory since it began
with Abney 1987, including Sigurdsson’s exploration of thelandic DP (Sigurdsson 1993). Since then,
there has been a fair amount of work looking at mainland Soam@n DPs and Scandinavian DP structure
in general (see, for example, Delsing 1993; Vangsnes 1988k&Mmer and Mikkelsen 2002, 2005, 2008;
Julien 2005), but no subsequent work focusing on the Ic@aD® except for an “analytic theory-neutral
approach” by Sigurdsson (2006). One of the goals of thisiiape begin a critical investigation of Icelandic
DP syntax in order to fill that gap.

Here, | will investigate the “basic” structure of the Icetbm DP as well as two other “non-basic”
structures. The first non-basic structure involves appar@vement of an adjective, noun, and posses-
sor (henceforth, ANP) to the other side of a numeral when tifxed definite article is present, which
I call ANP movementand the second is the apparent leftward movement of pagsgsenouns to a po-
sition equivalent to the canonical location of demonstegtiand determiners, which | will cgllossessor
preposing Contra Sigurdsson (1993), | will argue that ANP movememtioshead movement, but phrasal
movement. Coupled with this is a stipulation: that PP (armbably CP) complements to N obligatory
extrapose to the right edge of DP in Icelandic. By contrastjlllargue that possessor preposing is not
movement at all, but that it is an instance of possessivegumasbeing used as determiners/demonstratives.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In 81, | will outlinense basic facts about Icelandic DPs, as
well as explain the problems from a descriptive angle. In §&l| discuss the works put forth by Sigurdsson
(1993, 2006) and point out some areas where the accountasatiafying. In 83, | will lay out the proposal
for the structure of the Icelandic DP following Julien (2Q0&nd | will propose an analysis of (apparent)
movements occurring therein. This proposal requires tlesay that PPs that look like complements to
N obligatorily extrapose, and in 84, | will discuss some adssexamples of obligatory extraposition of
complement-like phrases in English DPs by looking at “hautl monstructions (Berman 1974; Fleisher
2008a,b) and constructions similar to them. In 85, | will clode.

*Many people deserve thanks for helping with the work heretigipants in the UCSC Fall 2009 Morphology Seminar (espe-
cially Ryan Bennett, Vera Gribanova, and Nicholas LaCdRalth Kramer, David Embick, Jim McCloskey, and most of alkgéo
Hankamer. Thanks as well to my courteous and helpful infotsiathe Axfjord family (especially Edda Arnaldsdéttir)jlétur
Bjorgvinsdéttir, and Gunnar Mar Gunnarsson. All errorsrageown.
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1 Empirical Focus: The Icelandic DP

With respect to ordering in the DP, Icelandic is a well beldag@eandinavian language in all respects. A
“template” in the Icelandic DP is given below, with a can@hiexample in (2):

(1) Quantifier - Demonstrative Numeral - Adj - N - Possessor - PP/CP Complement

(2) Allar pbessarprjar freegu baekurpbinarum malfreedierua bordinu.
all these threefamousbooksyour aboutgrammarareontable.the

‘All these three famous books of yours about grammar are enethle.’

One key way in which Icelandic differs from the rest of the fignis in its inflectional system. Icelandic
still differentiates three genders (masculine, feminind aeuter) and four cases (nominative, accusative,
dative, and genitive). In a DP, every element (with a few pko@as) must agree in gender, number, and
case, except PP/CP complements. This is the relationshipraford The two exceptions are that only
the numerals 1-4 show concotand only first/second person singular and third person iefigrossessors
agree with the head noun. | will refer to the agreeing possssspossessive pronoun®ther possessors are
marked with genitive case. | will refer to these wordgasitives Some example inflectional paradigms are

given in Tables 1-3, some examples of (hon)agreeing numaralgiven in (3), and examples of possessive
pronouns/genitives in (4):

Singular | Plural
Nowm | hest-ur hest-ar
Acc hest- hest-a
DAT hest-i hest-um
GEN hest-s hest-a

Table 1: Inflectional paradigm for the masculine nolestur‘horse’

(3) a. fjor-irffimm hest-ar
four-m.NOM/five horsef1)-NOM.PL
b. fiér-ar/fimm  beaek-ur
four-F.NOM/five boOK(F)-NOM.PL
c. fjog-ur/fimm  has9
four-N.NOM/five housefl)-NOM.PL

1n glossing, | will provide morphological decompositionlpnvhen it is necessary for explanatory purposes. Abbririat
used in glosses are as followsoM = nominative ACC = accusativepAT = dative,GEN = genitive,M = masculinefF = feminine,
N = neuter,pL = plural, REFL = reflexive,DEF = definite,INDEF = indefinite.

2The prenominal definite article is either in the same pasitie demonstratives or in between numerals and the demibrestra

3Numerals (probably) do not actually agree in number, oréfjtdo, we cannot tell. For semantic reasons, any DP congginin
two or higher must be plural and any DP containimge must be singular. There is a set of special numerals usepldcalia
tantumwords and to count pairs of things that normally come in pgarg., shoes, socks, mittens). Though they certainly look
like “plural” numerals in that they have standard pluralexfion, this is not concord in the same sense as gender cbritthese
words are used in a partitive construction, only the regalamerals can be used:

(i) *tveer/tvenn-ar bux-ur
two.F/two.PLURALIA .TANTUM-F pants-€)
‘two (pairs of) pants’

(ii)y tveer/*tvenn-ar af pbessumbux-um
two.F/two.PLURALIA.TANTUM-F of these pants-€)

‘two of these pants’
The example in (i) shows that regular numerals are ungramahatormally, but in partitive constructions, the regybdurrals are

the only grammatical option. However, the feminine gendirsurfaces on the numeral. Thus, if these special nuraeaed
actually a reflex of concord, then the concord is also spelceill set aside these numerals for the remainder of thisspap
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Singular Plural

Masc Fem Neut| Mas¢ Fem Neut

NomMm | minn min mitt | minir| minar] min

Acc | minn mina | mitt|| minir] minar min
DAT | minum| minni | minu minum
GEN | mins | minnar| ming minna

Table 2: Inflectional paradigm for the possessive pronauinn‘my’

Masc| Fem Neut

Nowm | fjorir | fiérar | fjiogur
Acc | fiéra | fjorar | fijogur
DAT fijrum

GEN fiora

Table 3: Inflectional paradigm for the numerfbrir ‘four’

d. um fjor-a/fimm hest-a
aboutfour-m.Accl/five horsef1)-AccC.PL

(4) a. Egfann hest@-inn m-inn.
| foundhorseacc.sGthem.ACC.SG my-M.ACC.SG
‘| found my horse.’

b. Pu kastadirbok-0-inni hans.
Youthrew bOOKDAT.SGtheF.DAT.SG heGEN.SG
“You threw his book.’

In addition to gender, number, and case, there is anothee piehe adjectival agreement paradigm:
definiteness. Traditionally, the distinction is referreds “strong” (indefinite) versus “weak” (definite), pos-
sibly due to the significant degree of syncretism in the “Wemadigm? | will follow Sigurdsson (2006)
and others in referring to them as indefinite and definite.idg¢othis does not seem to be direct agreement
with the noun in the same way that gender agreement couldsuenasl to be, but rather agreement with
some property of the entire DP, as the adjectives show defimiim in the environment of demonstratives
as well. The masculine paradigm for the adjecvartur ‘black’ and some examples are given below:

SINGULAR PLURAL
Indefinite | Definite|| Indefinite Definite
Nowm | svart-ur- | svart-i svart-ir svort-u

AcCcC | svart-an svart-a svart-ir svort-u
DAT | svart-um | svart-a svOrt-um  svort-u
GEN | svart-s svart-a svart-ra svort-u

Table 4: Masculine inflectional paradigm fa@vartur ‘black’

B) a svart-uhund-ur
black dog

“There is also a traditional distinction of “strong” versuggak” nouns and verbs, which also seems to be a divide detedmi
by morphological distinction.
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b. svart-ihund-ur-inn
black dog-the

C. sa svart-ihundur
this/thatblack dog
* s& svartur hundur

* svartur hundurinn
f.  *svarti hundur

Whether adjectival definiteness agreement comes aboutebgatme mechanism as gender, number, and
case concord is an important question, but we cannot evan tee@vestigate this question until we have
an appropriate structure for DPs in Icelandic. A very imaottpiece of that puzzle is the definite article,
which I will turn to now.

1.1 The Icelandic Definite Article(s)

Just like the other members of the Scandinavian languagéyfdoelandic has both a free-standing version
of the definite article, which | call therenominal (definite) articleas well as a suffixed form, which | will
call thesuffixed (definite) article Some examples are given below in (6). Just as in Danish aradliSkv
(Hankamer and Mikkelsen 2005), the prenominal article oatwe used with a bare noun (see (6a)), but
it can be used when the noun is modified by an adjective (s@g (Abowever, unlike Danish, the suffixed
article is fully grammatical when attached to a noun modifig@n adjective (see (6¢)), and unlike Swedish,
the suffixed article and prenominal article never co-ocehat is to say, Icelandic does not have so-called
“double definiteness” marking (see (64)).

(6) a. *hinbdk

b. hinraudabok
thered book

C. raudabok-in
red book-the

d. *hinrauda bok-in
(examples from Sigurdsson 2006:6)

Not only is the suffixed article always a valid option, but acf, the suffixed article is widely preferred:

Sigurdsson (2006) refers to the prenominal article as lyasititerary or archaic styl®. Despite this, it
seems to be the case that speakers have intuitions aboungtaral and ungrammatical uses of it.

5The one possible controversial piece of the data is the detradivehinn, which requires the presence of the suffixed article
on the noun it modifies. Interestingly, this demonstratv@éarly morphologically identical to the prenominal deticThe only
form the two do not share in common is the neuter nominatieessative singular: the demonstrativénitt, while the article iid.
Similarly, there is a demonstrative in Danish that is phogalally identical to the prenominal article except thaniist always be
stressed, while the article cannot be (Hankamer and Mikke®002). Whether this is true in Icelandic as well is stilclgar to
me.

8In fact, it is used so rarely that Sigurdsson (2006) intresuz new symbol (-) to indicate that the sentence is “strigigaking
grammatical, but marked or dispreferred in most situatfons

’It seems worth mentioning that during the two semesterstengive Icelandic language courses | tookaskdli islandsrom
September 2005 — May 2006, the mere existence of a prenoariié was not mentioned even once. What | will treat hethés
relevance of the prenominal article to the structure of tReridt what the true nature of its synchronic status is.
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1.2 Movement in Icelandic DPs
1.2.1 ANP Movement

Unlike the analysis for the suffixed article proposed in Hamkr and Mikkelsen (2002, 2005, 2008), who
consistently argue that there is no movement involved vhighsuffixed article in Danish or Swedish, there
seems to be evidence for movement related to the suffixedeani Icelandic. This evidence comes from
the placement of numerals with respect to the noun. Recati the ordering given at the beginning of this
paper that numerals precede nouns in the general case. hbtive has the suffixed article, this order is
reversed:

(7) brjar greingingareruréttar.
threeanalyses areright
‘Three analyses are correct.’ (adapted from Sigurdssos:20)

(8) Greiningar-nabrjar eruréttar.
analyses-the threeareright
‘The three analyses are correct.’ (adapted from Sigurd2666:10)

(9) bPrjar greiningar-nar eru réttar.
‘Three of the analyses are correct.’ (adapted from Sigord2606:10)

Sigurdsson (2006) notes that, as in example (9), the numarsal have a partitive reading if it precedes a
noun with the suffixed article: it is ungrammatical under a#partitive reading. When the DP contains an
adjective and/or a possessor in addition to the noun and rlintigose pieces also seem to move around the
numeral. This can be seen in the examples below:

(20) Allir bilar-nir pinir prir eruraudir.
all cars-theyour threearered.
‘All your three cars are red.’ (Sigurdsson 2006:18)

(11) Freegugreiningar-natbrjar eruréttar.
famousanalyses-the threearecorrect.
‘The three famous analyses are correct.’ (Sigurdsson 2006:

(12) Storubeekur-nabinarprjar erua bordi-nu.
big books-theyour threeareontable-the

‘Your three big books are on the table.

There are two obvious options hér@©ne is to extrapose the numeral just in cases where the sliffixiele

is present. It is not clear what the motivation for this moeastwould be, as numerals are probably not
“heavy” constituents (at least, simple numerals are notjtHermore, it is not at all clear how we could

constrain this extraposition so that it only happens whensthffixed article is present. The other option
is to move ANP to some position to the left of the numeral—ppehwhere the suffixed article is located.
The major complication here is that ANP movement must exclB/CP complements to N, which get left
behind:

8] should note that | have been unable to get speakers to asweipexamples even as partitives in my own fieldwork.

%A less obvious option is to have the numeral base-generattat tright of N, but in situations when D is null, it moves to D.
There are three problems with this account. First of all,diger N-Num for a head-initial language would be bizarreestand
unattested at worst. Second, this account would presuphasthe suffixed article is in D. | will argue later that thsmot be the
case. Lastly, the numeral appears to the left of the noun wheprenominal article is present (e.ginir tveir hestar‘the three
horses’).
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(13) a. allarprjar freegar greiningara mali-nu
all threefamousanalyses of problem-the
‘all three famous analyses of the problem’ (adapted fronuiSigson 2006:11)
b. allarfreegu greiningar-naprjar a mali-nu
all famousanalyses-the threeof problem-the
‘all the three famous analyses of the problem’ (Siguros<u621.1)

This also occurs with relative clauses, which may be expedépending on the analysis of relative clauses:

(14) a. pessafimm baekursemth( keyptiri kolaporti-nu
these five booksthat you boughtat flea.market-the

‘these five books that you bought at the flea market’

b. beaekur-nafimm sempu keyptiri kolaporti-nu
books-thefive that you boughtat flea.market-the

‘the five books that you bought at the flea market’

Leaving complements behind is one of the hallmarks of headement. As PP complements to N are
left behind in ANP movement, the first analysis to considerusth be head movement, which is exactly
the approach taken in Sigurdsson 1993. Before explorinpaiteount, | will first give the background on
possessor preposing.

1.2.2 Possessor Preposing

While the canonical location for possessors (both possegsonouns and genitives) is after the possessed
noun, possessive pronouns can also show up before numigraihdt looks like the same position as
demonstratives). Descriptively, | call this constructmrssessor preposingnd it is depicted below:

(15) a. allarpbessarrjar nyju kenningarbinar
all these threenewDEF analyses your
‘all these three new analyses of yours’
b. allarpinarprjar nyju kenningar
all your threenewDEF analyses
‘all your three new analyses’

As Sigurdsson (1993) notes, possessor preposing is nabfgogsth full DP genitives (e.g.John’s, and it
seems to be impossible for pronominal genitives as well:

(16) a. allarbessatprjar nyju kenningarJons
all these threenewDEF analyses JONGEN
‘all these three new analyses of Jén’s’ (full DP genitive)
b. *allarJéns  brjar nyju kenningar
all  JonGEN threenewDEF analyses
Intended:‘all Jon’s three new analyses’ (full DP genitive)
(examples from Sigurdsson 1993)
a7 a allarpessaiprjar nyju kenningarhennar
all these threenewDEF analyses sheGEN
‘all these three new analyses of hers’ (pronominal genitive
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b. *allarhennar prjar nyju kenningar
all sheGeN threenew analyses
Intended:‘all her three new analyses’ (pronominal genitive)

1.2.3 Ordering of Nouns and Possessors

There is also one more potential movement, but it is not eldeather or not this movement truly exists. As
we saw in (2), the canonical order shows the possessor falipthhe noun. This order is the opposite of
what we see in “most other Germanic languages” (Sigurds606:25).

(18) English:Peter’s solution of/to the problem
GermanPetersLésung von dem Problem
SwedishPerslosning av problemet

Icelandic: LausiPéturs & vandamalinu
(Sigurdsson 2006:15)

o 0 T o

Sigurdsson also notes that the Icelandic order of nounessss is also seen in Germ&hwritten Faroese,
and in some mainland Scandinavian varieties. In order totaiai the generalization that the ordering in
Germanic languages is Poss-N, we could say that Poss-N factinthe basic order in Icelandic, and that
the order N-Poss is derived via movement in the languagesawtheccurs. While this need not be the case,
there may be evidence for the movement, which | will returfater.

Now that we have (an introduction to) the facts that need tadoeunted for, we must discuss some
of the previous work on Icelandic DPs to see what they camuetibout what we might want (or might not
want) to say about the structure of DPs in Icelandic.

2 Previous Work
2.1 Sigurdsson 1993

The choices that Sigurdsson (1993) makes in his analysispefcés of the Icelandic NPare influenced by
two crucial assumptions that he makes: 1) that the order $¢-Rolcelandic is derived from an underlying
Poss-N, and 2) that the suffixed article and prenominallariice generated in the same position, D (see also
Magnusson 1984). The suffixation of the suffixed article entderived via head movement of the noun to
D.

2.1.1 Adjectives and Kase Phrases

Although Sigurdsson (1993) does not explicitly state treabhblieves possessors are in Spec,NP, there are
a few trees that seem to show it in that position (see (62) d81p.for example). To derive the order of
N-Poss, he proposes head movement to a functional prajeabove NP called K(ase) P(hrase), which
houses morphological case, or m-case, features. Thens moust move to K either at LF or in overt syntax

in order to have their m-case features checkedlVith this assumption, Sigurdsson (1993) claims we can

10 fact, the Poss-N order is less common than N-Poss for pssgeother than names (Jorge Hankamer, p.c.).

UThroughout the paper, Sigurdsson (1993) refers to thesemtiminal phrase as NP. To be clear, he never explicitly cldiat
the nominal phrase is headed by N. In fact, he advances ays@&alhere the head is in fact D.

2There seems to be an implicit assumption that m-case featardbe checked at LF. As far as | can tell, there is no evidence
that necessitates LF head movement. Rather, Sigurds4@¥98) beliefs about feature checking require that featgetshecked
somewhergeven if we cannot see the effects. Since Sigurdsson’s j1&9®unt requires the availability of LF feature-checking
of m-case features, we must accept it for the discussion here
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capture the difference in possessor-noun ordering inridéafrom a language like German: in Icelandic,
nouns must move to K in overt syntax, while in a language lilkegr@an, that movement occurs (or can
occur) at LF (Sigurdsson 1993). When it moves overtly, tleois N-Poss, and when it moves at LF, the
order is Poss-N.

If we assume that possessors are in Spec,NP, then we needkiswhuf functional layer between
DP and NP for N to head-move to. We can find evidence for the mea@ment of N to the left of possessors
if we look at nouns with PP complements:

(19) greiningdons a vandamali-nu
analysisJOnGEN on problem-the
‘Jon’s analysis of the problem’

If we take the PR vandamalinuo be the complement @freining it is not clear how we could get
Jonsto surface in between the two without movement. This facptemiwith the fact that PP “complements”
are left behind in ANP movement could be explained nicely & assume that these PP complements are
not actually complements at all, but adjuntisThis is what Hankamer and Mikkelsen (2005) are ultimately
driven to say about PP complements in Danish, adjoining tloeD. While that may be where they end up,
there is evidence from binding to suggest that PPs in Ic&laaré lower than possessors at some ptint:

(20) a. *pekking Jbéns & braedrunsinum
knowledgeJénGEN on brothers his REFL

‘Jén’s knowledge of hisbrothers’

b. *bekking breedra sinna & Joni
knowledgebrothershis REFL at Jon

Intended:‘his; brothers’ knowledge of Jgh

The binding facts in (20) are certainly easier to explain & assume that these PP complements
do indeed begin as complements to N. However, that does ran that we need something like KP. Since
Sigurdsson (1993) assumes that the underived order isNPab®en the best way to account for both the
splitting up of nouns and their PP complements and the ordBp$é is head movement. However, if we
decide that possessors are not specifiers of NP, then we alsaldierive the order N-Poss-PP via extrapo-
sition of the PP. | will return to this issue later. So far, 8igsson’s (1993) structure for the Icelandic DP is
given below:

(21) DP
/\
D KP
/\
K NP
/\
Poss N

S
N PP

Whether or not we call it KP, there must be some projectioneitwken N and D if we want to derive the
order N-Poss via head movement. Sigurdsson (1993) matitheepresence of KP by first motivating the
existence of a projection between N and D, and then revedlitmgbe KP towards the end of the paper.

130f course, this is under the assumption that ANP movementtih@ad movement, but phrasal movement. This analysis is
laid out in §3.2.

4Under Reinhart's (1981) definition of c-command, a posseissSpec,NP could c-command into an NP adjunct, so perhaps
PP “complements” to N need not be base generated below Rdasthely could not be generated any higher than adjunct to NP.
However, we will see in the discussion of ANP movement (8813} PP-complements must end up higher than NP.
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Having KP so far down in the DP structure is clearly problémas morphological case is presumably
assigned due to factors outside the DP like the verbs or pitigus that take the DP as a complement. In
short, we seem to need a projection between N and D, but iblsaty not KP.

As a result of Sigurdsson’s assumptions that the suffixddl@r@nd prenominal article are both
generated in D and that suffixation is caused by head moveimemtas forced to make a novel claim about
adjective location. Consider once again the basic facta {&), repeated here:

(6) a. raudaok-in
red book-the

b. hinraudabok
thered book

Based on the structure in (21), there does not seem to be rasglecifier position or adjunct position for
adjectives that will yield the correct ordering. If we pueth at the KP layer (adjoined or in Spec,KP), then
we predicthin rauda békbut also something likébok-in rauda If we put them at the DP layer (adjoined
or in Spec,DP), we predicauda bok-inbut also something likérauda hin bok The tricky part is getting
the adjective to move when the noun moves but preventing fhedtplement from doing so. The most
straightforward way to do this is head movement, and for thason, Sigurdsson (1993) proposes that
adjectives head adjoin to nouns. He extends this to suglgastlegree words (he calls them “adverbs”)
head adjoin to adjectives, leading to the structure belof@2):

(22) of freegar baekur
too famousbook

N

T

A N

PN baekur
Adv A

of freegar
(adapted from Sigurdsson (1993:p.195)

Since the adjective and noun move together to the excludi®Pa@omplements, this seems like it cannot
be phrasal movement. However, if we say that PP complements @an be extraposed, then the option of
phrasal movement is available once more. An immediate eoexemple to the structure in (22) would be
a prenominal adjective with a complement. Sigurdsson (JL8@Ems this is the case without providing any
examples, but Magnusson (1984) does:

(23) *hreedduwid hundamadur
scared at dogs man

Intended:‘'man that is scared of dogs’
(24) *lik modur sinni  stdlka
like motherherreFL girl
Intended:‘a girl that is like/looks like her mother’

As for numerals, Sigurdsson (1993) ultimately says thag #ive probably adjuncts (to KP). This
is a direct result of the fact that he assumes concord is bdndh Spec-Head agreement, which makes
the specifier option for numerals difficult to maintain, as@per positions need to be unoccupied so that
the NP can stop off to trigger agreement with the head. If oahevere due to some other process, then
numerals could easily be in a specifier position. Generatingerals in specifier position correctly predicts
that there cannot be more than one in any given DP. Under an@ijn analysis, this must be stipulated.
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Sigurdsson (1993) also claims that demonstratives argaaen D, but that does not seem tenable
considering the data on demonstrathien.® The demonstrativéinn requires the suffixed article on the
noun, and in (25) below, we see that ANP movement is optiontide context ohinn:

(25) a. hin-ir fimm nyju studentar-nir
otherNOM.M.PL five newDEF.PL studentPL.DEF
‘the other five new students’ (Julien 2005:115)
b. hinir nyju stadentar-nir fimm (Julien 2005:115)

For Sigurdsson (1993), it is enough of a problem that thiséngossible, but it is unclear in any case why
this would be optional. The simple co-occurrencéhivin and the suffixed article is enough to suggest that
one of the two is not a D.

The most critical problem with this account is how to exphaimy the possessor moves along with
the A-N head in ANP movement. If ANP movement is head moventbah both possessive pronouns and
pronominal genitives (like ‘our’, ‘her’, etc.) must be heaak well, otherwise they would be left behind:

DP
D KP
/\
5 K /\
AS Numeral KP
K N P
N K NP
PN
AN Poss N
However, Sigurdsson (1993) needs them to be non-headseén tordet the proper ordering of N-possessor,
as that was derived via head movement to K. The head statussségsors is also relevant for possessor

preposing, so | will turn to this issue now.

(26)

2.1.2 Possessor Preposing

Sigurdsson (1993) claims that possessors (possessiveym&npronoun genitives, and full DP genitives)
are generated in Spec,NP. Yet, as we have seen, there asewlas® possessive pronouns appear much
farther to the left than the canonical Spec,NP position.s€lare the cases of possessor preposing, examples

of which are repeated below:
(15) a. allarpessarrjar nyju kenningarpinar
all these threenewDEF analyses your
‘all these three new analyses of yours’
b. allarpinarprjar nyju kenningar
all your threenewDEF analyses

‘all your three analyses’
(examples from Sigurdsson 1993:181)

15A reviewer questioned whethiinn, which | translate as ‘other’, is even a demonstrative atfale motivation for calling it a
demonstrative seems to be traditional, as it is always groupgether wittsa, bessi They all seem to occupy the same position
within the DP, and they never co-occur. The only morphosstrtaifference betweehinn and the other demonstratives(pess)
is thathinn requires the suffixed article to be present, sliandpessido not require the article. In fact, it seems the canonicséca
is for sdandpessito appear without the article, though they do allow it. It iclear to me what factors influence the use of the
article with the demonstrativesiandpessj and | will not investigate that issue here. What will be ¢alifor us is the availability
of a position for demonstrative-like elements in additiorDt
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(16) a. allarbessatprjar nyju kenningarJons
all these threenewDEF analyses JONGEN
‘all these three new analyses of Jén’s’
b. *allarJéns  brjar nyju kenningar
all  JonGEN threenewDEF analyses

Intended:‘all Jon’s three new analyses’
(Examples from Sigurdsson 1993:181)

a7 a allarbessatprjar nyju kenningarhennar
all these threenewDEF analyses sheGEN

‘all these three new analyses of hers’ (pronominal genitive

b. *allarhennar prjar nyju kenningar
all sheGEeN threenew analyses
Intended:‘all her three new analyses’ (pronominal genitive)

The key fact is that only the possessive pronoung, pbinn, sin can be preposed. Sigurdsson
(1993) takes the fact that full DPs cannot be preposed asmsgtthat this is head movement, and the landing
site is D. He does not suggest what kind of heads they are,aex loe suggest how this phrase fits into the
general structure of the DP. Throughout the paper, he asspossessors are in Spec,NP, and crucially,
he does not want them to be heads, as N skips over possessemsitwimdergoes head movement to K.
However, it may still be possible to get the proper orderingpssessors (or at least, possessive pronouns)
are heads, so let us discuss that possibility.

Let us assume possessors are generated as heads of PogspuifRessP below KP, then deriving
cases with the suffixed article via head movement of N-ta@H3twould involve rolling everything up along
the way if we want to rigidly obey the Head Movement Constrélinavis 1984) as Sigurdsson does. At the
KP level, this would lead to the structure below:

27) KP
K PossP
/\ PN
Poss K Poss NP
PN \
N Poss N

Sigurdsson claimed that m-case features are checked on Nitwfead-moves to K. Under this analysis, it is
no longer N that moves to K, but Poss. While we could find anangdion for how N's m-case features get
checked (e.g., Government (Halle and Marantz 1993)), therether problems that result when K moves
to D, resulting in the complex head shown below:

(28) D

D K

/\
K Poss

N
Poss N
When this complex head gets spelled out, we end up with twaragpwords: one corresponding to Poss
(and case features, if Poss is a possessive pronoun), armboesponding to N, K, and D. That does not
seem to fall out straightforwardly from the above structurarthermore, head movement normally creates
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complex words under morphological concatenation, but pot.hThings look even worse when we turn to
possessor preposing.

In that case, Poss must roll up K on its way to D. Combined witlu®sson’s assumption that all
Ns must get their m-case checked by moving to K, we have agmohlf possessor preposing has happened,
we expect K to be all the way up in a complex D head. If we try twesthis by moving N to K first, then
Poss will be rolled up in the complex K head. Extracting Pagisal the head (so it can appear to the
left of the noun) would be impossible if we assume excorpomato be impossible, which is rare at best
and unattested at worst. The bottom line is that analyzirgsegsor preposing as head movement under
Sigurdsson’s framework does not work.

2.2 Sigurdsson 2006: Theory-Neutral Structure

In his second paper, Sigurdsson (2006) aims to describe ehealls “the most central traits” of the Ice-
landic noun phrase, and he does this in (more or less) themutral terms. The issues he concerns himself
with are the ordering of the elements within the NP/DP, issugrounding the possessive construction and
definiteness, and the preproprial artitfd. will focus my discussion on the issues pertaining direttlyhe
structure of elements in the NP/DP.

The ordering of elements that Sigurdsson (2006) comes thebgrid of the first section of his paper
is given below in (29):

(29) Q- Spec/D - D - Num - Spec/G - G - (Adj+)Noun - Corhpl

A small bit of explanation is in order here. First of all, rédeom before that Sigurdsson (1993)
made the claim that adjectives were head-adjoined to ndur@migh he does not formally propose the same
analysis in this article, he often lists the sequence ofctigiz and noun as | have done in (29): (Adj+N),
which seems to suggest that analysis, or at least somethiilgrs Secondly, we should be clear about what
the D position is actually for. Sigurdsson (2006) propobes this is the surface position of demonstratives,
preposed possessors, and the prenominal article. ThelSpesition is the position of the suffixed definite
article as well as the Adj-N in the presence of the suffixettlart This assumption comes along with the
claim that ANP movement around the Numeral is actually ataime of Adj-N movement combined with
possessor preposing.

If ANP movement is really Adj-N movement plus possessor psaq, then all instances of gram-
matical ANP movement should have closely related constmgtvithout Adj-N movement but with posses-
sor preposing. In examples (15 — 17), we saw that only passga®nouns can be involved in the possessor
preposing construction. Neither pronominal genitivesfahiDP genitives can appear grammatically in this
position. We have seen examples of grammatical ANP movemeritZing possessive pronouns, and ANP
movement also seems to be possible with pronominal gesitive

(30) a. Rauduwilar-nirokkar fimm voru mjog dyrir.
red cars-theweGEN give werevery expensive

‘Our five red cars were very expensive.

16These are situations where a pronoun shows up directly tethef another NP as in the genitive construction below:
1. Bék-in hans Jon-s
book-thehe GEN JON-GEN
‘Jon’s book’
I will not analyze the preproprial article here, but it céntg warrants exploration in the future. Particularly irgsting is that ANP
movement does appear to be possible in the case of the prighraypicle. Of course, a descriptive exploration of (soofigits
properties is given in Sigurdsson (2006).

17Q = quantifier position, D = definite determiner position, Namumeral position, G = genitive position, Compl = compleinen
position

108



Extraposition and Definiteness Effects in Icelandic DPs

b. BOrn-in peirra  prju erui skéla.
children-thetheyGEN threearein school
‘Their three kids are in school.’

Thus, it cannot possibly be right that ANP movement is reAlll{N movement plus possessor preposing.
If ANP movement is boiled down to Adj-N movement and possegseposing, then a very complicated
story would have to be told about why pronominal genitivesswargrammatical in the possessor preposing
construction in all cases unless Adj-N has moved to Spec/D.

Furthermore, as | mentioned in discussion of Sigurdssor3,19% very unlikely that all demon-
stratives are truly in D, especially if the suffixed articteto the left of that position in Spec/D. Recall the
examples involving the demonstratiienn, repeated here:

(25) a. hin-ir fimm nyju stidentar-nir
otherNOM.M.PL five newDEF.PL studentPL.DEF
‘the other five new students’ (Julien 2005:115)
b. hinir nyju stadentar-nir fimm (Julien 2005:115)

In both cases, the demonstrative appears to the left of haditN with the definite article. The optionality
of the movement here is also a problem for Sigurdsson (2006he presence of the suffixed article is
necessarily caused by movement to Spec/D, which involvaement to the other side of the numeral, then
it is unclear how the definite article could become attacme(@ba) where the hypothetical movement to
Spec/D has not occurred.

The Spec/G position is the hypothetical place where Adj-Nv@soin possessive constructions.
Again in this paper, Sigurdsson (2006) wants to maintainchmnical possessor-possessum ordering that
can be seen across Germanic languages, although is rarklyestrue in Icelandié®

In summary, the hypothetical movements proposed in Sigord2006 are the following:

(31) a. Adj-N moving to Spec/G position in the environmentgiossessor (something in the G posi-
tion)
b. Possessor preposing: movement of a possessor (or ahlpassessive pronoun) to D.

c. Adj-N movement to Spec/D position when the suffixed aetislpresent. If there is a possessive
pronoun in G, this movement is obligatorily coupled with §31

2.3 Summary

In this section, | summarized and discussed the two mainrpdpeusing on the Icelandic DP: Sigurdsson
1993 and Sigurdsson 2006. While these works make signifitaadway, they also leave us with some
important questions. First of all, where specifically aretarious definite elements (the prenominal article,
the suffixed article, demonstratives, and the preposedpssgy? Second, how do the word order changes in
DPs with the suffixed article come about? Third, what is itulibe structure of the DP and the analysis of
DP-internal movements that makes adjectives appear teragsically “stick with” the nouns they modify?
Let us approach an analysis of the Icelandic DP with the aimpro¥iding principled answers to those
guestions.

18The two examples whereii true that Sigurdsson (2006) gives for this come from poetdysituations where the possessor is
contrastively stressed, as shown below:

() DPIN boék
YOUR book

It may well be that word order is freer in poetry in Iceland&s (s often the case in other languages), but | leave it as em op
question whether there is a special DP-internal focus ipose.g., somewhere that involves leftward movement).
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3 Analysis

There are a few key facts that a sound analysis of the Icalddidineeds to account for. First, we have seen
some evidence that the suffixed article does not occupy time gmsition as demonstratives. This came
from the fact that the demonstratitn requires the suffixed article on the head noun. Second, théhne
issue of PP/CP “complements.” Based on ANP movement as wétieaalleged Adj-N movement around
the possessor, which both leave PP complements behinénitesbwe had reason to propose that the PP/CP
complement is not a complement at all or must always extepmghe right edge of DP. The benefit of the
extraposition analysis is it allows us to account for bigdiacts in a straightforward way.

Finally, figuring out where adjectives are in Icelandic D®siitical. Sigurdsson (1993) motivated
an account where adjectives were base-generated adj@mneouns. This is not a structure commonly
assumed for adjectives, and thus, | will treat this as a &ssirt.

3.1 Basic Structure of the Icelandic DP

The most recent work on the Scandinavian DP, which attenoppsdvide a unique structure for all of the
languages, is Julien’s (2005) work. Julien (2005) assutmesoivest portion of the DP is as given below,
where the N hosts the noun stem, Num hosts the case/numfigr anfin'® hosts the suffixed article:

(32) hest-ur-inn ‘horse{)-NOM.SG-DEF
nP
/\
n NumP

-inn N
Num NP

-ur |

N
hest

At this point, | have not found any empirical evidence in direupport of or opposition to the
existence of NumP in Icelandic. | have found no reason togsemmdjuncts to it or specifiers for it (nu-
merals must be higher, see below), so we could possibly dg aith it completely and assume that the
(case/)number endings are in the nominalizmgnd merge directly with the root. Nothing crucial hinges
on this choice. Since there is cross-linguistic evidencetscexistence, | am adopting the assumption that
NumpP is part of the Icelandic DP (Ritter (1992), Alexiado0@2), Kramer (2009)inter alia).

Hosting the suffixed article inP seems to be a good idea, though, especially given the dtta wi
demonstrativdninn, suggesting the suffixed article should be hosted in a diffigplace than demonstratives
(at least). Furthermore, we can straightforwardly accdonthe suffixation of the article to the noun and
only the noun if the suffixation process is distinct from ANPwament. In this case, the suffix is joined
with the noun via head movement, as we will see, and ANP momenan occur subsequently. If we tried
to account for both in one fell swoop, it seems somewhat an¢teme how the suffix would find its way to
the element in the middle of the phrase. However, the stdtB®4LP complements is still a bit unclear. As
far as | can tell, Julien (2005) (reasonably) assumes tleeg@nplements without much discussion.

I would like to suggest that adjectives are adjoineaPoThis is in contrast to Julien (2005), who
proposes that APs are specifiers of a functional projectid?) that takes eithenP or anotherP as a
complement. Thoroughly explaining her analysis would takeoo far afield, but here is a brief synopsis
of her motivation foraP (see LaCara (This volume) for more discussion of Julie209%) analysis). Her

°This nis distinct from the nominalizing head of Marantz (1997). ¥deild call it something different, but that does not change
the analysis.
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motivation fora was (among other things) to bloal movement to Spec,DP in the presence of an adjective
in the mainland Scandinavian languages (because theyémeibetween D anaP when D probes into its
c-command domain.) Under Julien’s theory, the DP layer roastain overt phonological material, so D
must spell out overtly when movement is blocked. This exyglaihy the presence of adjectives mandates the
use of the prenominal article in the mainland Scandinawaaigliages. In Icelandic, recall that the suffixed
article is perfectly acceptable when adjectives are pteserwe do not want to blockP movement. For
our purposes, we can safely assume adjectives are adjaiméd t

If we assume that possessors are also contained? isomewhere, then we have a clear way to
account for the ANP movement: it is the movemeninBf® Julien (2005) proposes that possessors are
specifiers of N, just as Sigurdsson (1993, 2006) does. Thidteein the structure below:

(33) nP

n NumP
-inn /\
Num NP
-ur N
Dposs N’
minn |
N
hest

Notice, we can very easily derive the order N-Poss in thig,cas the N will at least head-move to Num,
and probably undergoes head movement all the way though we cannot tell when there is no suffixed
article!

Now that we have identified the string that movesB@swe must determine the location of numerals
in order to analyze ANP movement. Julien (2005) proposdd\thenerals are specifiers of a phrase she calls
Card(inality)P, with a null head. Card heads taldP complements?

(34) CardP
WQP Card
fiorir N
Card nP
hest-ar

As far as | can tell, having numerals be specifiers (of somag#)rseems to make the most sense. They are
not heads, as they are never obligatory, and it is not cleathie nouns they modify are complements. It is
even less clear what kind of head would select a numeral esritplement. They are probably not adjuncts,
as you cannot have more than drie-dowever, proposing functional structure that serves np@sg other
than to host a specifier seems somewhat of a last resort. Moretous accept that last resort, but | will
return to the issue in discussion of ANP movement.

The next projection up the spine is DP. For Julien (2005% thithe location where prenominal
determiners are generated, which are not so relevant flanidie, but are clearly relevant for Scandinavian
DPs as a whole. As for demonstratives, there seem to be tvemlscbf thought: one is that they are heads

20For Julien (2005), this movement mustdie. She does not discuss how we might constrain this moveméorde the highest
aP, but it probably involves some sort of feature percolasiothat the highesiP has the features necessary to drive the movement.

2What is less clear under this assumption, though, is whaotabdut the order Poss-N in other Scandinavian/Germanic lan
guages, but | leave this to question to future work.

22WQP here stands falveak Quanitifer Phrasgsee Julien (2005)).

23| assume that complex numerals are actually complex phratiesy than several simple phrases adjoined at the santéloca
in the same way as adjectives. The structure of complex ralmigrIcelandic certainly warrants investigation.
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above DP (Julien 2005), and one is that they are in Spec,Dis{iAi997, 2002; Harizanov This volume).
Since demonstratives never co-occur with the prenominraiéner, it might be tempting to suggest that
demonstratives and the prenominal determiner are gederetiee same position. Based on how we analyze
ANP movement, we will see that demonstratives are probattiathlocated in D.

3.2 ANP Movement as nP Movement

As | have already mentioned, | argue that ANP movement is mew of nP. | agree with Julien (2005)
in assuming the suffixed article becomes suffixed via heademewt. ANP movement is the subsequent
phrasal movement of the entin®. | propose that the landing siter@® is Spec,DP. It is clear that the landing
site needs to be higher than CardP (which | will call FP fordinity), becausanP moves to the other side
of the numeral, but lower than (some) demonstratives, tsc#awends up inside the demonstrathian.
This means our resulting structure would look something fiks:

(35) freegu greiningarnar minaprjar & malinu
‘my three famous analyses of the problem’
DP

greining -ar minar
-— N PP
amalinu

In this structure, we immediately notice two things. Firka, if there was no numeral present, we might
still want the FP projection to be there. If not, then we wosdg that something moves from complement
of D to Spec,DP in that situation, and this seems theorétidabious.

The other important thing to notice is we need to say somgtabout the PP complement, because
it always ends up on the other side of the numeral. Desceiyiiv said it appeared they were “left behind.”
The examples given above are repeated below:

(13) a. allarprjar freegar greiningara mali-nu
all threefamousanalyses of problem-the
‘all three famous analyses of the problem’ (adapted fronuSigson 2006:11)
b. allarfreegu greiningar-naprjar a mali-nu
all famousanalyses-the threeof problem-the
‘all the three famous analyses of the problem’ (Siguros<up621.1)

As | have mentioned, there are two clear options. The firbiisthese PP complements are not complements
at all, but adjuncts (see Hankamer and Mikkelsen 2005, 2008anish). For us, they would need to
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be adjoined somewhere higher thaR, as | argue it isiP (including AP adjuncts t@P) that moves to
Spec,DP. The other option is that these PP complements toliggitorily extrapose to become adjuncts of
something higher thanP. Recall that | argued that facts from binding of the reflexpessessive pronoun in
the examples below would be more difficult to explain if thewds never a complement to N:

(20) a. Dpekking Jbéns & braedrunsinum
knowledgeJdnGEN on brothers his REFL

‘Jon’s knowledge of hisbrothers’

b. *pekking breedra sinna & Joni
knowledgebrothershis REFL at Jon

Intended:‘his; brothers’ knowledge of Jgh

| propose that PP-complement extraposition is obligatoricélandic DPs. We could make it optional in
the presence of the suffixed article, but then we would neembnoe up with a reason why. Since there is
no word order difference if the PP is extraposed, it wouldb®problematic to suggest they always do. |
propose the landing site for extraposition is a right harjdrazd to DP?*

3.2.1 ANP Movement as Definiteness-Driven

Since ANP movement only occurs when the suffixed article ésgmt, it would be ideal if the movement
were driven by some property related to the suffixed artilee most obvious choice is definiteness. As
the name suggests, the suffixed article is presumably intigr@efinite. | take this to mean it comes into
the derivation with the feature ptEF] or [DEF]. In addition, | suggest that there is a phonologically rill
that enters the derivation with an unvalued featureelF] and is thus a probe. Furthermore, this feature has
an EPP-like property, so when it probes finds the goal, théwitlanove to the probe’s specifier position
(i.e., Spec,DP). Assuming the features of the heptbject tonP, then the probe will findP and move it to
Spec,DP. Of course, nothing movesiifacks the definite article, because it will also lack the dea{DEF].
This effect is essentially a sort of visibility conditionrfD like Julien’s (2005)dentification

An unresolved issue here is why the movement to Spec,DPisnafor demonstrativ@inn. The
relevant examples are repeated below:

(36) a. hin-ir fimm nyju stidentar-nir
otherNOM.M.PL five newDEF.PL studentPL.DEF
‘the other five new students’ (Julien 2005:115)
b. hinir nyju stadentar-nir fimm (Julien 2005:115)

These examples are the only examples | have found where ANment is optional. Whatever we say
ties in crucially with how we want to capture demonstratjveasd importantly, how we want to capture the
fact that some demonstratives allow the suffixed articleugfn not in the canonical cassp@ndpess), but
hinnrequires it2®

24Hankamer and Mikkelsen (2005) propose that “complement iRPanish are also adjoined to Spec,DP.

BMagnUsson (1984) gives a couple examples of the prenomitieeavith saandbessi Magnisson’s (1984) paper is written
in Icelandic, thus, there are no translations into Englisthfs examples. Unfortunately, | do not command the ussahdpessi
with the definite article, so | cannot provide an approxintatglish translation.

@) su hin gamlakona
thattheold woman

(i)  ? pessihin gamlakona
this theold woman

Magnusson (1984) says he finds (ii) “not terrible,” whergass(fine. He does not give any examples of demonstrativels thi
suffixed article, and whether or not this is generally pdssistill unclear to me. What is clear at this point is tha tise ofsa
andbpessiwith the article is definitely less common than their use i article.
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If my account of ANP movement as being feature-driven isexifrthen the optional movement
cases must involve cases of different D-heads, as the motemé&pec,DP should occur befangn is
even merged. This also allows us to explain the absence aiifiged article withsdandpessivia simple
c-selection: they simply do not c-select the nulLDEF]. Alternatively, perhaps the case when ANP move-
ment movement does not occur whimn would be better analyzed as a kind of definiteness agreerhent.
leave investigation of this to future work.

3.2.2 ANP Movement as Head Movement

Before moving on, | want to address the possibility of analgZANP movement as head movement one last
time. Recall that Sigurdsson (1993) viewed the movement-dbf(A20ss) to be head movement of N to D.
At several points in this paper, | have argued that this cebedhe case. Let me provide one final argument
against that proposal. If this movement is head movemesn, ANP must be a head. We have already seen
a possible way to get adjectives to be part of the complex:h8aplirdsson’s head adjunction analysis. In
order to get Poss to be a part of this head as well, we musr @iis@eme possessors are also head-adjoined
to nouns or assume Poss is the head of a projection in N'saedigorojection.

While it is certainly possible that possessive pronounshaas of phrases given that they show
concord with the rest of the elements in the DP in gender, murdnd case, it is highly unlikely that
pronominal genitives are heads in N’s extended projec#d@awe have seen, both possessive pronouns and
pronominal genitives move around the numeral in ANP movensenf ANP movement is head movement,
then pronominal genitives must be heads in the main spimezeShenP movement analysis obviates this
concern, | believe it to be a superior analysis.

3.3 Possessor Preposing

Although at first blush there does not appear to be any obwefisite element (e.g., demonstrative, suffixed
or prenominal article) in constructions showing possepsgposing, the DP is still definite. We can see this
because the adjective must be in the definite form:

(37) allarpinir brir raudu/*raudir bilar
all your threered DEF/*INDEF cars

‘all your three red cars’

Since possessor preposing involves definiteness, it waaliddal if we could motivate possessor
preposing via the same feature-valuing mechanismPasnovement. However, the fact that possessive
pronoungminn, pinn, sinnwould undergo this EPP driven movement but none of the gesittould would
be quite puzzling under that analysis. It does not seem agthwe can stipulate that only possessive
pronouns are specified for definiteness, as full definite CdPshe in possessor position, and according
to the analysis put forth here, full definite DPs are necdgsaefinite. Instead, | will argue that what |
have been calling possessor preposing is actually a casességsor pronouns being generated as Dem
(or maybe D) heads. Before that, let us return to the analysisg head movement as first proposed in
Sigurdsson 1993, exploring the possibility within the stawe proposed for the DP in this paper.

3.3.1 Possessor Preposing as Head Movement
Recall that Sigurdsson (1993) suggested that possesgmsing is an instance of head movement. | ar-

gued that this head movement was possible, but resultedeigating almost all of the DP syntax to head
movement. Furthermore, it forced us to say that possessomopns are part of the DP spine, whereas
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genitive possessors are left in Spec,NP. Part of the reagandSson (1993) proposes head movement is the
assumption that the prenominal article and the suffixedlaréire both generated in D. Since | argue that
they are syntactically different, let us explore the headrentent possibility once again. Once more, here

are the relevant examples:

(15) a. allarpessarbrjar nyju kenningarbinar

all these threenewDEF analyses your

‘all these three new analyses of yours’
b. allarpinarprjar nyju kenningar

all your threenewDEF analyses

‘all your three analyses’
(examples from Sigurdsson 1993:181)

(16) a. allarbessatprjar nyju kenningarJons
all these threenewbDEF analyses JONGEN
‘all these three new analyses of Jén’s’

b. *allarJéns  brjar nyju kenningar
all  JonGEN threenewDEF analyses

Intended:‘all Jon’s three new analyses’
(Examples from Sigurdsson 1993:181)

a7 a allarpessaibrjar nyju kenningarhennar
all these threenewDEF analyses sheGEN

‘all these three new analyses of hers’

b. *allarhennar brjar nyju kenningar
all sheGEN threenew analyses

Intended:‘all her three new analyses’

(pronominal genitive

(pronominal genitive)

If possessor preposing is to be explained by head moventem,we must first assume that the
possessive pronoumsinn, binn, sinnare probably not generated in the specifier of NP, as it woelduite
unique for the heads of phrases in specifier position to gedeead movement. Instead, they must be heads
somewhere on the DP spine. Let us say that possessive pamithe heads of a phrase called PossP.

There are two clear choices for the location of PossP: ahewnd belowP. Crucially, we must find
a location for PossP that allows for the possessor prepasingfruction as well as the standard construction
where the possessor follows the noun. If we propose thatFPisssbovenP, then possessor preposing can

be analyzed as successive head movement up to D, whichsresalstructure below:

(38) Dinar prjar nyju kenningar‘'your three new analyses’

DP

D FP

N
F D b

/\
PBAS rjar F
Poss ‘N /\
binafx PossP

Poss nP

nyju kenningar
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The only issue with this structure is that we create a comipdad where only one of the terminal nodes has
any phonological material, whereas head movement is ysusdld to create complex morphological words
through concatenation or fusion. We encountered this gqattiem under the analysis where both articles
were generated in D (see 8§2.1.2).

In the case of post-nominal possession, the structure moistslomething like this:

(39) nyju kenningarnathinar & malinu‘new analyses your of problem-the’

PossP
Poss nP
binar /\
AP nP
nyju
n NumP
/\ /\
Num n Num NP
/\ -nar N/\

kennmg\/ linu

This structure will work if we claim that Poss heads linearan the right, whereas every other head lin-
earizes to the left. If these possessive pronouns are tedgdd) then descriptively, we would have to say
that PossP is head-final. For a rigidly head-initial languéke Icelandic, this would be an unfortunate
stipulation. Though that is how it looks on the surface, weehalready seen that this apparent head-final
order can be straightforwardly derived from a base-geadraéad-initial order by generating possessors in
Spec,NP8

Putting PossP belonP is even more complicated. If we propose PossP is above NauhBelow
nP, then we can no longer use head movement ta gaffixed to N, as N would have to head-move through
Poss. This would result in the structure given below. Gives $tructure, there is no principled way to get
the complex head above to linearizet@sturinn mintef’

(40) hest-ur-inn minn ‘my horse’

n
n Poss
-inn
Num Poss
N minn
N Num
hest -ur

In the case of possessor preposing, we essentially haveautine structure as before, except in this
case, then head needs to be included in the rolled up complex head:

2Note that the PP in the above structure is not an issue, asdepéndently need PP to extrapose to the right edge of DP in
Icelandic, so it will find its way to the outside of Poss.

270One possible way to do it would be to suggest that N and Numrgodeusion, and then locally dislocates to adjoin to the
right side of the fused N+Num head. This would be pure stijrieao get the facts right.
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(41) pinar prjar nyju kenningar‘your three new analyses’

DP
/\
D FP
N
F D Numeral F
N/\
A»\F nP
Poss n

/\
binar‘H PossP
N

Poss NumP
kenningar

No matter where we put PossP, motivating possessor prepasihead movement forces us to say that the
end result is a complex head in D, composed of several phgicaly null functional heads and one head
with overt phonological material: Poss. Even if one adntitisctures like the one in (41), we still have tell
very complicated and stipulative stories in order to detivebasic order of nouns and possessors. In short,
we do not gain much, if anything, by analyzing possessorgsieg as head movement.

3.3.2 Preposed Possessors as Determiners/Demonstratives

Instead of head movement, | propose that possessor prgpssictually a case of possessive pronouns being
used as demonstratives (or maybe determiners). Admittddéyis a stipulation, but it is not unmotivated.
Recall that preposed possessors result in a definite ietatgon for the entire DP in the absence of the
prenominal or suffixed article. This is also true for the destmtivessaandpessj as we have seen.

This proposal can get us the fact that possessor preposimgtceo-occur with the suffixed article:
as long as we have a story for why the prenominal article antbdstratives (besiddsnn) cannot co-occur
with the suffixed article, then we have a story for preposessessors. It can also get us the fact that while
post-nominal possessors can co-occur with demonstrapiveposed possessors cannot:

42) a. allarbessarprjar nyju kenningarpinar
all these threenew analyses your
‘all these three new analyses of yours’
b. *allar pessaibinarprjar nyju kenningar
all these your threenew analyses
Intended ‘all these three new analyses of yours’

c. *allarpinarpessarprjar nyju kenningar

In addition to being syntactically similar, pronominal pessors (preposed or not) are very similar
morphologically to the demonstratiténn. The paradigms are given below in Tables 5 and 6. Aside fr@m th
initial consonant, the only difference between demonsgdiinn and the possessor is the vowel alternating
betweeni [1] andi [i]. This alternation is entirely regular: any time the vowefalowed by a geminate
consonant, itis realized asind otherwise, it i$. As mentioned in fn. 5, demonstratitsnn and prenominal
article hinn are also very similar. The only difference is in their fornos iom/Acc neuter singular: the
prenominal article ihid, while the demonstrative ikitt. Due to the fact that preposed possessors are
more morphologically similar to demonstrativenn, | believe they are more likely demonstratives than
determiners.
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Singular Plural
Masc Fem Neut| Mas¢ Fem Neut
NomMm | minn min mitt | minir| minar] min
Acc | minn mina | mitt|| minir] minar min
DAT | minum| minni | minu minum
GEN | mins | minnar| ming minna

Table 5: Inflectional paradigm for the possessive pronauinn‘my’

Singular Plural
Masc Fem | Neuf Mas¢ Fem Neut
Nom | hinn hin hitt || hinir | hinar| hin
Acc | hinn hina hitt || hinir | hinar| hin
DAT | hinum| hinni | hinu hinum
GEN | hins | hinnar| hins hinna

Table 6: Inflectional paradigm for the demonstratikin

Preposed possessors have much in common with demonstratiMeey cause adjectives to be
marked for definiteness, they cannot co-occur with otherahestnatives or definite articles, and they are
morphophonologically very similar to the demonstratiian. That being said, the analysis of preposed
possessors as demonstratives is not without fault. It iRicdy easier to motivate, but it is essentially a
stipulation. The PossP analysis captures the fact that {pessessive pronouns are syntactically different
from the genitive possessors, which seems like somethaigvth want to capture, because they certainly
behave differently morphologically. Unfortunately, arabssis using PossP cannot capture the word order
facts for the language. Given this shortcoming, the dennatigt account proposed here seems like the best
option.

4 Complement Extraposition in English DPs

The analysis of ANP movement argued for here crucially meslthe claim that PP complements of N are
obligatorily extraposed to the right edge of DP. At this ppirtan see no other clear option for handling the
empirical facts. The binding facts suggested that theseoRplements were lower than possessors at some
point in the derivation, and given the possible locationgfissessors, some of which were considered here,
there do not seem to be many options for thesel&i3glescomplement of N. If we want to avoid actually
extraposing the PPs, then we are forced to say that ANP mawdmieead movement, which | have argued
against in this paper. If extraposition is the right apphpdben we expect to find examples of phrases that
look like complements appearing outside of complementtioosin the absence of head movement in other
languages. In this section, | will survey some such examipies English.

There are well-studied examples of both complement anchatigxtraposition in English (see, for
example, Culicover and Rochemont (1990)). In most casesgth the extraposition is completely optional.
Some examples from Culicover and Rochemont (1990) are dgkaw:

(43) a. A manthat no one knew came into the room.
b. A man came into the room that no one knew.
(44) a. A man with blond hair came into the room.
b. A man came into the room with blond hair.
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(45) a. John saw a picture of his brother in the paper.
b. John saw a picture in the paper of his brother.

(46) a. Areport that the ambassador was still in hiding wadeyublic today.
b. A report was made public today that the ambassador whimgtiting.

There are also cases of heavy DP shift. While the non-exéepuariants can become increasingly
difficult to parse the larger the DP gets, the movement itsatinot be characterized as obligatory, as there
are non-extraposed examples that are grammatical. Indalgss the DP gets especially heavy, | believe
the vast majority of non-extraposed variants would be gratiwal. Here is an example of what | mean by

heavy DP shift:

(47) a. Ithrew in the closet [all the clothes that haven'trbemashed for the past two weeks].
b. Ithrew [all the clothes that haven't been washed for thet y@o weeks] in the closet.

In addition to these optional extraposition examples framglish, there are examples that seem to
show obligatory extraposition of complements to prenofréiectives.

(48) a. Frank solved a similar problem [to this one].
b. *Frank solved a similar to this one problem.

(49) a. The company hired the wrong man [for the job].
b. *The company hired the wrong for the job man.
Semantically, the PPs in brackets above seem to be modifgmadjectives. Specifically, they seem like
complements to me, but even if they were adjuncts to AP, wdowstill expect them to surface in between

the adjective and the noun (assuming APs adjoin to NP). Wnesetadjectives appear postnominally or in
predicate position, we see the bracketed PP right next to:the

(50) a. Frank solved a problem similar to this one.
b. The problem that Frank solved is similar to this one.

(51) a. The company hired a man wrong for the job.
b. The man that the company hired was wrong for the job.

In the cases where the adjectives are separated from thmaplements, | believe the most straightforward
explanation is one where extraposition is at work. It is al\@stablished fact that nothing can intervene
between prenominal adjectives and the nouns they modifyngligh (and the same is true for Icelandic),
but why this should be the case based on the commonly assym&ttic structure is quite unclear. The
data in (48) and (49) suggest that prenominal adjectiaedhave complements, but the complement must be
extraposed. | leave it as an open question here why somemealcadjectives seem to allow complements,
while others do not. Some ungrammatical examples are giekmb

(52) *The proud farmer [of his son].
(53) *The scared child [of dogs].

There are slightly more complicated examples which wereudised in dissertations by Berman
(1974) and Fleisher (2008b). These constructions, whiamBa (1974) calls “hard nuts,” involve CPs
modifying the adjective. Some examples are given below:

(54) a. That is a hard nut to crack.
b. *Thatis a hard to crack ngt

28 pelieve there is a reading of this that is grammatical, bublild argue that it is an example of a phrasal compound: teard-
crack nut. | believe the same is true for (55b).
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(55) a. Frank is an odd man to meet.
b. *Frankis an odd to meet man.

In these examples, the CP is clearly closely connected tadfeztive, yet they surface disjointly. Fleisher
(2008a,b) analyzes these as CP complements to A with obtigaixtraposition to the right edge of DP,
which makes this another case of obligatory extrapositiboomplement-like things inside DPs. | leave

it as an unanswered question how to handle the connectidmeafiaun in Hard Nut constructions to the
gap/unpronounced object in the CP complement of A. Whikegeirtainly a non-trivial issue, it is also much
too large a topic to be addressed adequately in this papezth&thor not the analysis of PP extraposition in
Icelandic is on the right track, it is clear that we need tosayethingabout these complement-like phrases
appearing in non-complement positions. Extrapositionge@d candidate, because it allows to generate the
phrase as a complement, but subsequently move it to itsceupfasition.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, | have investigated the basic structure daihoiic DPs as well as two non-basic constructions:
ANP movement and possessor preposing. Based on the datauma:dvidence for generating the suffixed
article and the prenominal article in different places ie gyntax. One may take issue with this fact,
especially given their phonological similarity: the premiaal article looks like the suffixed article with an
hin front. In a just world, an analysis unifying the two would btraightforward, but doing so here would
force us to analyze ANP movement as head movement. | havensthatvsuch an analysis would force us
to make some costly assumptions and argued that ANP movesnamtasal movement instead.

As always, there are unresolved issues. First of all, whikeelfly surveyed the properties of concord
in Icelandic, | did not approach an analysis here. The lebtasystem of concord is particularly robust, and
it seems like a good place to look to investigate concord imega. Second, capturing the complementary
distribution of demonstratives and the determiners (eixadourse, fohinn) seems like a formally com-
plex issue. In the account here, it could be captured witlpldm-selection, as demonstratives can select
for particular D heads, but this issue may not be best exgiblny c-selection. Finally, a broader theoretical
issue is what exactly causes prenominal adjectives in &mgind Icelandic to have such tight connections
with the nouns they modify. That is to say, why is it that nothcan come between them? Perhaps the
head-adjunction structure for prenominal adjectives psep by Sigurdsson (1993) is on the right track, but
such an analysis does not seem tenable for English giveatieih 84.

While it is true that Icelandic shares many properties walsisters, the important question to ask
is to what extent it is similar and to what extent it is diffiete By gaining a better understanding of how
DPs are structured in Icelandic specifically, we should be tbshine some light on exactly how Icelandic
fits into the Scandinavian/Germanic families in generalttii@rmore, turning a critical eye to a particular
language usually uncovers broader theoretical issuess sbmuhich start showing up everywhere once we
start looking for them. It is likely that complements insiD@s do not behave strangely in only Icelandic,
English, and Danish (Hankamer and Mikkelsen 2005, 2008), iithat is the case, then the syntactic
behavior of semantic arguments will only become more istarg.
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