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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This book is concerned with the internal structure of the noun phrase
in the Scandinavian languages. The work is comparative, and tries to
present and discuss data from all the Scandinavian languages includ-
ing some of the dialects. The analysis that I elaborate in this work is
formulated within the principles-and-parameters-based framework.

The noun phrase has not been investigated to any great extent in
generative literature until quite recently (one exception for Scandi-
navian is Teleman 1969). Earlier work concentrated on nominalisa-
tion, where there are genitival attributes and adjectives that seem to
be parallel to arguments and adverbs of the clause (e.g. Chomsky
1970). Other parts of the noun phrase have not been studied in any
detail within the theory until the middle of the 80's. The new interest
in noun phrase structure is mostly due to the DP-analysis, which as-
sumes determiners to be heads in the noun phrase (cf. Szabolcsi
1983, Hellan 1986 and Abney 1987). This analysis has quickly be-
come accepted, and I will adopt it here. My work will mostly be
concerned with the noun phrase in its own right, concentrating more
on constructions that are central to the noun phrase than marginal
ones that show similarities with the clause. The work basically tries
to answer the following question:

How can the noun phrase structure of the Scandinavian lan-
guages be encoded within a principles-and-parameters-based
theory of grammar?

The answer to the above question must be stated in such a way that it
is compatible with the variation found in the Scandinavian languages-
-and in principle with the variation in all other natural languages. It
must also be stated in a way that the analyses of the specific construc-
tions are compatible with each other.

The aim of this study is twofold. It involves both empirical and
theoretical tasks. The empirical part of the work is, of course, the
basis for the theoretical discussion. I will present both old and new
data in this work. The data of the different languages and the specific
constructions are often found in many different sources, and here I
have tried to give a more systematic overview. Much of the data are
only presented in works written in some of the Scandinavian lan-
guages and have not been available for a wider international audi-
ence before, It is my hope that the empirical part of my study may
also be of interest for researchers that do not share the theoretical
assumptions of the particular framework that I am using.



The theoretical part of the work falls into two parts. The study
of noun phrase structure within the principles-and-parameters-based
theory is quite a new field of research. Therefore, I first elaborate a
basic structure of the noun phrase (chapters 2 and 3), and second, I
discuss in detail some more specific constructions occurring in the
noun phrase (chapters 4 to 6). I frequently make comparison to lan-
guages other than Scandinavian, and I believe that my theoretical dis-
cussions may be generally relevant for studies on the noun phrase. It
is my hope that the study may also be of interest for researchers that
do not share my particular interest in the Scandinavian languages.

In this introductory chapter, I will first briefly present the dif-
ferent Scandinavian languages, including some of the dialects
(section 1.1), and some basic properties of the Scandinavian noun
phrase (section 1.2). In section 1.3, I give a brief introduction to the
principles-and-parameters-based theory, and in section 1.4, I present
the organisation of this work.

1.1. The Scandinavian Languages

There are five national languages that belong to the Scandinavian (or
North Germanic) group. These languages are Danish, Swedish, Noz-
wegian, Faroese and Icelandic. The five national languages are basi-
cally limited to their respective countries: Denmark, Sweden, Nor-
way, the Faroe Islands! and Iceland. Qutside this area there is a small
Danish minority in Northern Germany and a Swedish-speaking mi-
nority in Finland, where Swedish is also an official language
(together with Finnish).2 Together the Scandinavian languages are
spoken by nearly 20 million people.

All five languages are literary languages. Danish, Swedish and
Icelandic have an uninterrupted written history of approximately one
thousand years. Old Norwegian was also written in medieval times,
but due to the long Danish rule of Norway, the language ceased to be
a written language in the 15th century. In the 19th century, Norwe-
gian reappeared as a written language, or rather as two. One of them
continued the tradition of written Danish, while making the spelling
more in accordance with Norwegian pronunciation, and then adjust-
ing some of the morphology and syntax. This language is called
Bokmdl. The other one, Nynorsk, is a new written language, based
on the Norwegian dialects. During this century the two languages
have become closer to each other, with Bokmél abandoning some of
its Danish heritage, and Nynorsk abandoning some of its more local

! The Faroe Islands, where practically all inhabitants have Faroese as their mother-
tongue, constitute a semi-independent part of the kingdom of Denmark.

2 In the 30's there were more than 3 million Scandinavians (first and second genera-
tion immigrants) in North America. The use of the Scandinavian languages has how-
ever ceased rapidly since then.



variants. Here, I will frequently talk about Norwegian, when the dif-
ference between the two variants is not large enough to motivate a
distinction. Faroese is young as a written language. The language has
practically no written records until the 19th century. In the 20th
century, it has become more commonly used as a written language.

Danish, Swedish and Norwegian are mutually intelligible.
Danes, Swedes and Norwegians normally use their mother-tongue
when they communicate with one another. These three languages dif-
fer in some respects, but it is often appropriate to treat them to-
gether. T will use the term Mainland Scandinavian to characterise
them as a whole. Icelandic and Faroese are also mutually intelligible
(with some effort on behalf of the speaker and the listener), and as
we will see they share several properties, especially with respect to
the morphology. When they pattern in the same way, 1 will some-
times use the term Insular Scandinavian to characterise them as a
whole.

Due to the fact that Norwegian has two written languages, and
that one of them emphasises the spoken language, the Norwegian di-
alects remain quite strong, whereas the Danish and Swedish dialects
are to a great extent loosing ground to the Standard languages.
Faroese is divided into a number of dialects, which have hardly been
studied syntactically at all. Therefore I will have little to say about
them here. Icelandic shows practically no dialectal variation with re-
gard to syntax (but see footnote 16 of chapter 5).

The Mainland Scandinavian dialects are quite well described
with respect to phonology and morphology. The syntax of Scandi-
navian dialects is however a little investigated field of research, and
the work that has been done consists mostly of descriptive observa-
tions of the syntactic behaviour of individual dialects. The Jack of
interest in dialect syntax in the past is partly due to the lack of a
proper instrument for syntactic analysis, but it is also due to the fact
that syntactic studies have been heavily concentrated on the clausal
structure, where the Scandinavian dialects are rather similar to the
standard languages.3

- Previous investigations of noun phrase syntax in the Scandina-
vian dialects are also very limited. However, contrary to the clausal
structure, noun phrase structure shows quite a great deal of variation
in the dialects. In this study, I have tried to investigate the syntactic
properties of the noun phrase in the dialects as well as in the stan-
dard languages. I have found that in particular two dialects (or
rather dialect groups) are of interest when we discuss the structure

3 There are basically only two dialects that have been discussed in the generative lit-
erature, the dialect of Alvdalen in Sweden (which has retained the case system and
verbal agreement; cf. Platzack/Holmberg 1987) and the dialect of Hallingdalen in
Norway (which has retained verbal agreement in number; cf. Trosterud 1989).



of the noun phrase. These dialects are Northern Swedish and West-
ern Jutlandic.

Northern Swedish deviates from Standard Swedish in several
ways. For instance, it uses obligatory articles with proper names, it
has an extended use of articles with indefinite uncountable nouns,
and it may double the indefinite article in certain constructions.
Furthermore it deviates from Standard Swedish when it comes to
possessive constructions. In some of these constructions Northern
Norwegian patterns with Northern Swedish, and I will sometimes
talk about Northern Scandinavian when they do.4

Western Jutlandic (spoken in Western Denmark) deviates from
standard Danish in several respects. Most importantly, and contrary
to all other Scandinavian languages, Western Jutlandic has no suf-
fixed definite article, but consistently uses prenominal articles. It has
a gender system of its own, poor noun phrase internal agreement,
and it uses a periphrastic genitival construction.’

The Scandinavian languages are all V2 languages, requiring one
and only one phrase in front of the finite verb. Verbs agree with the
subject in number and person in Insular Scandinavian, but not in
Mainland Scandinavian. However, predicative adjectives and partici-
ples agree with the subject in all dialects.

All through this book, I will give many examples from each of
the Scandinavian languages presented above. I will use Swedish
examples if nothing else is stated, for instance, when all the
languages pattern in the same way.

1.2. The Scandinavian Noun Phrase

In this section, I will present some of the basic properties of the
Scandinavian noun phrase. The unmarked word order in a noun
phrase is, as in the other Germanic languages, determiner-adjective-
noun, as illustrated by the Danish examples in (1)-(2).

4 1t has not been sufficiently investigated whether the deviations from Standard Swed-
ish have the same geographical distribution. Here I try to give the approximate ex-
tension of these phenomena, but there is still much to be done in this field. Mainly,
examples from Northern Swedish are taken from the dialect of Visterbotten, which
seems to be the heartland of some of the constructions mentioned above.

5 These propertics do not have exactly the same geographical distribution. The peri-
phrastic genitival construction is limited to the westernmost parts of Jutland (cf. Jul
Niclsen 1987). The Western Jutlandic gender system extends a bit further to the cast
in Central Jutland, whereas the lack of the suffixed article is found also in the south-
ern parts of Jutland (cf. Nielsen 1959:44ff.).

6 In Danish agreement is lost on the participle in passive constructions, but retained
elsewhere. In Western Jutlandic, gender agreement is lost, but the plural distinction is
retained. In Northern Swedish predicalive agreement is also quite limited. In the
dialects of Visterbotten, for instance, participles are uninflected and the predicative
adjective only has two distinct forms, one used in uter singular and plural, the other in
neuter singular.



(1) ett stort hus (Danish)
a big house

(2)  det store hus
the big house

This basic word order constitutes the basis of the noun phrase struc-
ture that I propose in chapter 3 (on the linear order of prenominal
elements see Loman 1958). In other respects, the word order cannot
be as easily generalised. For instance, possessor phrases show a great
deal of variation between the languages (see further chapter 5).

Apart from the prenominal definite article illustrated in (2)
above, all variants of Scandinavian (except Western Jutlandic) use a
suffixed definite article, as illustrated below.

(3)  huset
house-the

The prenominal article is normally used only when there is an at-
tributive adjective in the noun phrase, whereas the suffixed article is
used when there is no such adjective. However both may be used si-
multaneously in some of the languages, as is illustrated in the
Swedish example below.

4) det stora huset
the big house-the

The syntactic function of determiners will be addressed in chapter 2.
The variation with regard to the use of the two definite articles will
be discussed in detail in chapter 4.

In the rest of this section, I will briefly present some of the ba-
sic morphological properties of the noun phrase in the Scandinavian
languages. The morphology is only discussed in general terms here.
Some details are found in the appendix. With regard to gender and
case, some of the Scandinavian languages show a clear difference
between full noun phrases and personal pronouns. I will then distin-
guish between the nominal system and the pronominal system.

In subsection 1.2.1, T will present the three main gender systems
used in Scandinavian, and in 1.2.2, T will turn to morphological case.
In subsection 1.2.3, I present the properties of noun phrase internal
agreement, and then I turn to the two inflectional paradigms used for
attributive adjectives (subsection 1.2.4).

1.2.1. Gender System

01d Scandinavian had retained the Indo-European three gender sys-
tem, where nouns were divided into masculine, feminine and neuter.
These three genders were partly visible on the basic ending of the
bare noun, which expressed a syncretism of case, number and gen-



der. Gender was, however, primarily visible on the agreement of
various attributive elements such as articles, attributive adjectives,
and possessive, quantifying, and demonstrative pronouns. It was also
visible on the agreement of predicative adjectives and participles. Fi-
nally, the gender distinctions were visible on the referring pronouns:
hann, hiin and pat [he, she and it].

The Old Scandinavian gender system was preserved in most
Scandinavian dialects, and it remains much the same in Icelandic,
Faroese and Nynorsk. In two important areas, however, the mascu-
line and feminine nouns collapsed into one gender in. the nominal
system. This development appeared in the politically most important
parts of Denmark and Sweden, and has thus prevailed in written
Danish and Swedish. The development entails that the basic ending of
the nouns lost its case and gender features and that attributive and
predicative agreement lost the distinction between masculine and
feminine. The new merged gender is called uter her.

Later on, the merging of masculine and feminine has also af-
fected the pronominal system, but not fully. Standard Swedish and
Danish make a distinction between animate and inanimate, so that
animate nouns are referred to by pronouns that distinguish between
three genders han, hon, det [he, she, it], whereas inanimate nouns are
referred to as den (if uter) and det (if neuter), cf. Tegner (1891) and
Davidsson (1991).

The standard languages have also greatly influenced the Swedish
and Danish dialects that used the original three gender system. The
dialects of Northern Sweden, which I refer to frequently in this book
have retained the three gender system until the latter part of this
century. In Norway, Nynorsk uses three genders consistently, as do
practically all Norwegian dialects. Bokmél has however mainly
retained the Danish system, although specific feminine forms can be
used.”

A third development is found in Western Jutlandic. In these di-
alects all the three old genders have collapsed into one gender. How-
ever, a new gender system has emerged, which is semantically based.
Countable nouns belong to one gender, and uncountable nouns to an-
other. Following traditional grammarians, I will call the first com-
mon gender and the second neuter. The gender distinction is not visi-
ble on articles or attributive adjectives, but certain other determin-
ers, like demonstratives and some indefinite pronouns are inflected.
Western Jutlandic has the same partition between animate and inani-
mate as Standard Danish in the pronominal system. Pronouns refer-
ring to animate objects are masculine, feminine or common gender:

7 Since 1917, the feminine form of articles and some pronouns can be used in Bok-
mal. Today the use of specific feminine forms is often a matter of style, although it is
obligatory for several individual nouns.



han, hun, den [he, she, it]. Pronouns referring to inanimate nouns
have common gender (den) with countables and neuter gender (dez)
with uncountables. :

(5) @ hus...den & melk...det (Western Jutlandic)
the house...it the milk...it

Thus there are three gender systems in Scandinavian. The first
one, used in Icelandic, Faroese and Nynorsk is a three gender sys-
tem, distinguishing masculine, feminine and neuter nouns, in both
the nominal and the pronominal system. The second, used in Stan-
dard Swedish, Standard Danish has two genders in the nominal sys-
tem and the inanimate pronominal system, whereas it has three gen-
ders for pronouns referring to animate nouns. The third, used in
Western Jutlandic, has a distinction between uncountables and count-
ables in the nominal system, and with inanimate referring pronouns,
whereas it has three genders with animate referring nouns. Bokmél
uses a mixture of the first and the second system. The gender sys-
tems of Scandinavian are schematised in tables 1 and 2 of the ap-
pendix.8

1.2.2. Morphological Case

0Old Scandinavian had preserved four morphological cases: nomina-
tive, genitive, dative and accusative. This case system is retained in
Modern Icelandic. Determiners, adjectives and nouns all show mor-
phological case (see further tables 3a and 3b of the appendix).

In Faroese, nominative, dative and accusative are retained as
morphological cases, visible on all nominal categories. Genitive is
found in the written language but in spoken Faroese it is basically
absent, being only found in some fixed expressxons (see further
chapter 5).

In the Mainland Scandinavian languages, there is no longer any
morphological case. In traditional grammars of these languages,
genitive 1s normally considered to be a morphological case, but the
genitival ending -s has several special properties, and in chapter 5, I
will argue that it is a syntactic element and not a morphological end-
ing.9 In the pronominal system, though, there is a difference between

8 The terminology on gender that I usc here is not exactly the same as the one that is
used in traditional grammar. Especially in Danish and Norwegian literature the term
‘feelleskgn’ (common gender) is normally uscd in stead of uter. I have chosen to re-
serve the term 'common gender' for Western Jutlandic, where all three historical gen-
ders have collapsed.

9 In some Northem Swedish and Norwegian dialects there is still some use of mor-
phological dative on the suffixed dcfinite article and the article used with proper
names (sce Reinhammar 1973.) In chapter 5, T will also claim that some Northern
Scandinavian dialccts posscss morphological genitive on the special article that is uscd
with propcer names.



nominative and oblique case. There is also a special set of pronouns
used in possessive constructions, but these will not be seen as geniti-
val forms of the personal pronouns. I call such pronouns possessive
pronouns (see further chapter 5). The pronominal case system is il-
lustrated in table 4 of the appendix.

Thus, Icelandic has four morphological cases, and Faroese has
three. The Mainland Scandinavian languages have no case distinc-
tions in the nominal system, but in the pronominal system, nomina-
tive and oblique forms are distinguished.10 '

1.2.3. Agreement within the Noun Phrase

Scandinavian typically displays agreement between the elements in
the noun phrase. Determiners and adjectives agree in gender and
number with the head noun. In the Insular Scandinavian languages
they also agree in case. Consider the Icelandic (nominative) examples
in (6).

(6) singular: plural:
masc: einn gamall bill einhverjir gamlir bilar
one old car some old cars
fem: ein gémul bék einhverjar gamlar bakur
one old some old books
neuter: eitt gamalt his einhver gomul hds
one old house some old houses

3
oot
(9}
¢
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£
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]

hows gender agreement in both singular
and plural. Faroese patterns in the same way. In Mainland Scandi-
navian, gender agreement is only found in singular and is not visible
in plural, as can bee seen in the Swedish examples below.

@) singular: plural:
uter: en gammal bil nagra gamla bilar
one old car some old cars
en gammal bok nagra gamla bdcker
one old book some old books
neuter: ett gammalt hus nagra gamla hus
one old house some old houses

Western Jutlandic deviates from the agreement pattern de-
scribed above. The definite article @ is invariant, and adjectives do

10 Even some personal pronouns lack a distinction between nominative and oblique
form. None of the Mainland Scandinavian languages have any case distinctions with
the inanimate third person singular pronouns den and det. In colloquial Swedish, the
third person plural dom is consistently used in both nominative and oblique configu-
rations. In many variants of spoken Swedish, the animate third person singular pro-
nouns han, hon (he, she] also lack case distinctions.



not normally show any gender agreement.!! Only some determiners
(demonstrative and indefinite pronouns) show gender agreement.

Thus all the Scandinavian languages have some noun phrase in-
ternal agreement, even if it is limited in Western Jutlandic.

1.2.4. Adjectival Morphology

In the Scandinavian languages, there are two different paradigms for
adjectives (and participles). They are normally called strong and
weak forms, The strong form is used in indefinite noun phrases and
in predicative position. The weak form of adjectives is used in defi-
nite noun phrases, and it cannot be used in predicative position. Co-
nsider the examples in (8)-(10) below.12

(8)  en gammal man
an old[str] man

© den gamle mannen
the old[wk] man-the

(10) Mannen 4dr gammal / ¥*gamle
Man-the is old[str] / *old[wk]

It should be noted that the distribution of weak and strong adjectives
is different from the distribution in German, where weak adjectives
are used only when preceded by a determiner with strong morphol-
ogy (see e.g. Bhatt 1990:198ff.). The details of adjectival morphol-

ogy are given in tables 5 and 6 of the appendix.
Atstributive adiectives in Scandinavian are normallv nrenominal
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However, they can also be used postnominally, and then they are re-
ferred to as predicative attributes. Adjectives used postnominally are
however subject to restrictions on 'heaviness'. They are only allowed
if the adjective has a complement or an adjunct, or if it is part of a
co-ordination, and even then it cannot be used freely. As can be seen
in (11), predicative attributes always take the strong form, just like
ordinary predicative adjectives, regardless of the definiteness of the
phrase.

{(11) en lada forsedd/*forsedda med lock
a box equipped(str/*wk] with lid
(12) den nye rektorn, utsedd/*utsedde i férra veckan
the new headmaster-the, appointed [str/*wk] last weak

In this book, I will use the term attributive adjectives only about pre-
nominal adjectives. I will not discuss predicative attributes.

11 A few adjectives still show agreement, for instance the adjective god [good).

12 There are two exceptions from the rule that (prenominal) adjectives take weak
inflection in definite noun phrases. These cases involve 'appositive ad_]CCUVCS in
Icelandic, see footnote 25 of chapter 4) and the adjective/pronoun egen in Mamland
Scandinavian (see Fretheim 1984).



1.3. The principles-and-parameters-based theory

The analysis of the noun phrase presented in this book is an imple-
mentation of the principles-and-parameters-based theory. The basic
assumption behind this theory is that all human beings are born with
a common linguistic endowment, called Universal Grammar (UG).
Children are able to learn any natural language, regardless of where
they are born or what language their parents speak. The theory as-
sumes that children are able to deduce the grammar of the specific
language that they are learning, by processing the data they are ex-
posed to, with the help of UG.

UG consists of two parts, principles and parameters. Principles
are universal rules for phrase structure and structural relations that
hold for all natural language. Parameters on the other hand can be
seen as principles with an open value, which is set differently in dif-
ferent languages. When a child learns a language, it sets the parame-
ter in the language it is learning by judging from the input data. The
settings of parameters are thus language specific, and together with
the lexicon, pragmatic conventions, etc., they are the part of lan-
guage the child has to learn. Thus the parameter is a part of UG, but
the setting of it is language specific.

In the following subsections, I present the sub-theories that are
most relevant to this work. I will often give examples from clausal
structure, since that part of the theory has been more explicitly elab-
orated. I hope that this brief introduction to the principles-and-
parameters-based theory will make this book more understandable to
readers that are not previously acquainted with the theory.13 For
those who are already familiar with the theory, this section may
serve as a clarification of my standpoint on certain issues.

1.3.1. Levels of Representation

The principles-and-parameters framework assumes different levels
of representation for linguistic utterances. There is one level that de-
scribes basic lexical properties of words and phrases, such as the-
matic relations between a specific predicate and its arguments. This
level is called D-structure. Another level concerns the phonetic
representation of an utterance, at which level combinatory phonetic
rules apply. This level is called Phonetic Form or PF. Yet another
level describes the logical representation of the utterance, and in-
volves such issues as the scope of quantifiers and negation. This level
is called Logical Form or LF. These three levels are connected to
each other through a fourth level, namely S-Structure. The rela-
tion between the four levels is often illustrated as in (13).

13 The basics of the modern version of the theory are outlined in Chomsky 1981 and
(1986b). Other recent influential works arc Chomsky (1986a),, Abney (1987), Baker
(1988), Pollock (1989), Rizzi (1990) and Chomsky (1992).
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(13)
D-structure

S-structure

Phonetic Logical
Form Form

To put it informally, PF is what we actually hear of the utterance,
and LF is the interpretation of it, whereas the S-structure is the
common structure, on which phonetic and interpretational rules ap-
ply. S-structure in turn is derived from D-structure by the operation
move-q. This operation is free in principle, as long as it is in accor-
dance with the principles of grammar. Move-« is supposed to leave a
trace in the original D-structure position. This trace is normally in-
dicated by a ¢ with a certain referential index to identify the refer-
ence of the moved element (see further 1.3.6). The intuition behind
move-0. is that different sentences may have the same basic meaning.

(14) De har inte sett ménga filmer forut
They have not seen many films before

(15) Manga filmer har de inte sett forut
Many films have they not seen before

The sentences in (14) and (15) have the same meaning in the sense
that both have the same agent and the same patient, but the surface
strings are different. In other words, the two sentences have the
same D-structure, but move-o has applied differently, so they have
different S-structures. LF is based on S-structure, and thus we
interpret the two sentences differently, that is, they do not have the
same LF interpretation. In the example in (14), negation takes scope
over mdnga [many]. Thus (14) means 'There are not many films (=
few films), such that they have seen them before'. (15) can have this
interpretation too (especially if mdnga is stressed), but normally the
negation does not take scope over mdnga. Thus (15) normally means
"There are many films, such that they have not seen them before'. PF
is also based on S-structure, and thus PF also differs in the two
examples. In the example in (15), the pronunciation of d in de is
affected by the r in the preceding word har. Because of the different
surface string, no such combinatory phonetic rule applies in (14).
Note that PF and LF are 'present’ in the way that they actually
represent what we hear and what we comprehend, whereas S-struc-
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ture and D-structure are abstractions. They are assumptions of a
structure that we try to derive by comparing the properties of, for
example, a predicate in different syntactic configurations.

In recent research (e.g. Chomsky 1992) it has been argued that
a minimal theory of grammar should only have two levels of repre-
sentation, namely the two that are 'present: PF and LF. The basic
idea is of course attractive, but in many ways the new ideas are
merely a descriptive variant of the traditional one. It remains to be
seen if the 'minimalist theory' has the same explanative value as the
traditional theory.

In this book, I will adhere to the more traditional model de-
scribed above. I will mostly discuss noun phrases in terms of D-
structures and S-structures. Normally it is most convenient to illus-
trate S-structures, and to indicate the D-structure indirectly, by
traces of moved elements.

1.3.2. X-bar-Theory .
The X-bar-theory assumes that all phrases in natural language have
the same underlying structure. All phrases consist of a head, to
which a complement and a specifier are attached. The head X is said
to project X' and further XP, of which the latter is called a maximal
phrase. Consider the structure in (16), where the head is labelled X.

(16)
Xp
SPECIFIER /X\
X COMPLEMENT

The specifier and the complement in turn are maximal phrases with
specifiers and complements of their own, so that the system is in
principle infinitely recursive. In this sense, clauses as well as noun
phrases are considered to be phrases of the form in (16).

A further possibility is given in the theory; a phrase may be ad-
joined to another phrase. In the structure in (17), the head X projects
a maximal phrase XP, to which another phrase (WP) is adjoined.
The specifier is labelled YP and the complement ZP.

an

XP
/\
XP WP
YP/\X'
/\

X zp

12



It is assumed that XPs (maximal phrases) can adjoin only to XPs, and
heads can adjoin only to heads. The intermediate bar level X' cannot
adjoin or be adjoined to. There may be more than one phrase ad-
joined to a maximal phrase. In this way, adjuncts differ from speci-
fiers and complements, which are unique for each head. Specifiers,
complements and adjuncts are positions where maximal phrases are
found: they are XP-positions. These are normally distinguished as A-
position or A'-positions (see further subsection 1.3.4).

Note that the order between the different elements in the X-bar-
tree is arbitrary. The X-bar theory only prescribes the hierarchical
relations, whereas the linear order of the elements is subject to para-
metric (i.e. language specific) variation.l4

For concreteness, assume that the head X in the X-bar-skeleton
(17) above is a transitive verb (V). Consequently XP is a verb phrase
(VP). Then the complement is the object noun phrase and the speci-
fier is the subject noun phrase. Here noun phrases are labelled DP.
The adjunct (WP) is typically an adverbial expression, for instance a
prepositional phrase (a PP).

(18)
A
VP PP
T T~ at the station
DP V!
John " T~
Vv DP
see Mary

The intuition behind the different placement of specifiers, comple-
ments and adjuncts is that complements are syntactically closer to the
head than specifiers or adjuncts are. In many languages there are
asymmetries between the three categories, for instance with regard
to movement.

The projecting head may be one of the four major lexical cate-
gories: verbs, adjectives, nouns and prepositions. These categories all

14 However, the hierarchical structure restricts the possible linear order of specifiers
and complements in relation to the head. Since the complement is closer to the head,
a specifier may never be placed in-between a head and its complement. Thus, out of
the six theoretically possible word orders, X-bar theory allows the four in (i), but ex-
cludes the two in (ii).

(i)  specifier-head-complement (i) *complement-specifier head
complement-head-specifier *head-specifier-complement
head-complement-specifier
specifier-complement-head

Word orders as in (i) must be derived by movement of one or more of the clements.
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project their own phrases, called VP, AP, NP and PP.15 They are
normally distinguished by the features [+V] and [+N] in the follow-
ing way.

(19 Vv [+V] [-N]

A [+V] [+N]
N [-V] [+N]
P -Vl [-N]

The scheme in (19) is a simplified way of saying that, for instance,
nouns and prepositions have certain properties in common that dis-
tinguish them from verbs and adjectives. [-V] categories are typi-
cally arguments, whereas [+V] categories are typically predicates.
[+N] categories are typically Case bearing categories, whereas [-N]
categories are typically Case assigning categories (see e.g. Holmberg
1986:55ff.). On the distinction between predicates and arguments,
see further subsection 1.3.4.

Apart from lexical categories, there are also functional cate-
gories. These involve both affixes such as tense, and grammatical
words, such as subjunctions. It is nowadays commonly assumed
within the theory that the clause contains (at least) two functional
heads, C and I (Complementiser and Inflection, respectively). Con-
sider the clausal S-structure in (20). XP, YP and ZP are arbitrary
names for maximal phrases in specifier and complement positions.
Moved elements have an index and a co-indexed trace ¢ in their D-
structure position.

(20)
CP
/\
ok
/\
T /IP\
XP I
/\
I /VP\
YP \A
/\
A% P
a that Johnj will ti sell his car.
b que Jeanj vendj—ra i tj sa voiture

15 Other word classes are seen as functional categories, (e.g. subjunctions, see below),
subcases of the four main categories (many adverbs can be seen as adjectives or as
intransitive prepositions), or as non-projecting categories (e.g. interjections and
conjunctions). Some consider negation to be a projecting category, others do not.
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In (20) the main verb sell is generated in V, and the marker for
future tense is generated in I. In English the future marker is an in-
dependent word, and in French it is a temporal affix. In English both
elements are in their basic (D-structure) positions, but in French the
verb moves to I, and attaches to the left of the temporal affix. In this
way, affixes and independent words with the same function are given
the same structural analysis; the languages (or constructions) only
differ with regard to whether the head (in (20) the verb) is moved.

Within the theory there is also some consensus that the deter-
miner (prototypically an article) constitutes a functional head, D, in
the noun phrase, which is thus called DP (Determiner Phrase). I will
address the function of determiners in chapter 2, and I will discuss
(and adopt) the DP-analysis in section 3.1. In the noun phrase, arti-
cles can be either independent words or affixes. It has been suggested
that this difference should also be described as a difference with re-
gard to movement of the lexical head (in this case N; cf. Delsing
1988, Ritter 1989, Grosu 1989, Taraldsen 1989). Consider the sim-
ple noun phrase structure in (21).

@n
/])P\
XP D'
D NP
/ \
YP /N\
N ZP
a the house
b husi-et tj

The English example in (21)a has an independent definite article,
whereas the Swedish one in (21)b has a suffixed article. Thus we
may assume that the noun has moved from N to D in Swedish, but
not in English. The assumption that the suffixed article in Scandina-
vian is attached to the noun by raising of N to D will be further dis-
cussed in section 3.1 and in chapter 4. A similar movement inside the
adjectival phrase is proposed in section 3.3.

There are many suggestions of more functional heads, both
within the clause and the noun phrase. In chapter 3, I discuss some of
the functional heads that have been proposed for the noun phrase. In
that chapter, I will also discuss the differences between functional
and lexical categories.

The principles that apply to elements in the X-bar-tree are for-
mulated in terms of certain structural relations between the different
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nodes in the tree. The X-bar skeleton is two-dimensional; it ex-
presses both linear and hierarchical relations. Since the linear order
between the elements in an X-bar-tree is subject to language specific
alternation, the structural relations that constitute the basis of prin-
ciples are only stated in hierarchical terms. The primitive hierarchi-
cal relation is domination. Below, 1 present the relevant structural
relationships within the X-bar-theory. Consider once again the DP-
structure.

(22)
DP
XP/\D
YP//\N |

Domination: A node o, dominates a node B if o, is directly or in-
directly above P in the X-bar-tree. In (22) DP dominates all ele-
ments. It directly dominates XP and D', and it dominates D, NP, YP,
N, N and ZP indirectly. D' dominates all elements except for XP
and DP.

Sisterhood: Two nodes o and P are sisters if they are directly
dominated by the same projection. In (22) XP and D' are sisters, and
so are, for instance, D and NP.

C-command: A node o c-commands a node P if every projec-
tion that dominates o also dominates B. In (22) XP ¢c-commands D,
D, NP, YP, N', N and ZP. D c-commands everything but XP, DP
and D'

M-command: A node oo m-commands a node P if every maxi-
mal projection that dominates o also dominates B. In (22) N m-
commands YP, N', and ZP, but not D or XP, since those are not
dominated by NP.16

Domination, sisterhood, and c- and m-command are purely struc-
tural relations; & and B may be any type of node. Other relations are
restricted to certain nodes and have more than one conditional
clause. Government and Binding are such relations. These relations

16 The m-command definition given here implies that a head also m-commands
nodes within an adjunct of the maximal phrase. Sometimes m-command is defined to
exclude this option (cf. Chomsky 1986a).
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will be discussed together with Case-theory (1.3.4) and Binding-the-
ory (1.3.5), respectively.

To conclude, the X-bar-theory provides a structural skeleton of
different types of positions. X-bar-trees are projected by either lexi-
cal or functional categories. A number of structural relations are de-
fined as hierarchical relations between different positions in the tree.
We will now turn to the sub-theories that restrict how elements from
the lexicon are entered into the X-bar-tree (Theta-theory), the re-
strictions on which positions are licit for noun phrases (Case-
theory), and restrictions on co-reference between noun phrases
(Binding-Theory). Then we turn to restrictions on movement.

1.3.3. Theta-Theory

Theta-theory concerns the thematic relations between a lexical head
and its specifier and complement. These thematic relations are inher-
ent properties of the head that are specified in the lexicon. Different
verbs select different kinds of subjects and objects. Some have agen-
tial subjects whereas others have experiencer subjects. These differ-
ences are encoded by assigning the specifier of such verbs different
theta-roles (8-roles). There is no fixed set of 6-roles in the theory.
The following are usually distinguished: AGENT, GOAL, SOURCE, and
THEME. These 8-roles are, however, often split in more specific se-
mantic types. For example, GOAL is often split into (locational)
GOAL, EXPERIENCER, BENEFICIARY etc. Often, the exact labelling of

tha thatn_rnla 10 nat cancidoarad ivmnnrtant far tha cuntay What i
il ullia-roae 15 Not CONSIGEIea mmponant i0r uif Synwdx, vvildv is

important is that a specific 8-role is assigned to a specific position,
either to the specifier (the external 8-role) or to the complement (the
internal 6-role).

Predicates and arguments are normally defined in terms of 8-
role-assignment. Predicates are 6-marking categories (i.e. lexical
heads), and arguments are 6-marked categories (maximal phrases).
In this book, I will assume that in order to be a true argument a
phrase must also be assigned Case (see further 1.3.4). In chapter 2, I
argue that all arguments must also have a determiner.

Theta-theory interacts with X-bar-theory to create D-structures.
This interaction is restricted by two principles, the Projection Prin-
ciple and the Theta-criterion.

(27)  Projection Principle: Lexical properties of a lexical item are ob-
served at all levels of representation.

Among other things, the Projection Principle guarantees that an ar-
gument has the same 6-role at all levels of derivation. This means
that a noun phrase that is generated with an internal 6-role should
also preserve this role at other levels of representation.
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The other principle that regulates the interaction between
Theta-theory and X-bar-theory is the Theta-criterion.

(23) Theta-criterion: Each argument has one and only one 6-role
and each 8-role is borne by one and only one argument.

The theta-criterion ensures that a verb like kit surfaces with two ar-
guments, not one or three, and that a verb like sleep takes one (and
only one) argument.l” However, sometimes a predicate has an argu-
ment that we interpret, but that is not 'visible'; the argument is pre-
sent at LF, but not at PF. In such cases the theory assumes a (pho-
netically) null pronoun. The null (subject) pronoun of an infinitival
phrase is labelled PRO.

(24) He started PRO to run

The theory about the reference of PRO is called Control-theory. 1
will not present this particular sub-theory here.

Many languages, like Italian, also have an interpreted, but not
'visible' subject with finite verbs. This null pronoun is labelled pro
(often called 'small pro').

(25) proballa (Italian)
(she) dances

It is well known that subiect-verb agreement shows strone correla-

il BRI wiidy (S AN verD “b.vv TR DAIUW S SuUing WUHETLaG

tion to the possibility of having such 'null-subjects'. This correlation
is also quite strong between other sorts of agreement and pro, e.g.
object agreement and possessor agreement correlate cross linguisti-
cally with empty objects and empty possessors (cf. Gilligan 1987). In
section 3.2, I will discuss the possible connection between adjectival
agreement and pro, and in section 6.2, I will assume that genuine
partitive constructions involve a small pro.

The theta-criterion is a problem for all analyses of noun
phrases. The arguments of nominalisations always seem to be op-
tional, contrary to the arguments of the corresponding verb, as is
illustrated in (26).

(26)  Han forsvarade forslaget hans forsvar av forslaget
He defended proposal-the his defence of proposal-the
*Han forsvarade Hans forsvar
*Forsvarade forslaget Forsvaret (av forslaget)

17 The number of arguments that a predicate may take will always have to be modi-
fied in some way, since practically all transitive verbs may be used without an object
in a generic reading.
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The optionality of arguments in noun phrases is not compatible with
the theta-criterion, which is a problem that I will not solve in this
work. An interesting attempt to solve it is made by Grimshaw
(1991), who claims that nominalisations are normally ambiguous
between two readings, one event reading (with obligatory argu-
ments) and one result reading (with no obligatory arguments).

1.3.4. Case-Theory

Case-theory restricts the positions, which noun phrases may occur
in, at S-structure. The general principle that regulates this is the Case
filter, which can simply be stated as below.

(28) Case Filter: An overt noun phrase must have Case.

Case does not necessarily mean morphological case. Case can also be
an invisible theoretical notion, called abstract Case.1® Independently
of whether a language has morphological case distinctions, the Case
filter holds. Case can also be divided into structural and lexical Case
(cf. Holmberg 1986:213ff.).

Structural Case is a structural relation between a head and a
noun phrase. The head assigns Case to a specific position under gov-
ernment. Traditionally, there are assumed to be two structural Cases
inside the clause, Nominative and Objective. Nominative is assumed
to be assigned by one of the functional categories in the clause (C or
I), determined by parametric variation (cf. e.g. Holmberg/Platzack
in press). Objective Case can be assigned by the categories V and P.
In a language with morphological case, like Icelandic, morphological
nominative and accusative are considered to be realisations of struc-
tural Nominative and Objective Case.

The reason that these structural relations are given the name
Case is that they have the same function as morphological case has. It
distinguishes the subject and the object. In languages without mor-
phological case on nouns, like the Mainland Scandinavian languages,
subjects and objects can normally be distinguished by word order.

(29) Idag har Kalle bitit hunden
Today has Kalle bit dog-the
Idag har hunden bitit Kalle
Today has dog-the bit Kalle

In both examples the first noun phrase is unambiguously the subject
(situated in SpeclP, compare (20) above). Thus word order has the
same function in the Mainland Scandinavian as morphological case
has in other languages. As a consequence, it is assumed that lan-

18 To distinguish abstract Case from morphological case, the former is traditionally
written with a capital C. Here I will follow this convention.
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guages like the Mainland Scandinavian ones have structural Case,
which is assigned to a special position in the structure, thus deter-
mining whether the noun phrase is a subject or an object.

Lexical Case has other properties than structural Case. It is not
dependent on the structural position, but rather it is specified in the
lexicon for each specific verb, preposition, adjective or noun, and
thus it is preserved throughout the derivation (in accordance with the
Projection Principle). In a language with morphological case, like
Icelandic, genitive and dative are considered to be realisations of
lexical Genitive and Dative. Compare the Icelandic examples below,
the first with an accusative object and the second with a dative
object.

(30) J6n hefur slegid hundinn
Jén-nom has beaten dog-the-acc
Hundurinn hefur verid sleginn
dog-the-nom has been beaten

(31) J6n hjélpadi strdkinum
Jén-nom helped boy-the-dat
Strdkinum var hjalpad
Boy-the-dat was helped

In (30) the object takes accusative case, whereas if it is moved to the
subject position, it receives nominative case. The case of the noun
phrase is dependent on the position. In (31) on the other hand, the
dative noun phrase retains its original case in passive sentences, even
if it is moved to the subject position.

The difference between structural and lexical Case also has rele-
vance for the noun phrase. Nouns normally take arguments with
genitive and dative. Nouns seem to be able to assign only lexical
Case. On the other hand, the functional categories seem to be able to
assign only structural Case. In a language like, Hungarian possessors
in a specific position receive nominative case (cf. section 3.1). In
chapter 5, I will argue that prenominal possessive noun phrases in
Mainland Scandinavian are assigned structural Case. Also adjectives
seem to govern only dative and genitive in the Germanic languages
that possess morphological case. The generalisation is then that
structural Case may be assigned by functional categories or [-N] cat-
egories, whereas lexical Case can be assigned by all lexical cate-
gories, but not by functional categories.

The structural relation relevant for Case assignment is Govern-
ment. Government is given slightly different definitions in different
works, and it is often stated differently for heads and for maximal
phrases (head-government and antecedent government). Here I will
assume the following definition of head government.
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(32) Head-Government
a head o head-governs P if
a) oo m-commands B, and
b) no head v intervenes such that y c-commands J but not o

Consider the verb phrase in (33).

(33)
VP
XP/\V
V/\DP
YP/\D

In (33) the verb head-governs its specifier XP, its complement DP,
and the specifier of its complement, YP, but it does not head-govern -
NP, since NP is c-commanded by a closer head, namely D. Likewise
V assigns Case to DP but not to NP. In languages with morphologi-
cal case, both D and N are however inflected for case. Assuming that
noun phrases are DPs, we must distinguish between two types of
Case-marked elements, one that is assigned Case under government
(DP), and elements that are not governed by the Case assigner (in
this case NP). I will say that both elements are Case-marked. The
first one is assigned Case, while the other one has inherited Case.
These distinctions will be important for the definition of arguments
and argument positions.

Above I mentioned that I assume Case to be relevant for the no-
tion of argument. I will assume the following definition of an argu-
ment.

(34) A noun phrase o is an argument if
a) o is assigned a 6-role, and
b) o is assigned Case

Thus, the prototypical argument is a Case assigned noun phrase, a
subject or an object. In this work, I will assume that genitival at-
tributes are also arguments (see chapter 5).

Arguments are generated in Argument positions (A-positions).
A-positions can be defined in different ways. In the clausal structure
(compare (20) above), it is normally assumed that SpecIP, SpecVP
and the complement of VP are argument positions. In this work I
will define an A-position as follows.
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(35) An XP-position o is an A-position if
a) o is assigned a o-role, and
b) o is Case-marked

Note that I assume that Argument positions must be Case-marked,
whereas arguments must be assigned Case. This slight difference in
definitions makes no difference in the clausal structure. All elements
found in Argument-positions are arguments. In the noun phrase,
where all elements are [+N] elements, Case can percolate from one
element to another, and thus it should be possible to have a non-ar-
gument in an A-position, i.e. a noun phrase that is assigned a 9-role
and has inherited Case. 1 will claim that there are such instances’
within the noun phrase: with attributive adjectives (sections 3.2 and
3.5), possessive constructions (section 5.3) and in pseudopartitive
constructions (section 6.2).

1.3.5. Binding Theory

Binding theory is a theory of co-reference between noun phrases. It
restricts the behaviour of referential noun phrases, personal pro-
nouns and reflexive pronouns. Binding describes co-reference in
terms of co-indexation. Co-indexation is in principle free: any cate-
gory may be assigned any index.

(36) Binding: o binds [ if
a) o c-commands 3, and
b) & and [3 are co-indexed, and
¢) o is in an A-position

As a consequence of the definition of binding above, only an XP in a
specifier position can be a binder.!9 Thus, for an element to be
bound it requires an XP-specifier. The binding domain is defined as
the smallest XP containing such a specifier (an 'accessible subject’).
The binding domain is then a clause or a noun phrase.

The principles that are relevant for Binding constitute the Bind-
ing Theory. Different categories have different restrictions with re-
gard to binding, which are stated in the Binding Principles. The
three relevant categories are anaphors (i.e. reflexive pronouns),
pronouns (i.e. personal pronouns), and referential expressions (i.e.
ordinary noun phrases).

(37) Binding Principles
Principle A: an anaphor must be bound in its binding domain
Principle B: a pronoun must not be bound in its binding domain
Principle C: a referential expression must not be bound

19 Only XPs are in argument positions, which excludes heads, and complement XPs
cannot c-command another clement.
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The binding principles capture the distribution of referring cat-
egories. To put it informally, anaphors are always referring to an
element within the same clause or noun phrase (the binding domain).
Pronouns can refer to something in the context, but never to a c-
commanding element in the same clause or noun phrase (the binding
domain). Referential expressions always refer to something outside
the binding domain. In section 3.2, I will claim that the adjectival
phrase may also be a binding domain.

1.3.6. Movement
The operation move-a. is in principle free, it may apply to any ele-
ment, and the element may be moved in any direction, as long as
movement obeys the principles of grammar.

Movement is in practice restricted by quite strong constraints.
The basic restriction that applies to all movement can be formulated
as follows.

(38) A moved element must c-command its trace.

Informally, the above restriction simply states that an element may
only move upwards in the x-bar-tree.

Movement is also restricted by Relativised minimality, which
states that an element cannot be moved over a position that is of the
same kind as the landing site (cf. Rizzi 1990). Moved elements can
be divided into heads (X0-categories) and maximal phrases (XPs).
The intermediate bar-level (X') is not assumed to participate in
movement. XP-movemement is divided into A-movement and A'-
movement. Movement is defined by the status of the landing site, A
moved XP landing in an A-position participates in A-movement.
Likewise, an XP landing in an A'-position participates in A'-move-
ment.

Head movement is restricted by the Head Movement Constraint
(HMC; cf. Travis 1984),20 21

(39) Head Movement Constraint
A head o can move to a head g if
a) B c-commands o and
b) there is no head vy such that y c-commands o and not .

20 The HMC is given slightly different definitions in different works. The definition
in (39) is formulated in accordance with Relativised minimality.

21 A special type of head movement is called clitic movement. This kind of movement
involves pronouns that seem 10 be heads, i.e. they cannot take any kind of modifica-
tion or complements (cf. Kayne 1975 and 1991), and is prototypically found in the
Romance languages. These pronouns are gencrated in argument positions inside VP
and are obligatorily moved to I (or other functional heads in the clause). Thus this
kind of movement takes place over another head, and it docs not seem to be restricted
by Relativised Minimality.
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One of the basic assumptions in this work is that there is head move-
ment inside the noun phrase (see section 3.1). Similar restrictions
hold for A-movement and A'-movement.

(40) An XP o can move to an A-position p if

a) p c-commands a, and

b) there is no A-position y such that y c-commands o but not g
(41)  An XP o can move to an A'-position B if

a) B c-commands o, and

b) there is no A'-position v that y c-commands o, but not 8

A prototypical case of A-movement is found in passive sentences.
The underlying object (base generated in the complement of V),
moves to the subject position of the clause. A typical case of A'-
movement is topicalisation.

As can be seen, all the above definitions have an a-clause that
rules out downwards movement, and a b-clause that expresses the
specific case of relativised minimality. Thus it is fully possible to re-
strict all three kinds of movement within a unified movement con-
straint.

A further distinction between A-movement and A'-bar-move-
ment should be noted. An element generated in an A-position can
participate in both A- and A'-movement, whereas an element that is
generated in an A'-position can only participate in A'-movement.2?

i.4. The Organisaiion of this Work

The study of noun phrase structure within the principles and pa-
rameters based theory is quite a new field of research. Therefore, I
will devote considerable time to argue for the basic structure that I
assume. As mentioned above, I will adopt the DP-analysis, claiming
that determiners constitute functional heads within the noun phrase.
The work is organised as follows.

In chapter 2, I discuss the function of determiners, investigating
when they are obligatory and what kind of articles are actually found
in the Scandinavian languages. In chapter 3, I argue for my basic as-
sumptions about noun phrase structure. I consider determiners, at-
tributive adjectives, degree elements and quantifiers in turn.

In the following three chapters I discuss in detail the three con-
structions that I consider most central for noun phrase structure. In
chapter 4, 1 discuss the different possibilities of combining and delet-
ing definite and indefinite articles in the Scandinavian languages. In

22 The ban on A-movement of categories generated in A'-positions is due to the 0-
criterion. ©-roles are uniquely assigned in the D-structure, and phrases that do not
have a 0-role at D-structure cannot receive one at S-structure. Thus movement from
A'-positions into a 8-marked positions are not allowed. It is not clear to me what gen-
eral principles rule out the movement from an A'-position to a Case-marked position.
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particular I address the question of double definiteness found in sev-
eral of the languages. In chapter 5, I give a description of the posses-
sor construction in the Scandinavian languages. I show the great
" variation between them, and then turn to an analysis where I cru-
cially distinguish between possessive pronouns and genitival posses-
sor phrases. In chapter 6, I turn to quantification in the Scandinavian
noun phrase. I discuss both pronouns and noun phrases as quanti-
fiers. In particular I investigate the pseudopartitive construction in
the Mainland Scandinavian languages.

Finally, in chapter 7 I conclude the empirical and theoretical re-
sult of this book.
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CHAPTER 2
THE FUNCTION OF DETERMINERS

In this chapter I will consider in some detail the grammatical func-
tion of determiners, and the distribution of noun phrases with and
without determiners. When using the notion determiner in this chap-
ter, I will refer to all sorts of articles, demonstratives, numerals and
indefinite pronouns (existential as well as universal). This chapter
will serve as an introduction to the Scandinavian determiner system,
and the main claim will be that all argumental noun phrases need an
article position, whereas predicative noun phrases do not. The chap-
ter will also serve as a foundation for a discussion of the different
sorts of articles that are possible in Scandinavian and other lan-
guages.

There are some differences between languages with regard to the
use and morphology of articles. First, languages differ as to in what
categories they use articles. A language like French uses both indefi-
nite and definite articles, and additionally there is a partitive article
used with indefinite plurals and uncountables. Other languages, such
as English, German and the Standard Mainland Scandinavian lan-
guages, make use of indefinite and definite articles, but lack the
partitive article. Still other languages, such as Icelandic and Greek,
only make use of a definite article, whereas languages like Russian,
Finnish and Latin possess no articles at all.

Second, languages differ with respect to whether articles are
more or less similar to pronouns. Some languages, like English, have
both a definite and an indefinite article that are morphologically dis-
tinct from pronouns and that cannot be used independently. The
Mainland Scandinavian languages use a suffixed definite article,
which is (of course) distinct from pronouns, but an indefinite article
that is homonymous with the numeral one. German, French and
Italian have articles that are homonymous with pronouns or numer-
als both in definite and indefinite form. Yet all languages that use ar-
ticles have the property in common that articles are used as default
determiners, which have to be used in certain constructions (i.e. in
argumental position), if there is no other determiner.,

With regard to the determiner system the Scandinavian languages
have gone through roughly the same development as most other Eu-
ropean languages, from a stage without articles to a stage where arti-
cles are obligatory in most cases. In Old Scandinavian there were no
requirements on noun phrases that they contain any determiner,
quite like the situation in Russian, Finnish or Latin. All noun phrases
were allowed to be bare. There were no articles, and other deter-
miners were only used when the semantics required the noun phrase
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to be specified by demonstratives, numerals or pronouns. Consider
the Old Swedish example in (1) and its modern Swedish counterpart
in (2), where the suffixed definite article or the prenominal indefi-
nite article must be used with most nouns., The articles are under-
lined in (2).1

(1)  Varper maper stolen vraeker fieet ®ptir fellir .i. kefti. fyrst skal

by let@. A granna skal kalle. [---] Leper eigh fizt or by. pa skal
rannssake. Eigh mughu grannr ranzsak syniz.
Becomes man robbed, follows trace after, puts in (it) branches,
first shall (one) village search. To neighbours shall (one) call.
[---] Leads not trace out-of village, then shall (one) investigate.
Not may neighbours refuse investigation.

(2)  Blir en man bestulen, féljer efter sparet och ldgger kvistar i det,

da skall man forst genomséka byn. Man skall kalla pd grannar-
na. [---] Leder ej spéret ur byn, d& skall man undersdka detta.
Grannarna far ej neka till underskningen.
Becomes a man robbed, follows trace-the, and puts branches
into it, then shall one first search village-the. One shall call (on)
neighbours-the [---] Leads not trace-the out-of village-the , then
shall one investigate this. Neighbours-the may not say-no to in-
vestigation-the.

In Old Swedish the requirement for using articles was introduced
in the 13th century, and the development was completed around the
middle of the 14th century (cf. Wessén 1965:31 and Delsing 1992).
At that time the restrictions that are at work today were established.2

In the Mainland Scandinavian languages and Faroese, the definite
article is a postnominal suffix. There is also a prenominal indefinite
article, which is homonymous with the cardinal numeral one. In in-
definite plural noun phrases there is no article. Leaving aside con-
structions with intervening adjectives, that are to be discussed in
chapter 4, the article system of Mainland Scandinavian and Faroese
can be illustrated with the Swedish examples in (3) and (4).

singular plural
uter neuter uter neuter
3) en bil ett hus bilar hus
acar a house cars houses
4) bil-en hus-et bilar-na hus-en
car-the house-the  cars-the houses-the

1 The text is from Aldre Vistgétalagen, the provincial law of Vistergétland, written
around 1225. The reading of kefti is uncertain. I assume it to be a miswriting of kefli.
2 In the 16th and 17th centuries the indefinite article became cven more popular than
it is today. In predicative constructions, it could be used where it is not used today:
vilja ndgon till en kung [choose someone to a king] (cf. Temer 1923: 152-160).
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In Icelandic, the definite article works the same way as in Swedish.
However, Icelandic has no indefinite article. The counterparts to the
Swedish examples in (3)-(4) are given in (5)-(6) below.

5) bill hds bilar hds (Icel)
car house cars houses

6) bill-inn his-i0 bilar-nir his-in
car-the house-the  cars-the houses-the

A third variant of the Scandinavian article system is found in West-
ern and Southern Jutland (henceforth Western Jutlandic, WJlu.),
where there is an invariant prenominal article. This system is illus-
trated in (7) and (8).3

@) en bil en hus biler hus (Wlu.)
acar a house cars houses

8) 2 bil @ hus @ biler @ hus
the car the house  the cars the houses

In most languages that make use of articles, there is a strong cor-
relation between noun phrases with determiners and argumental sta-
tus, in that most noun phrases require a determiner in order to func-
tion as an argument. If there is no meaningful determiner, such as a
demonstrative, numeral or pronoun, an article has to be inserted in
the structure. For Hungarian, Szabolcsi (1987) claims that the deter-
miner is necessary in argumental noun phrases. For languages like
English and Italian such claims have also been made (cf. Stowell
1991 and Longobardi 1992). The requirements for using determin-
ers seem to be roughly the same for those two languages.

If we consider the suffixed definite article of Scandinavian to be
a determiner on a par with the prenominal articles of other Western
European languages, it is a fair generalisation to say that Scandina-
vian has the same restrictions as English and Italian, with regard to
the obligatoriness of articles in argument position, If we exclude the
headline language and the like, bare nouns are normally ungrammat-
ical in the prototypical argument positions.4 Consider the examples
in (9) with subjects, objects, prepositional complements and genitival

3m (7) and (8) Standard Danish orthography is used. In the Jutlandic dialects, plural
is normally only marked by the absence of the glottal stop.
4 The special use of bare nouns in headlines is exemplified in (i) and (ii) below.
(i) Sjukskoterska funnen mérdad (i) Okiéind diktator skjuten
Nurse found murdered Infamous dictator shot
Such examples are clearly not relevant for our purposes. The special grammar of
headlines does not have the same restrictions on articles, and it is also more allowing
in other respects, such as the deletion of copulas.
Another style where bare nouns are uséd more frequently is the language of bu-
reaucracy and administation. In this style generic noun phrases are normally bare.
(i) Tjinsteman som Onskar ersittning for resa. ..
Civil servant who wants refund for journey
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attributes, where bare (singular) nouns are ungrammatical, com-
pared to the examples in (10), where an article makes them gram-
matical.

C)] *Polis arresterade studenten
Police arrested student-the
*Polisen arresterade student
Police-the arrested student
*Han samarbetade med polischef
He co-operated with police-boss
*students bocker
student's books

(10) Polisen/en polis arresterade studenten
Police-the/a policeman arrested student-the
Polisen arresterade studenten/en student
Police-the arrested student-the/a student
Han samarbetade med polischefen/en polischef
He co-operated with police-boss-the/a police-boss
studentens/en students bdcker
student-the's/a student's books

When noun phrases are used in typical non-argumental positions,
such as predicative constructions, the article is normally not used,
and sometimes it is not allowed. The cases with articles will be dis-
cussed in section 2.1. :

(11) Kalle 4r ldkare
Kalle is doctor
Vi utsdg Kalle till ordférande
We appointed Kalle to chairperson
(12) Kalle &r ?en Idkare/??4karen
Kalle is a doctor/doctor-the
Vi utsdig Kalle till *en ordférande/*ordféranden
We appointed Kalle to a chairperson/chairperson-the

Hence, it seems to be a fair generalisation that noun phrases require
a determiner of some sort to be able to function as an argument.
This observation has been made by many linguists, and it has become
important for linguists that work within the DP-hypothesis, which
claims that determiners are heads in the noun phrase. Several lin-
guists have claimed that the determiner position is necessary in order
for the noun phrase to function as an argument. Szabolcsi (1987)
also points out that this makes determiners parallel to complementis-
ers. An even stronger version of this generalisation would of course

5 Here 1 will use the term bare noun when referring to noun phrases without deter-
miners. The presence of an attributive adjective does not affect the 'bareness' of the
noun phrase. Of course there are several attributive elements that can be seen as both
determiners and adjectives, such as mdnga, egen, samma [many, own, same], but
normally there are no problems in determining whether a noun phrase is bare or not.

29



be that determiners are not allowed in non-argumental positions,
which is proposed in Stowell (1991). I will try this stronger version
as my working hypothesis.

(13)a If a noun phrase is a non-argument, then it has no determiner
b If a noun phrase is an argument, then it has a determiner

In Scandinavian any determiner can make an argumental noun
phrase licit. In definite noun phrases the suffixed article as well as
the prenominal article used with attributive adjectives can fill this
function. However, we can see that there are some cases in Mainland
Scandinavian that jeopardise the generalisations in (13) above. First,
there are cases where non-argumental noun phrases, like predicatives
or vocatives, require an article. Second, there are several cases
where argumental noun phrases normally do not require the article.
There are basically three cases where bare nouns are allowed in ar-
gument positions, namely with uncountable nouns, bare plurals and
proper names. There are also certain constructions that allow some
bare nouns as arguments (objects, generic subjects and prepositional
complements). The suffixed article and the prenominal definite ar-
ticle used with attributive adjectives have the same properties. Only
in one case do they differ, namely with vocative noun phrases.$

The rest of this chapter will be devoted to the cases that seem to
go against the generalisations in (13) above. In section 2.1, I will dis-
cuss the properties of predicative nouns with determiners, and [ will
show that the article used with predicative noun phrases is distinct
from the one that is used in argumental noun phrases. Then I will
consider other types of non-argumental noun phrases, namely voca-
tives and other noun phrases used in isolation (section 2.2). In sec-
tion 2.3, I will discuss uncountables, showing that this category may
have an article in some variants of Scandinavian. In section 2.4, I
will discuss proper names, and will show that several variants of
Scandinavian use articles with proper names. In 2.5, I will address
some other cases, where bare nouns are found in argument positions.
I will argue that these cases can be reduced to lexicalised phrases or
be treated as uncountables. In 2.6, I will revise the generalisation in
(13), and I will also present a taxonomy of articles. Finally the
chapter is summarised in 2.7.

6 The pattern that is shown here, where the main cases of bare nouns in Scandinavian
are found in predicatives, with uncountables, bare plurals, proper names etc. is
surprisingly similar to that of other European languages. In fact the only main differ-
ence that I can find between Italian and Swedish is the cases (pomted out by Longo-
bardi 1992: 6) where negation allows singular bare nouns: Non c’era studente in giro
[There wasn't student around]. Such cases are not found in Scandinavian.
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2.1. Predicatives

In this section we will study the behaviour of predicative noun
phrases more closely. Some of them seem to contradict the generali-
sation in (13)a, allowing a determiner. Most frequently, this is the
case with the indefinite article. I will begin with the indefinite article
in 2.1.1, and in 2.1.2, I will turn to other determiners in predicative
noun phrases.

2.1.1. Predicatives with Indefinite Articles

As was mentioned in the previous section, most predicative nouns in
Swedish do not require any article. This is true for both subjective
and objective predicatives. Consider the subjective predicatives in
(14)-(16), where the predicative must always agree in number with
the subject.”

(14)  Christer &r professor
Christer is professor
UIf och Christer dr professorer
Ulf and Christer are professors
Ann-Marie arbetade som piga i pristgdrden
Ann-Marie worked as servant in parsonage-the
(15) Giinther spelar infanterimajor i pjdsen
Giinther plays infantry-major in play-the
Tore liste till ingenjor i Stockholm
Tore read to engineer in Stockholm
(16) Han var bittre som vicepresident
He was better as vice president
Som tondringar var de mycket stokiga
As teenagers were they very messy

In objective predicative use, the noun normally lacks an article as
well, and there are the same agreement restrictions as in the subjec-
tive use. In these cases, Swedish requires a preposition (som, fér or
till).8 :

T A further type of subjective predicative might be the ones illustrated in (i) below.
They have predicative meaning, but there is no number agreement on the predicative.
(i) De satt bamvakt/ordférande hela dagen
They sat baby-sitter/chairperson all day
De ska std brud i var
They will stand bride in spring
Such predicatives are rare, and they may very well be considered fixed expressions.
8 There is also a sort of nominal predicative variant, where a prepositional attribute
seems (o be predicative. This type lacks an article in Swedish.
[6)] ett monster till skolbyggnad

a monster to school building [a monster of a school building]
(ii) ett dbike till soffa
a hulk to sofa [a hulk of a sofa]

In Danish though, there is sometimes an indefinite article with this nominal predica-
tive: Ett monstrum af en skolebygning (cf. Hulthén: 1948:92)
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(17) Vi anvinde nyckeln som 616ppnare
We used key-the as beer-can-opener
De valde henne till president
They elected her to president

The examples above show that articles are not normally required in
predicative noun phrases. There are however some exceptions,
which seem to jeopardise the generalisation in (13)a above. These
exceptions are found with the ordinary type of subjective predica-
tive, like those illustrated in (14) above. In the other predicative
uses, illustrated in (15)-(17) above, it is normally not possible to use
the indefinite article.9

When a noun in an ordinary subjective predicative is descriptive
rather than classifying the indefinite article becomes nearly obliga-
tory. This works the same way in all the Mainland Scandinavian lan-
guages (cf. Western 1921:504, Terner 1922:155ff, Hansen 1927:52ff
and Hulthén 1947:90f).

(18) Han &r 2(en) idiot
He is an idiot
Hon &r ?(en) djivel
She is a devil

If the sentences in (18) above are used without an article, the classi-
fying reading is forced. Hence the interpretation must be that there
are objective criteria, such as IQ below 60 or a tail and a cloven
hoof, that can justify the statements.

The same pattern appears if an ordinary noun appears with a de-
scriptive attribute, like an adjective or a postnominal attribute; the
article becomes obligatory with such noun phrases.

(19)  Anna ir *(en) duktig likare
Anna Is a competent doctor
Han &r *(en) karl som man kan lita p4
He is a man that one can trust
Hon ir *(en) kvinna med skinn p nisan
She is a woman with skin on nose-the
‘She is a woman with a will of her own’

Note that it is not simply the presence of an attribute that makes the
article obligatory; it must be a descriptive or evaluative attribute.
When classifying attributes are used the indefinite article is not pos-
sible, as shown in. (20)-(21) below.

9 In some cases the objective predicatives with som may take the indefinite article,
with roughly the same restrictions as with subjective predicatives.
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(20) Bente dr (*en) norsk lektor héir
Bente is a Norwegian teacher here
Jerker &r (*en) teknisk doktor
Jerker is a technical doctor

(21) Christer r (*en) professor i nordiska sprék
Christer is a professor in Scandinavian languages
Lisa #r (*en) ordforande for kvinnogruppen
Lisa is a president for woman-group-the

Hence we may state that the use of the article in predicative noun
phrases is dependent on the interpretation, i.e. the distinction be-
tween classification and description. As a matter of fact, these re-
strictions seem to be present in several other languages as well. As
far as I can judge from Longobardi (1992) and Bhatt (1990), the re-
strictions are roughly the same in Italian and German. English is the
only language that I know of that has a requirement for articles also
with non-descriptive noun phrases.10

At this point, I will try to show that the article in predicative
noun phrases is different from the normal indefinite article that is
used with argumental noun phrases. The predicative article is special
in having a plural form, in being compatible with uncountable nouns
and in introducing an implicit argument.

First, the indefinite article used in predicative noun phrases is
morphologically different from its argumental counterpart. In collo-
quial Swedish, Faroese, and some Norwegian dialects (see Falk-Torp
1900:74 and Christiansen 1953), this article seems to have a plural
form, enaleinir/ene, which is only possible in descriptive predicative
noun phrases.1! Consider the examples below, where (22)-(23) con-
tain classifying noun phrases, where the plural article is not allowed,
and (24)-(25) contain descriptive noun phrases, where the plural ar-
ticle is nearly obligatory.

(22)  Per-Frik och Anna #r (*ena) likare
Per-Erik and Anna are a-PL doctors
Ulf och Bengt 4r (*ena) kaptener
UIf and Bengt are a-PL captains

10 The difference that I have shown above is not found when there is an agreement
discrepancy. In such cases the article is normally obligatory.
(i) Detta dr *(en) teknisk doktor
This(neuter) is a technical doctor(uter)
(ii) Hennes elever var *(en) pliga
Her students were a pain
11 The plural form of the indefinite article scems to be possible in colloquial
Swedish, Faroese, and some Norwegian dialects, whereas it is missing in Danish and
Icelandic. In Swedish it is a fairly young phenomenon. According to Terner (1922:
120) the oldest written example is from 1806.
In Icelandic and Faroese there are dual forms of the numerals 1-4; einir, tvennir
etc., which are used with items that come in natural pairs, like shoes, skis etc. This use
of einir [one-PL] should not be confused with the plural form of the article.
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(23)  Per och Jerker &r (*ena) tekniska doktorer
Per and Jerker are a-PL technical doctors
Kari och Bente #r (*ena) norska lektorer
Kari and Bente are a-PL Norwegian teachers
(24) Pelle och Lisa 4r *(ena) idioter
Pelle and Lisa are a-PL idiots
Cia och Gunlég r *(ena) djavlar pa grammatik
Cia and Gunlég are a-PL devils on grammar
(25) Lisa och Kalle 4r ?(ena) konstiga likare
Lisa and Kalle are a-PL strange doctors
Pelle och Eva dr %(ena) duktiga 16pare
Pelle and Eva are a-PL good runners

As before, the constructions with the article in (22)-(23) would be
possible if the noun phrase could be interpreted as descriptive rather
than classifying. We can thus make the generalisation that the plural
indefinite article is required when the predicative noun or any of its
attributes are descriptive, whereas the article cannot be used when
the noun and its attributes are purely classifying. In other words, the
plural form has the same restrictions as the singular in predicative
position,

The plural form of the indefinite article seems to be reserved for
predicative use. It is normally ungrammatical in argumental position
(cf. Terner 1922:120 and Teleman 1969:52)). Consider the argu-
mental noun phrases in (26).

{26) *Ena duktiga Idkare opererade min mor i varas
A-PL competent doctors operated my mother in spring
??Han kopte ena vackra stolar i gr
He bought a-PL beautiful chairs yesterday
*Oversvimningen berodde pd ena trasiga ventiler
Flood-the ~ was-due to a-PL out-of-order valves
*Ena idioters dsikter behdver man inte bry sig om
A-PL idiots' views need one not worry oneself about

As seen in the examples, the constructions with the plural form of
the article in argumental position are bad. In some cases, though,
where the speaker introduces the noun phrase, the construction be-
comes better. With verbs like meet or in existential constructions the
plural article is not altogether bad.

(27)  Mag triffade ena konstiga typer igar
I met a-PL strange types [persons] yesterday
Det sitter ena svarta figlar pa taket
There sit a-PL black birds on roof-the

The examples in (27) above are clearly better than those in (26).
However they are still not fully grammatical. The plural article
seems to introduce a proposition that is not properly expressed syn-
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tactically. If the construction is made into a cleft sentence, and the
plural article is placed in predicative position, it becomes fully
grammatical.

(28) Det var ena duktiga likare som opererade min mor i véras
It was a-PL competent doctors who operated my mother in spring
Det var ena vackra stolar (som) han kopte igar
It was a-PL beautiful chairs that he bought yesterday
Det var ena konstiga typer (som) jag traffade igar
It was a-PL strange types [persons] whom I met yesterday
Det var ena svarta figlar som sitter pa taket
It was a-PL black birds who sit on roof-the

I will not try to explain why the examples in (27) are better than
those in (26), I will only conclude that in order to be fully grammat-
ical, the plural form ena must be placed predicatively, and hence, we
can state that the indefinite article has a plural form, when it is used
in predicative position, but not when it is used in argumental posi-
tion.12 13

The second property that distinguishes the predicative article
from the argumental one is that the former is often fully compatible
with uncountable nouns. A predicative unicountable noun, qualified
by a descriptive adjective, normally requires an article, whereas the
same noun phrases cannot normally have an article when they appear
as arguments.

(29) Det var 72(en) sur ved du har skaffat
It was a sour wood you have brought
Det var ?7(ett) starkt kaffe du lagar
It was a strong coffee you make
Det dr *(en) stor glidje att fa presentera herr Olsson
It is a great joy to get-to present mister Olsson

12 The marginal possibility of using ena with some verbs and in the existential con-
struction may be connected to other tests for argumenthood. As was pointed out to
me by Christer Platzack passivisation divides Swedish verbs into roughly the same
classes as the test with the plural predicative article. Verbs like trdffa, innehdlla, till-
hora [meet, contain, belong to] cannot passivise and they are marginally possible
with ena. On the other hand verbs that passivise are normally impossible with ena.
13 As pointed out by Teleman (1969:52) the plural form ena may also be used in
“was-fiir"-constructions, as in (i) (on this construction, see Borjars 1993).
(i) Vad dr ni for ena filurer
What are you for a-PL slyboots
‘What kind of slyboots are you
These examples are also clearly better in predicative constructions. They are at best
marginal in argumental constructions.
(ii) ?7Vad har du kopt for ena konstiga bdcker
What have you bought for a-PL strange books
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(30) Han har skaffat (*en) sur ved
He has brought a sour wood
Hon kokar alltid (?ett) starkt kaffel4
She cooks always a strong coffee
Vi har haft (*en) stor glidje av era forslag
We have had a great joy of your proposals

Hence the predicative article seems to be special both in having a
plural form and being possible with uncountable nouns.15

The third property that distinguishes the predicative article from
its argumental counterpart is the fact that the former is always ac-
companied by an implicit argument. The construction always has the
meaning that the description is the view of the speaker, and hence it
has a modal function. This implicit argument is often spelled out in
Swedish, with a first person object pronoun.

(31) Han var mig en lustig figur
He was me a strange figure [person]
Pelle och Lisa 4r mig ena slarviga elever
Pelle and Lisa is me a-PL slovenly students
Det var mig en sur ved du har skaffat
It was me a sour wood you have brought
‘According to me, it is a sour wood that you have brought'

With arguments, the implicit argument is totally ungrammatical,
even with the types that are marginal with the plural form, cf. the

ag in 2N
examplw il \34).

(32)  *Det sitter mig ena svarta faglar pi taket
There sit me a-PL black birds on roof-the
*Jag traffade mig ena konstiga typer i gir
I met me a-PL strange types yesterday
*Vi kdpte mig ena vackra stolar igar
We bought me a-PL beautiful chairs yesterda y

To conclude this subsection, I have claimed that the indefinite ar-
ticle that is used in predicative constructions is distinct from the in-
definite article that is used in argumental positions. The former one
has semantic restrictions on its appearance, i.e. it is dependent on a
descriptive/evaluative interpretation of the noun phrase. Further-
more, this article introduces an implicit argument, it has a plural

14 The reason that the article is not altogether bad with coffee is probably that ett
kaffe may marginally be used to denote 'a sort-of-coffee’ (see 2.3.1.)
15 The indefinite article alters with ndgon [any] in negated or interrogative clauses.
In predicative use a negated clause may have either en or ndgon, but in interrogative
clauses ndgon is quite marginal.
(i) Kalle dr en idiot /Kalle &r inte en/ndgon idiot
Kalle is an idiot | Kalle is not alany idiot
(i)  Ar Kalle en/7n4gon idiot, egentligen?
Is Kalle anlany idiot, reaily?
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form, and it is compatible with uncountable nouns. Hence, I have
shown that the indefinite article in predicative noun phrases is quite
different from the argumental indefinite article. Before we discuss
the consequences of this for our generalisation in (13) we will
briefly take a look at other determiners in predicative noun phrases.

2.1.2. Predicatives with Other Determiners

As I stated above, the most common case where we find predicative
noun phrases with a determiner involves the indefinite article. There
are however some cases where other determiners are possible too,
once again challenging the generalisation in (13)a. First, determiners
other than the indefinite article are quite bad if the noun phrase lacks
other attributes.

(33) ?7Kalle 4r konstnéren
Kalle is artist-the
*Valen &r ddggdjuret
Whale-the is mammal-the

(34) 7Kalle och Pelle 4r tva simmare
Kalle and Pelle are two swimmers
*Flickorna dr négra simhopperskor
Girls-the are some divers

As noted by e.g. Stowell (1991) superlative adjectives normally
make noun phrases such as those in (33)-(34) better in English. The
same is true for Swedish. Consider the examples in (35).

(35) Valen &r det stérsta ddggdjuret
Whale-the is the biggest mammal-the
Kalle och Pelle #r tvd av mina bista vinner
Kalle and Pelle are two of my best friends

The constructions with determiners may also be saved by other at-
tributive elements.

(36) Kalle &r konstnéren i familjen
Kalle is artist-the in family-the
Kalle och Pelle 4r tva simmare som jag kinner
Kalle and Pelle are two swimmers that I know

It thus seems as if basically the same restrictions are valid for all de-
terminers in predicative noun phrases. They normally have to be de-
scriptive. The fact that superlatives are common does not come as a
surprise, since this category has an evaluative meaning, which is
quite similar to the modal function of the indefinite article in the
predicative construction.

Predicative noun phrases with other determiners than en also
have other special properties that make them different from typical
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predicatives. They may sometimes be moved to the subject position,
as shown in Moro (1991), and some linguists do not consider them
predicative at all (e.g. Holmberg 1992).

I have not discussed the properties of determiners other than the
indefinite article in detail, but I think that this is enough to show that
they have roughly the same restrictions as the indefinite article in
predicative position. Only when the noun phrase has a descriptive
content is a determiner required. Furthermore, I have shown that an
indefinite article in predicative position is always accompanied by an
implicit argument and that it has special morphosyntactic properties,
i.e. it has a plural form and it is compatible with uncountable nouns.
Since we do find determiners in predicative noun phrases, the gen-
eralisation in (13)a seems to be too strong, however, and we will
have to reformulate the generalisation.

The fact that indefinite articles introduce an implicit argument
implies that this article has to be present at D-structure, where argu-
ments are introduced. I also assume that meaningful determiners,
such as demonstratives, numerals and indefinite pronouns must be
present at D-structure. We will return to a discussion of this in sec-
tion 2.6, when we have studied the behaviour of articles in argumen-
tal noun phrases.

2.2. Vocatives and Other Isolated Noun Phrases

Noun phrases that are used in isolation are not arguments of any
lexical element. Here I will briefiy discuss the use of articles in voca-
tives and noun phrases on signs. Having the generalisation in (13)a in
mind, we would expect that vocative noun phrases would lack
determiners altogether. This is also the case in most western Euro-
pean languages, as is illustrated for English in (37) below.

(37) Waiter!
Listen, young man!
Thank you, doctor!

In the Scandinavian languages, the situation is very much the same.
The prenominal definite article may never be used in vocatives, and
the suffixed article is not used in Danish, Norwegian and Icelandic.16

(38) Hvad siger du, skat/*skaten? (Danish)
What say you, treasure/treasure-the
(39) Larer!/ *Lereren! (Norwegian)

Teacher / Teacher-the!

16 A bare noun, however, seems strange for many younger Danes, who prefer con-
structions with possessive pronouns, which is also possible in the other languages.
(i) Hvad siger du, min ven?
What say you, my friend
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In Swedish and Faroese, though, a vocative noun can either be
bare or have the suffixed article. In Swedish, the bare form is
mainly used in a disparaging sense, in most plural noun phrases, or
with military titles.

(40) Se dig f6r, ménniska/*ménniskan!
See you for, man/man-the! [Look out, man!]
Tyst, unge/*ungen!
Quiet, child/child-the!
Kira véanner/*vinnernal
Dear friends/friends-the!
Ja, major/??majoren!
Yes, major/major-the!

In other cases, though, Swedish and Faroese normally use the suf-
fixed article on the noun, as illustrated in (41) and (42).17

(41) Nu, grabben, ska vi se. (Swedish)
Now, guy-the, shall we see.
Godmorgon, doktorn
Good morning, doctor-the
Magistern!
Teacher-the!

(42) Setid tygum nidur, skomakarin! (Faroese)
Sit you down, shoemaker-the

Another case of isolated usage concerns noun phrases on signs.
On signs with street-names the prenominal definiie ariicle is never
allowed, but the suffixed article is obligatory in Swedish and Norwe-
gian, but not in the other languages (cf. Hulthén 1948:19ff).

(43) Storgata-n (Swedish)
Storgat-a (Norwegian)
Big-street-the

(44). Storgade (Danish)
Stérgata (Icelandic)

The behaviour of Scandinavian languages with regard to isolated
nouns seems to challenge the generalisation in (13)a. The suffixed
article is sometimes possible with such nouns. The generalisation
seems to be too strong for some languages. As we proceed, we will
keep in mind that Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese may have some

17 In many cases, there is a semantic difference between the form with the article and
the one without it. The form with the article is definite in the sense that it requires a
specific person in the situation. The form without the article indicates that there is no
such person in sight.
(i) polisen!
police-the [when calling for a specific policeman in sight]
(iiy  polis!
police!  [when calling for any policeman]
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instances of suffixed articles where there should be no articles. This
will be further discussed in chapter 4, where I show that it is con-
nected to double definiteness.

2.3. Uncountables

As was mentioned above, uncountable nouns and plurals may lack
determiners in all argumental positions when they are interpreted as
indefinite, thus appearing to be counterexamples to the generalisation
in (13)b. As I will show in this section several countable nouns in the
singular may appear in the same way as uncountables and bare plu-
rals, i.e. without any overt determiner. I will simply call them bare
singulars, and I will use the term uncountables for inherently un-
countable nouns, bare plurals and bare singulars together. I will
claim that all countable nouns may be used as uncountables, some of
them always appearing in the singular and others always in the plu-
ral. I will also argue that there is a null determiner position with in-
definite uncountables. In other words, the generalisation in (13)b
holds for this kind of noun phrases as well.

It has been a long standing problem within linguistic theory
whether bare plurals and inherent uncountable nouns should be con-
sidered to have a phonetically null determiner. The discussion has
often focused on bare plurals, for which a null determiner has been
suggested e.g. by Chomsky (1965), Diesing (1988) and Longobardi
(1992). Others have argued that an empty determiner cannot be the
right answer, see especially Carlson (1978).

The idea that bare plurals contain a null determiner is mainly
based on two arguments. First, a plural indefinite article would fill
up an empty slot in the paradigm, i.e. all types of common nouns
would be introduced by an article. Some languages, like French, ac-

- tually use an article for indefinite plurals: the partitive article. Under
the assumption that languages such as English and the Scandinavian
languages have a covert partitive article with bare plurals, we would
be able to ascribe to those languages the same structure as the one
found in French, as is illustrated in (45).

(45) singular:  plural: singular: plural:
indefinite: un livre des livres a book @ books
definite: le livre les livres the book the books

A problem with an analysis where bare plurals have a null determin-
er, is of course that the French partitive article has singular counter-
parts, du and de la, with uncountable nouns. Those forms would not
fit into the scheme in (45), because we would have two singular in-
definite articles (un and du) with two clearly different functions. As
we will see in this chapter, countability seems to be a more appro-
priate notion than number, when we are trying to classify articles.
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A second argument for a covert article with bare plurals is the
ambiguity between the generic reading and the existential reading.
The ambiguity could be construed simply as two different null de-
terminers, one corresponding to all or most, the other to some. Con-
sider the examples in (46) below (from Milsark 1976), where the a-
example could only have the existential reading (allegedly having a
null some-determiner), whereas the b-example is normally inter-
preted generically (allegedly having a null all-determiner).18

(46)a There arise typhoons in the Pacific
b Typhoons arise in the Pacific

In his dissertation Carlson (1978) argues against the null-deter-
miner-hypothesis for bare plurals. He argues that the ambiguity of
bare plurals can be derived from the type of predicate used. Elabo-
rating on Milsark (1976), Carlson shows that the ambiguity of bare
plurals can be derived from the difference between different sorts of
predicates. Some predicates like black, in short supply and doctor
denote quite stable properties, whereas others, like available, on the
corner and is running, denote more transitory properties. The dif-
ference between these two kinds of predicates has become a vital
field of research in the late 80's and early 90's, and the former type
of predicate is nowadays referred to as individual-level predicates
and the latter one as stage-level predicates (cf. Diesing 1988 and
Kratzer 1988). With individual-level predicates (which denote more
stable properties) the only possible reading is the generic one.

(47) Norwegians are tall
Cats are mammals

With stage-level predicates (which denote transitory properties), like
those in (48) below, the only possible interpretation is the existential
one.

(48) Students were sick
Cats are on the roof

Carlson's analysis gives an answer to the question of why certain am-
biguous predicates combined with bare plurals are not four ways
ambiguous. An ordinary verb in the past tense is normally ambigu-
ous between a habitual reading and an occasional (happening) read-
ing (i.e. between an individual- and a stage-level interpretation). If
bare plurals were ambiguous too, we would expect sentences like the

18 1 English (46)b may also have the existential reading, even if it is more far-
fetched than the generic reading. The same is true for Swedish. In other languages
though, like Italian and German, it seems like the existential reading is not possible at
all in (46)b, (cf. Longobardi 1992:44)).
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one in (49) to have four possible readings, roughly translated in
(50), but they do not.

(49) Dogs ran
(50) *'Some dogs ran (as a habit)'
‘Some dogs ran (on that occasion)'
'All dogs ran (as a habit)'
*'All dogs ran (on that occasion)'

As is indicated in (50), only two interpretations are possible. From
examples like the one in (49) above, Carlson (p. 79) concludes that
the occasional reading is the existential reading, whereas the habitual
reading is the generic reading. Hence bare plurals are not ambigu-
ous. The same argument can be reproduced for inherently uncount-
able nouns.

Carlson's arguments clearly throw some doubt on the hypothesis
that there are two different sorts of null determiners. However, it
does not solve the puzzle of why languages like French has a deter-
miner with all uncountable nouns, where languages like English and
the Standard Scandinavian languages use a bare noun. In this section,
I will argue that Mainland Scandinavian uncountables do have a de-
terminer when they are argumental, i.e. that (13)b holds. We can
very well agree with Carlson that there are not two different sorts of
empty determiners with bare plurals, and yet retain the view that
there is one null determiner. The only difference that this makes is

*m th
that we have an unambiguous null determiner. I will claim that the

determiner is necessary for syntactic reasons.

I will now turn to uncountable nouns in Scandinavian. In this
section, I will show that there are Scandinavian dialects that make
use of an article with uncountables. Before I do so we will have to
take a closer look at which properties different uncountables have in
common. In subsection 2.3.1, I will discuss the properties of un-
countables in Standard Swedish. I will claim that all countable nouns
may be used as uncountables. In subsection 2.3.2, I will discuss the
special properties of uncountables in Northern Swedish.

2.3.1. Standard Swedish19

As mentioned above, uncountable nouns constitute one of the cate-
gories that seem to contradict (13)b, because they appear without de-
terminers in all the main argument positions. Inherently uncountable
nouns and bare plurals often have similar properties. Above, I also
mentioned that some singular nouns in Scandinavian may be used in
the same way as inherently uncountable nouns and bare plurals and.
Hence it is necessary to take a closer look at which properties cate-

19 Much of the data and the analyses presented in this subscction have already been
published in a working paper, cf. Delsing (1991).
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gories have in common and how we can identify them. From now
on, I will use the term uncountables for all three types: inherently
uncountable nouns, bare singulars and bare plurals.

We will now turn to some constructions where the three kinds of
nouns subsumed under the term uncountables appear to behave alike
in Swedish, viz. when a noun follows a quantifying pronoun, like
mycket [much] or a quantifying noun phrases, like e#t kilo [a kilo].
Such constructions are prototypically used with inherently uncount-
able nouns. Consider the examples in (51)-(52)

(51) mycket kott/litteratur/glidje
much meat/literature/joy
(52) ett kilo smor/kott/jarn -
a kilo butter/meat/iron

However, we may also use countable nouns in these constructions.
Normally, the countable noun is plural, but some nouns are always
found in singular. Consider the examples in (53), where a) illustrates
genuine uncountables, b) countables in plural and c¢) countables in
singular.

(53)a ett kilo/mycket smor/salt
a kilo/much butter/salt
b ett kilo/mycket mordtter/tomater
a kilo/much carrots/tomatoes
¢ ett kilo/mycket fisk/potatis
a kilo/much fish/potato

The choice between the singular and the plural form of countable
nouns is lexicalised to a high degree, and I suggest that this form is
specified in the lexicon, as a special uncountable form. This form
is normally singular for different sorts of fish, wild animals, trees,
some sorts of groceries, and other nouns that are often used collec-
tively, such as sten, svamp, spik and korv [stone, mushroom, nail,
sausage]. Most other nouns, like bok, stol, [ogn and grupp [book,
chair, lie, group] take the plural form. The difference is obvious to
anyone who studies the signs in a grocery store, where he always
finds mordtter, tomater, rodbetor and gronsaker [carrots, tomatoes,
beets, vegeiables] in plural, whereas other countable nouns, like
potatis, 0k, gurka and frukt [potato, onion, cucumber, fruit], always
are found in the singular form.

The distinction between bare nouns that take singular and bare
nouns that take plural form turns up in several constructions. These
are all constructions where it is possible to find an inherently un-
countable noun as well. Consider the examples in (54) where a) illus-
trates a quantifying pronoun, b) a quantifying noun phrase, ¢) a
quantifying adjective with a PP complement, d) a generic clause,
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where Standard Swedish has an uninflected predicative adjective, e)
the existential construction, f) bare objects specifying the verb ac-
tion, and g) nouns in isolated usage, on signs and the like. In the ex-
amples, I use potatis [potato] as a typical singular, and mordtter
[carrots] as a typical plural noun.2

(54)a mycket/lite potatis/morétter2!

much/little potato/carrots

b ett kilo potatis/morétter
one kilo potato/carrots

¢ gott om potatis/morétter
good about potato/carrots [=plenty of]

d potatis/morétter 4r gott
potato/carrots is good
[uter.sg]/[plur] [neuter.sg]

¢ det finns potatis/morétter i skafferiet
there is potato/carrots in pantry-the

f skala potatis/mordtter
peel potato/carrots

g potatis och mordtter
potato and carrots

In constructions where there is singular/plural distinction, like the
ones in (54) above, I will say that the noun is used in the uncount-
able function. This usage can semantically be divided into two dif-
ferent groups. I will use the notion collective function when re-
ferring to an undetermined (or rather indifferent) number of indi-
viduals, whereas dividuative function will be used when I refer to
an undetermined (or indifferent) amount of a mass noun.

In the constructions in (54) the opposite form is bad, i.e. the sin-
gular form of carrot-type nouns, and the plural form of potato-type
nouns. The singular of the carrot-type nouns is always bad. The plu-
ral of potato-type nouns is marginally possible in the collective
function, but not in the dividuative function. 22

20 Neuter nouns normally lack a plural ending, and we have to insert an adjective to
be able to decide whether the singular or the plural is the uncountable form. As far as
I can see, the plural is almost always used with neuter nouns. A word like hair how-
ever is singular, when used in the uncountable function.
(i) ett kilo rensade blabir
a kilo (of) picked blueberries
(ii) flera tussar gammalt hir
several wads (of) old hair
21 1n Standard Swedish the singular/plural variation appears only with a few pro-
nouns, like mycket, lite, {much, little], that are neuter singular (which is the default
form). In colloquial Swedish the neuter form of the pronouns ndgon, ingen and vad
éany, no, what| may also be used in this way. See further section 6.1.

2 The plural form potatisar in constructions like those in (54) can also marginally
be interpreted as 'different sorts of potatoes'. As I will argue in the end of this subsec-
tion, this interpretation is actually uncountable too, denoting an undetermined (or
indifferent) number of potato-sorts.
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I have claimed that the special form (singular or plural) that is
used in the uncountable function has to be specified in the lexicon. A
further support for this view is that a few words actually have a sep-
arate form that is normally used in the uncountable function. Con-
sider the nouns in (55). Note that the special form used in the un-
countable use may morphologically be either singular or plural.23

(55) singular plural uncountable
hdna hénor héns [sing] hen
mygga myggor  mygg [sing] midge
planka plankor plank [sing] plank
irta artor drter [plur] pea
brada brador bréader [plur} board

From the data presented above, I will conclude that Swedish
countable nouns, in addition to the ordinary countable singular and
plural, must have a third uncountable form specified in the lexicon,
which, morphologically, is either singular or plural. This uncount-
able form is used when the noun is interpreted as collective or divid-
uative, and in this sense the nouns are uncountable. This will be im-
portant in chapter 6, where I will discuss quantification inside the
noun phrase.

The inherently uncountable nouns, like gold or water, have no
countable forms, and they behave in the same way as countable
nouns in the uncountable function. They may appear in the construc-
tions where we have singular/plural variation, and they have the
same restrictions as the countable nouns in (54) above. First, inher-
ently uncountable nouns, as well as the uncountable form of count-
able nouns, may be used without a determiner in the generic con-
struction with non-agreeing adjectives, cf. (54)d. The inflected
countable forms may not appear in this constructions.24

(56) Ol/morétter/potatis 4r gott/nyttigt
Beer/carrots/potato is good/wholesome-neut.sg.
(57) *morot/??potatisar #r nyttigt
*carrot/potatoes Is wholesome-neut.sg

Second, the inherently uncountable nouns, as well as the uncountable
form of countable nouns are possible without an indefinite pronoun/
article in the existential construction. This is not possible for ordi-
nary bare nouns.

23 Similar patterns are also found for some words in Danish and Norwegian (cf.
Diderichsen (1962:98f) and Vannebo (1978)). Similar examples are also found in
Icelandic (Halld6r A Sigurdsson, p.c.). See also Stderberg (1984:23-24),

This construction has other special requirements, see further Hellan 1986, Delsing
1988, and especially Killstrom 1990:162-212, which also contains an overview of the
discussion about this construction.

45



(58) ' Det finns 8l/mordtter/potatis i skafferiet
There is beer/carrots/potato in pantry-the

(59) *Det finns morot/banan/fluga i skafferiet
There is carrot/banana/fly in pantry-the

As well as the uncountable form of countable nouns, the truly un-
countable nouns are inherently either singular, like guld, mjélk
[gold, milk], or plural, like kldder, pengar [clothes, money]. Hence, I
claim that inherently uncountable nouns and countable nouns in the
uncountable function are structurally and semantically parallel.
Nouns in the uncountable function are inherently specified for
either singular or plural, whereas nouns in the countable function
are inflected for singular or plural. Consider the examples in (60),
which illustrate ordinary countable nouns, (61) countable nouns with
a special partitive form, and (62) inherently uncountable nouns.

countable uncountable

singular plural
(60) potatis potatisar potatis [sing] potato

morot mordtter mordtter [plur] carrot
(61) mygga myggor  mygg [sing]  midge

brdda brador bréder [plur] board
(62) - - mjolk [sing] milk

- - klader [plur] clothes

The data presented above clearly show that number and countability
must be kept apart. We may describe singular and plural in two
ways. They may either be inflected forms of a countable noun, or
the inherent form of nouns in the uncountable function. In the latter
use they are syntactically uncountable. We will then have four dif-
ferent cases, depicted in (63).

(63) [fplur] [Zcount]

+ + (tvd) mordtter two carrots
+ - (mycket) mor6tter much carrots
- + (en) potatis one potato

(mycket) potatis  much potato

The fact that the plural carrots and the singular potato may be
used both as countables and as uncountables means that such count-
able nouns are ambiguous with regard to the two functions.

Apart from the fact that uncountables show up in certain con-
structions (the ones in (54) above), a further distinction between the
uncountables and ordinary countable nouns is that they have differ-
ent quantifiers. The pronoun all [all], and more marginally viss [cer-
tain], somlig [some], dtskillig [considerable] can only be combined
with uncountables, not with countables in singular. Consider the ex-
amples in (64) below, where all/viss may be combined with inher-
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ently uncountable nouns, with the uncountable form of countable
nouns, but not with the countable form of those nouns.2

(64) somlig mjolk/allt smor
some milk/all butter
Atskillig fisk/allt har
considerable fish/all hair -
atskilliga/alla mordtter
several/all carrots
*2]] bok/*allt skap
all book/ all cupboard
*somlig bok / *visst skdp
some book /certain cupboard

A further distinction between uncountables and countables is that
only the former may take a superlative adjective in indefinite noun
phrases. If a noun is unambiguously countable, the superlative is to-
tally ungrammatical, whereas it is possible to use the superlative with
uncountables (cf. Teleman 1969:87f., Lundbladh 1988:164ff. and
Perridon 1989:209ff.). Consider the nouns below, which may be
interpreted as both uncountables (65) and countables (66), but where
only the uncountable version may have a superlative.

(65) Kalle siljer (godast) glass
Kalle sells tastiest ice-cream
Kalle fingade (storst) fisk
Kalle caught biggest fish
Kalle plockade (finast) jordgubbar
Kalle picked finest strawberries
(66) Kalle kdpte en (*godast) glass
Kalle bought a tastiest ice-cream
Kalle fangade en (*storst) fisk
Kalle caught a biggest fish
Kalle plockade nagra (*finast) jordgubbar
Kalle picked some (finest) strawberries

Before we start looking at the special properties of countability
in Northern Swedish, there is a fact that complicates matters a bit.
Swedish, as well as other languages, seems to have the possibility of
making uncountables countable and vice versa. At least marginally,
some countable nouns in singular can be made uncountable by the
context, although their normal uncountable form is plural. Consider
the examples in (67).

25 Longobardi (1992:29) notes the same thing about the inflected variant of molto
[much] in Iralian. Similarly, the English polarity item, any, and German einiger
[some] seem to resist countable singular.

We would predict that the plural form of the potato-class words would be bad
with alla, but they are not. This is probably due to an ambiguity of the plural form of
alla; it could be interpreted as either countable or uncountable.
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(67) Det 4r en hel del finne i honom
It is a whole lot Finn in him
Det 4r lite politiker i/6ver Kalle
It is little politician in/over Kalle
I nédsta match maste vi ha mera puck
In next match must we have more puck
Vi fick inte mycket soffa for pengarna
We got not much sofa for money-the

The special possibility of making nouns uncountable in this way
(without using the uncountable form), is quite marginal. In section
2.3, we will see that it is sometimes used with bare objects.

Conversely, most uncountables can be used after numerals. This
is possible in two ways, either the noun denotes a smaller portion of
the uncountable noun or a special sort of it.

First, any kind of noun that denotes food can follow a numeral,
for instance, when it is served or ordered in a restaurant, A singular
numeral can be followed by a plural uncountable noun, and plural
numerals may be followed by singular uncountable nouns.

(68) en sniglar/pannkakor/kéttbullar
one snails/pancakes/meatballs
tvd pannbiff/wienerkorv/ostkaka
two rissole/wiener sausage/cheese cake

The examples in (68) denote one or two portions/plates of some-
thing. The nioun is in the uncountable form. In these cases it is not a
question of individualising the nouns. Following Soderberg
(1984:27), T assume that this is a construction with an empty noun,
like portion, dish or plate in-between the numeral and the noun,
Constructions like en portion pannkakor [a portion (of) pancakes]
are discussed in chapter 6.

Second, uncountables can have the meaning ‘sort of'/ 'kind of",
In Swedish they can always be exchanged for a compound with sort
as the second part.

(69) et gott vin = en god vinsort
a good wine = a good sort-of-wine
ett dyrt tyg = en dyr tygsort
an expensive cloth = an expensive sort-of-cloth

Hence, T will assume that examples like those in (69) are different
words from the uncountable nouns wine and cloth, and that Swedish
possesses one countable and one uncountable entry in the lexicon for
these nouns. Note that the countable variant (meaning sort of wine/
cloth) may in turn be used in the uncountable function, like in the
examples in (70) below.
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(70)  Hér har de mycket viner
Here have they much (sorts-of-)wines
Hon sorterar tyger
She sorts (sorts-of-)cloths

In this subsection I have shown that all countable nouns may be
used as uncountables. Some of these countable nouns are always sin-
gular, when they are used in the uncountable function, whereas oth-
ers are always plural. T have called them bare singulars and bare
plurals, and I have argued that the special uncountable form of each
noun has to be specified in the lexicon. Together with inherently un-
countable nouns, bare plurals and singulars are called uncountables.

I have pointed out several methods for distinguishing uncounta-
bles from countable singular and plural. Uncountables are found in
certain constructions (cf. (54) above), they may be used without an
article in argumental position, they have certain determiners, such as
all, and they may take a superlative adjective with the bare form.

2.3.2. Northern Swedish

We will now turn to some data from Northern Swedish, which nor-
mally uses an article with uncountable nouns, thus supporting the
view that such nouns contain a determiner, as we would conclude if
(13)b were correct. In these dialects there is roughly the same singu-
lar/plural distinction as in Standard Swedish, between different
countable nouns used as uncountables. Additionally the uncountable
noun is often combined with a suffixed article, which is morphologi-
cally identical to the definite article (-en in masculine, -a in femi-
nine, and -e in neuter). In the glosses I will represent this special use
of the suffixed article with ART. Consider the examples in (71) be-
low, where Standard Swedish would use a bare noun.26

(71) Smér-e 4 bra & tvitt bort kad-a vi (Northern Swedish)
Butter-ART is good to wash away resin-ART with
Mijslk-a 4 allti go?7
Milk-ART is always good
Dém satt & drack 6l-e
They sat and drank beer-ART
Han ha fatt krimm-en
He has got cold-ART

The fact that Northern Swedish and the Swedish dialects of Osterbot-
ten (Finland) use the suffixed article to a greater extent than Stan-

26 The data that 1 present here are valid at least for Visterbotten and Southern Lap-
ponia. These areas (together with Angermanland) seem to be the heartland of the
extended use of the suffixed article (cf. S6derstrom 1972:77).

27 Note that the example in (61b) has a generic meaning, and would correspond to a
bare noun in Standard Swedish: mjélk dr alltid gost. Note also that the dialect lacks
the special property of having predicatives without agreement (cf. (54)d).
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dard Swedish has often been commented on in the literature (cf.
Vestlund 1948:20, Larsson 1929:13f., Bergman 1952:200f., Eriks-
son 1973:213f.). It is sometimes pointed out that the definite form is
especially frequent with uncountable nouns (e.g. Bucht 1962:44,
Soderstrom 1972:77), but examples are given with countable nouns
as well, and nobody has as yet given any clear account for the syn-
tactic restrictions.

I will now propose that the special form with the suffixed article
in Northern Swedish is a partitive article. In the following I will
show that the article is used with all three sorts of uncountables, i.e.
inherently uncountable nouns and in the cases where Standard Swed-
ish would have a bare plural or a bare singular.

First, inherently uncountable nouns normally have the suffixed
article in contexts where Standard Swedish would have a bare un-
countable. When the noun has a prenominal determiner of its own or
a quantifying noun phrase, Northern Swedish normally uses the noun
without an article, but the article seems to be possible.28 Otherwise
the article is obligatory. Consider the constructions (72)-(73) below,
compared to the Standard Swedish constructions in (54) above.

(72) myttje smor(e)
much butter(-ART)
e glas vattn(e)
a glas (of) water-(ART)
(73) Hai 4 gott itt graddn hinna
There is good after cream-ART here [=plenty of]
Mjolka 4 go
Milk-ART is good
H4 finns vattne/smére ti hinken
There is water-ART/butter-ART out-in bucket-the
Dém satt & drack Sle
They sat and drank beer-ART

The same paradigm can be reproduced with bare singulars. Northern
Swedish uses the singular with basically the same words as Standard
Swedish does, i.e. with various sorts of fish, wild animals, some gro-
ceries, etc. Consider the examples in (74)-(75).

28 The use of the article after determiners is not altogether clear to me. According o
my informants the suffixed article is not possible if the determiner has visible uter
morphology, like nan, ingen [somelany, no]. If there is no visible gender morpholo-
gy on the determiner, such as in the neuter or plural forms na [Somelany-neut.sgipl],
myttje [much], with numerals, or with quantifying noun phrases, the article seems to
be possible. Consider the examples in (i) below, cf. also Eriksson (1973:211ff.)
(i) nan fisk/*fisken

some fishifish-the

tvd bjédrk/bjirken

two birches/birches-the
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(74) myttje fisk(en)
much fish(-ART)
e tjilo fisk(en)
a kilo fish(-ART)
(75) H4 4 ont &tt 16ken
There is poor after onion-ART [=not much]
Abbarn i go
Perch-ART is good
Hi finns soppen déri skogen
There is mushroom-ART in wood-the
Dim saft & rénse siken
They sat and skinned whitefish-ART

The same data can be reproduced for bare plurals. Consider the ex-
amples in (76)-(77).29

(76) myttje ko(en)
© much cows(-ART)
e par jint(en)
a pair girls(-ART)
(77) HA4 4 gott 4tt kodn hdnna
There is good after cows-ART here [plenty of]
Mordéttran & go
Carrots-ART are good
Hi hing tavlin déra vigga
There hang pictures-ART there-on walls-the
Dém satt & rédnse snattrén
They sat and picked cloudberries-ART

Thus, we can see that all the three uncountable categories (inherently
uncountable nouns, bare singulars and bare plurals) behave in the
same way. When they are introduced by a determiner or a quantify-
ing noun phrase they normally lack the article (cf. footnote 28) but
in other uses they must have the article. Note that the same restric-
tion holds for the partitive article in French. When the noun follows
quantifying pronouns like beaucoup or quantifying noun phrases like
un kilo, it lacks the partitive article, instead they appear after the
preposition de in the bare form: beaucoup *du beurre/ beaucoup de
beurre. Thus it is a fair generalisation that the dialect uses the suf-
fixed article with uncountables, i.e. in the cases where Standard
Swedish uses a bare noun with singular/plural variation. Hence, it
seems as if Northern Swedish possesses a suffixed partitive article.
Note that the suffixed article found with uncountables is morpho-
logically identical to the suffixed definite article, but that it is differ-
ent in one respect. The former article is possible in existential con-

29 1n the dialect, the definite and the indefinite forms have collapsed in some
paradigms. For instance, masculine nouns (with formerly long root syllables) with -ar
in plural have no distinct definite form, but feminines normally have two distinct
forms (cf. Eriksson 1973:209f.).
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structions, but the latter one is not. Consider the examples in (78),
which illustrate uncountables, and in (79), which illustrate ordinary
countable nouns with the definite article.

(78) Ha finns vattne déiri hinken
There is water-ART there-in bucket-the
Hi finns fisken diri hinken
There is fish-ART there-in bucket-the
H4 hiing bonaden déra vigga
There hang hangings-ART there-on walls-the
(79) *Hdi sitt katta déra trappa
There sits cat-the there-on staircase-the
*H4 hiing tavla dédra viggen
There hangs picture-the there-on wall-the
*H4 std biln didve garasje
There stands car-the there-by garage-the

As is well known, definite noun phrases are generally disallowed in
the existential construction, and I will therefore conclude that the ar-
ticle used with uncountables is indefinite, thus being parallel to the
French partitive article.30

The Northern Swedish data imply that there can be an overt par-
titive article with all uncountables. The data from the existential
construction further imply that this article is not definite. Hence we
must conclude that uncountables have a determiner, which is often
null, but in some dialects spelled out. In Northern Swedish, this arti-
cie is phonologically identical to the definite article, but syntactically
different; it is not definite.

2.3.3. Conclusions
In this section I have claimed that all countable nouns may be used as
uncountables. When they are, they turn up in a form that is inher-
ently either singular or plural. This special form is listed in the lexi-
con, and it may be homophonous with the normal singular or plural,
or it may be a special uncountable form. Thus three groups of un-
countables were distinguished, inherently uncountable noun, bare
plurals and bare singulars.

Furthermore the examples from Northemn Swedish have indi-
cated that some Scandinavian dialects use an article with all uncount-
ables. If uncountable noun phrases have the same structure in Stan-

30 The suffixed article seems to be possible on uncountables in the existential con-
structions in the five northernmost provinces of Sweden: Lapponia, Norrbotten,
Visterbotten, Angermanland and Jamtland. In Vestlund (1948:21) it is explicitly
pointed out that a noun with the suffixed article in an existential sentence is not
possible in Medelpad. Reinhammar (1973:28) mentions that the suffixed article is
very common in most Northern Swedish dialects, possibly excluding Hirjedalen. If
this is correct, we have quite a clear picture of the geographical extension of the
suffixed partitive article in Northern Sweden.
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dard and Northern Swedish, we must assume that the Standard
Mainland Scandinavian languages have a null determiner with un-
countables, and that (13)b still holds.

2.4. Proper Names

In this section I will discuss the use of proper names in Scandinavian.
Contrary to what we should expect if our working hypothesis in
(13)b were correct, all personal proper names are allowed in argu-
ment position without a determiner in the Standard Scandinavian lan-
guages. Consider the examples in (80) below.

(80) Kalle har slagit Lisa
Kalle has beaten Lisa
Pelle gav Lisa en bok
Pelle gave Lisa a book

Proper names are inherently definite, and we would a priori assume
that they should have a structure similar to ordinary definite noun
phrases. As we will see, several Scandinavian dialects actually use ar-
ticles with proper names.

Proper names are inherently uncountable and just as indefinite
uncountables they are inherently either singular or plural. The plural
form is especially common with place names, and then they require
an article (cf. Longobardi 1992:48), which is homonymous with the
definite article.31

(81) Forenta Staterna
United States-the
Farbarna
Faroe-islands-the
Filippinerna
Philippines-the

As we mentioned above uncountable nouns can marginally be made
countable, and the same thing is true for proper names. Ordinary
personal names may marginally be used as common nouns, as shown
in (82) (cf. Longobardi 1992:47f.).

(82) Jag kéinner tvd Annor som ir gifta med Lassar.
1 know two Annas who are married to Lasses
den Olle som jag kinner
the Olle that I know

31 Family names may also take the suffixed definite article, as shown in (i) below, but
in such cases I assume that they represent proper names that have been made count-
able common nouns, and thus, like the examples in (82), they are treated as common
nouns.
(i) Anderssonerna har aldrig gillat Bergforsarna
Andersson-s-the have never liked Bergfors-es-the
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In several variants of Scandinavian it is possible to use a pronoun
or an article with proper names. In colloquial Icelandic the personal
pronoun is optionally used with personal names. In literary language
the pronoun is normally avoided.

(83) Hann Jén hefur slegid hana Onnu (Icelandic)
He Jon has beaten her Anna
Hin Anna hefur gefid honum Jéni békina
She Anna has given him Jon book-the

In Norwegian Norway, there are dialects that obligatorily have a
prenominal pronoun with argumental personal names.32 Other
dialects may have a postnominal article; this latter article is homo-
nymous with the ordinary definite article used with common nouns.

(84) Han Per har slage ho Kari (Norwegian dialects)
He Per has beaten she Kari
Peren har slage Karia
Per-the has beaten Kari-the

In Northern Swedish there is an obligatory prenominal article
with all first names. This article is (e)n in masculine and « in
feminine. Following Eriksson (1973:25) I will call it the preproprial
article. With family names the postnominal article is also possible,
but never obligatory. Consider the examples in (85)-(86) from the
dialect of Visterbotten, where the proprial article is glossed ART.33

(85) *(n) Erik ha arrestere student'n (Northern Swedish)
ART Erik has arrested student-the
Polis'n ha arrestere *(a) Anna
Police-the has arrested ART Anna
Hon ha samarbete ve *(n) Erik
She has co-operated with ART Erik
(86) Norstromm(en) ha slijje histn
Nordstrém-the has beaten horse-the

As we would expect from the hypothesis in (13)b the article is
dropped when proper names are not arguments, Consider the voca-
tive in (87) and the verb heta/kallas in (88) below.34

32 As iltustrated in the example in (84), the personal pronoun used with proper
names does not have any specific oblique case form, cf. Fiva (1987:87).
33 The preproprial is homonymous with the weak/clitic form of personal pronouns in
many of the dialects. Apart from its use with personal names, the article may also be
used with some words of kinship like father and mother, and is sometimes also used
with family names.
4 The article is not dropped in predicative constructions like in-(i).
@) De hir & n Erik/a Anna
This here is ART Erik/ART Anna
This case is analogous to the case mentioned in fn.10, where the article is retained
when there is lack of number or gender agreement.

54



(87)  (*n) Erik! (Northern Swedish)
' ART Erik!
(88) Han het (*n) Erik
He is-named ART Erik

The restriction to drop the determiner in non-argumental noun
phrases is also found in Icelandic and the Norwegian dialects that use
personal pronouns with proper names.35 The main difference be-
tween the languages with regard to the preproprial article is that it is
obligatory in Northern Swedish and Northern Norwegian, but op-
tional in Icelandic.36

The examples above have shown that articles/determiners with
proper names are present in several Scandinavian dialects. Such arti-
cles are also well known from German and Italian dialects (cf. Lon-
gobardi 1992), even if they are not obligatory in these dialects. The
property of having proprial articles that are distinct from articles
with ordinary nouns is also a common property of other languages,
e.g. Catalan (Longobardi 1992:56f.) and many of the Austronesian
languages (see for instance Campbell's (1991) articles on Tagalog,
Malagasy and Maori).

Unless we want to assign different syntactic structures to proper
names in the Standard Scandinavian languages and some of their di-
alects, we will have to assume that all proper names have a deter-
miner position. Hence proper names do not have to constitute a vio-
lation of the working hypothesis in (13)b.

Furthermore I have shown that the dialects that use proprial arti-
cles or pronouns in argumental position, lacks this article in non-ar-
gumental position, as we would predict from (13)a.

2.5. Various Bare Nouns

Having shown that uncountables and proper names, although they oc-
cur in argument positions without a determiner, nevertheless do not
violate our generalisation in (13)b, I will now turn to a discussion of

Contrary to what we should expect from the generalisation in (13)b the prepro-

prial article in Northern Swedish is not used with possessors. In subsection 5.3.5, I will
show that the lack of the article is only superficial.
35 Colloquial Swedish, outside the Northern Swedish area, sometimes uses a proprial
pronoun, It is optional and the use is not as common as in Icelandic. In the same way
as in Northern Norwegian the pronouns lack case distinctions. This was pointed out to
me by Gunldg Josefsson.

(i) Hon Karin har ringt dig (ii) Jag har talat med hon Karin

She Karin has called you I have talked with she Karin
36 Another difference is that Icelandic may use the preproprial article without num-
ber agreement, as shown in (i).

(1) vid Halldoér (ii) Peir J6n
we Halldor they Jon
‘we, Halldor and I’ ‘they, Jén and his friend(s)’

Non-agreeing constructions like the ones in (i) and (ii) are not possible in Northern
Swedish or Northern Norwegian.

55



some remaining types of noun phrases that appear without determin-
ers in argument position. In this section, I will discuss in some detail
the properties of bare nouns that are not used with the special un-
countable form, but that nevertheless may be bare. Recall that most
nouns in Swedish use the plural as the inherent uncountable form
(the carrot class), whereas several nouns use the singular as the in-
herent uncountable form (the potaro class). Therefore, the study will
have to be based on the opposite form of the nouns, i.e. the singular
of the carrot class and the plural of the potato class.

Bare countable nouns are normally found as objects or preposi-
tional complements. In some cases we also find them in existential
constructions or as generic subjects. Before we discuss those cases
further I will mention three cases with bare nouns that I consider ir-
relevant for our purposes (cf. also footnote 4). :

First, we find many bare nouns in proverbs and sayings. There
are proverbs that are uncontroversially archaic, or modelled on the
pattern of Old Swedish, where all types of bare nouns were allowed
in all types of positions (cf. (1) above). Their pattern is not produc-
tive.37

Second, there are several word pairs with bare nouns. Those are
normally used in co-ordinations or with contrastive prepositions.

(89)  krig och fred, kropp och sjil, himmel och jord
war and peace, body and soul, heaven and earth
liv och déd, vett och vilja, hast och vagn,
life and death, wit and will, horse and carriage
(90)  fran topp till t&, ur hand i mun
from top to toe, out of hand into mouth

Such word pairs are not productive. As can be seen in (91)-(92) be-

low, those expressions are lexicalised and cannot be reordered or al-
tered.38

(91)  *fred och krig, *sjil och kropp, *jord och himmel
*ddd och liv, *vilja och vett, *vagn och hist
(92) *fran t4 till topp, *1 mun ur hand

37 The proverbs that I have in mind are exemplified in (i)-@i). -

6)) gammal man gér s gott han kan (ii) lagt kort ligger
old man makes the best he can laid card lies
morgonstund har guld i mun affdr dr affir
morning-time has gold in mouth business is business

38 There are a few word pairs that seem to be possible to alter.
(i) papper och penna/penna och papper )
paper and penipen and paper
regering och riksdag/riksdag och regering
government and parliamentiparliament and government
Examples like in (i) are quite rare, and perhaps both variants are lexicalised. Another
possible solution is that the conjunction, bearing the feature [+plural], may license the
empty determiner in some way, cf. Bhatt (1992:193ff.).
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Third, there are nouns that turn up with old case morphology,
which was lost five hundred years ago, and nouns that are only
found in one single expression. Such constructions will of course not
have any relevance for our theory of bare nouns. Consider the
examples in (93)-(95) below, where (93) illustrates genitives, (94)
datives, and (95) nouns that are only found as prepositional
complements.

(93) till sdAngs/sjoss/fots/topps
to bed/sea/foot/top
(94) ur huse, i gérde, i sOmne
out-of house, in farm, in sleep
(95) pa tok, pd kinn, pd maf3, i fjol
on wrong, on feel, on random, in last-year

I do not think that these cases of bare nouns (proverbs, word pairs
and lexicalised PPs) can say anything about the core grammar. In the
next two subsection, I will turn to bare nouns appearing as subjects
and objects (2.5.1) or as prepositional complements (2.5.2).

© 2.5.1. Subjects and Objects
As we have seen above, subjects and objects that are not obviously
uncountable normally require a determiner, but in some cases they
do not. Bare objects appear mainly together with two types of verbs.
First, we have (normally) intransitive verbs that take a complement
that is semantically close to or limited by the meaning of the verb.
(96) ro6ka pipa, dansa vals

smoke pipe, dance waltz

spela piano, spela fotboll

play piano, play football

aka bat/tunnelbana

go boat/underground [=go by]

kora bil/traktor

drive car/tractor

A typical property of these verb phrases is that they denote a pro-
cess, and that the object is not referential. The bare object has
generic interpretation, whereas an article gives the phrase situational
reading. Compare (97) with (98) below.

(97) roka pipa

smoke pipe (habitual)

dansa vals

dance waltz (as a habit or skill)
(98) roka en pipa

smoke a pipe (occasional)

dansa en vals

dance a waltz (occasional)
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Note that the noun may be qualified by mycket and other quantifying
elements that otherwise are followed by a partitive noun (cf. (54)
above).

(99) Jag har akt en hel del tunnelbana i mina dagar
I have gone a whole lot underground in my days
Han har rokt mycket pipa i sina dagar
He has smoked much pipe in his days

These bare nouns may also be combined with superlatives, which is a
property that is otherwise only possible with uncountables.

(100) Nu far vi se vem som dansar biist vals
Now get we see who that dances best waltz

Hence I will assume that these cases actually involve uncountables. I
will assume that they are exceptional uses of the singular (where plu-
ral is the normal uncountable form), analogous to the examples pre-
sented in (67) above.

Second, there are some transitive verbs which take bare objects.
This sort of verbs is illustrated in (101) below.

(101) Han ska kopa bil/ligenhet
He shall buy car/apartment
Hon har hund/ svar lunginflammation
She has dog/ hard pneumonia

Bare nouns like the ones in (101) above require that the verb phrase
denote something that is a bit more than trivial. The verb phrases in
(101) above have connotations of getting a loan in the bank, paying
the insurance, moving to the new apartment, having to go out with
the dog every day, or being bound to the bed. When the expression
lacks such connotations, the bare noun object becomes awkward.

(102) *kopa bok/suddgummi ;
buy book/rubber

(103) *ha stol/bok
have chair/book

Note that a verb like sell denotes an act without the special connota-
tions that are connected to the verb buy. Consequently sell is not
good with the same nouns, although it takes the same kind of objects.

(104) *silja bil/ldgenhet
sell car/apartment

The sort of nouns that may be bare as objects with this kind of verbs
may also appear as bare subjects in generic clauses with an uninflect-
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ed predicative. More trivial nouns that do not have a set of associa-
tions connected to them are excluded, as was the case with objects.

(105) bil/hund &r dyrt
car/dog is expensive
*hok &r dyrt
book is expensive

In constructions like the one in (105) above only uncountables are
normally allowed. Recall from (54) above that the generic construc-
tion with an uninflected adjective was one of the constructions where
there was singular/plural variation with countable nouns, which we
took to be a sign of partitivity. Hence I will propose that bare nouns
like those in (102)-(103) above are actually uncountables of the same
sort as skala potatis/mordtter, but with the same exceptional use of
the singular as in the group of intransitive verbs, and the examples in
(67). The assumption may be corroborated by the superlative test.
This kind of bare nouns do take a superlative.

(106) Nu far vi se vem som har snabbast bil
Now get we see who that has fastest car

There is another sort of bare nouns that may appear in argument
positions, namely some relational nouns. Only a handful of nouns are
involved, but they may appear both as objects and as complements in
the existential constructions.

(107) Vi har anledning att betvivla detta
We have reason to doubt this
Vi har méjlighet att...
We have opportunity fo...
(108) Det finns orsak att betvivla detta
There is reason to doubt this
Det finns risk for ras
There is risk for landslide
Det finns tillfidlle till forfriskningar 1 pausen
It is opportunity to refreshments in pause-the

These nominals are special in that they are bare and referential si-
multaneously. They are also special because they obligatorily take a
complement.39

A similar pattern can be found in French. Relational nouns like
the ones in (107)-(108) above are practically the only arguments that
appear without determiners in this language: il a besoin de..., il a
raison de..., elle a envie de.... The fact that these relational nouns
must have an argument can maybe be the solution to the problem.

39 Other nouns that may function in this way are: grund [foundation], behov [need],
brist [lack], overflod [superfluity], tid [time].
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Grimshaw (1991a) shows that true argument taking nouns in English
behave as if they are uncountable, not being able to take the indefi-
nite article or the singular numeral, and resisting the plural form.

The nouns in (107)-(108) above also seem to be uncountable in
the sense that they allow the pronouns all/viss and superlatives, as
shown in (109)-(110) below.

(109) Det finns all anledning att betvivla detta
There is all reason to doubt this
Det finns viss risk for ras
There is certain risk for landslide

(110) Den som har storst anledning att bli arg 4r Pelle
The-one who has greatest reason to get angry is Pelle
Han har storst mojlighet att komma undan
He has greatest possibility to get away

Last there is a special kind of nouns that seem to be truly bare in
Swedish. They are similar to particles in some ways (and sometimes
analysed as such).

(111) Gardinen fattade eld
Curtain-the caught fire
Vi tog hand om Olle
We took hand of Olle [=took care of]

It seems as if this kind of nouns truly lack determiners. I will claim

+ + nlilra ndnl o
that thﬁy are not argumenis. Note Lhat, UnKE argumentar noun

phrases, they cannot be passivised or topicalised.

(112) *Hand togs om Olle av oss
Hand was-taken of Olle by us
*Hand har vi tagit om Olle
Hand have we taken of Olle

To conclude this subsection, I have claimed that several sorts of
bare noun complements found in Swedish are similar to uncountables
in several ways. I assume that they represent cases where countables
can be used in the uncountable function, although they do not exhibit
the normal partitive form (compare (67) above). Thus they will have
a covert determiner, and they will not constitute counterexamples to
our working hypothesis in (13)b.

2.5.2. Complements of Prepositions

There are many occasions where we find truly bare nouns as com-
plements of prepositions. Here we are interested in determining
whether such noun phrases might be considered arguments, thus
constituting counterexamples to our working hypothesis in (13)b.
Our hypothesis states that there should be no bare nouns that are
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arguments. Complements of prepositions could be considered to be
arguments in three ways. Either the preposition could function as a
predicate assigning a 6-role to the noun phrase, or the noun phrase
could be assigned a 6-role by a lexical head, where the preposition
would be a pure dummy preposition. A third variant would be a
joint assignment of a 8-role to the noun by the verb and the preposi-
tion. I will assume that prepositional objects belong to the last cate-
gory.

As far as I know, there are no uncontroversial diagnostics for
exactly which prepositions should be regarded as dummy preposi-
tions and which should be considered to be true predicates. However,
there are at least some cases where the preposition is arguably pred-
icative (cf. Hoekstra/Mulder 1990), namely cases with copular verbs,
illustrated in (113), and prepositional small clauses, like those in
(114).

(113) Mannen &r fr&n Oslo
Man-the is from Oslo
Kalle stannade i bilen
Kalle stayed in car-the
(114) Han lade kldderna pé sdngen
He lay clothes-the on bed-the
Hon flyttade stolen mot dorren
She moved chair-the towards door-the

Constructions like those in (115)-(116) below are clearly ungram-
matical 40 '

(115) *Sadana mén &r ofta frdn smastad
Such men are often from small-town
*De stannar gérna i bil
They stay gladly in car
(116) *De brukar ldgga kldderna pa sing
They uses-to lay clothes on bed
*Hon brukar flytta stolen mot dérr
She uses-to move chair-the towards door

The second case where we could expect the noun phrase to be an
argument is where a lexical head assigns a 6-role to the noun phrase,
but where a dummy preposition is needed to assign Case to it.

One case where we may conjecture that the preposition is purely
a Case assigner involves categories that do not assign Case, e.g.
nouns in a language like Swedish. As argued by Chomsky (1970) the
only function of the preposition in nominalisations is to assign Case

40 There are cases with bare uncountable nouns, as shown in (i) and (i).
@) vara pa gott humor (ii) ldgga jorden i trida
be on good humour put earth into fallow
‘to be in a good mood’
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to the complement. In Swedish the default preposition with nominali-
sations is av.

(117) Skaparen av skadespelet
Creator-the of play-the
Forstérelsen av staden
Destruction-the of city-the
Publiceringen av artikeln
Publication-the of article-the

As far as I can tell, there are no bare countable nouns in such PPs.

Chomsky makes the same assumption for adjectives in English,
i.e. they may not assign Case and hence they need a dummy preposi-
tion (of) in order to take a complement. In Swedish several adjec-
tives do take objects without any preposition (cf. Platzack 1982), and
adjectives in Swedish do not have any standard preposition. Consider
the examples in (118) below.

(118) rddd for hunden
afraid for dog-the
stolt &ver barnen
proud over children-the
medveten om riskerna
aware about risks-the
van vid kyla
used with cold

Since there is no standard preposition with adjectives, I conjecture
that there are no dummy prepositions with adjectives in Swedish. I
believe that adjectives taking PP-complements are parallel to
prepositional objects of verbs, the 8-role being assigned jointly by
the verb/adjective and the preposition.

This brings us to the third group of prepositions, which seem to
assign a 0-role together with a lexical head. I cannot find any bare
countable nouns at all with adjectives. As for PP-complements of
verbs, the bare nouns that we find are of the same kind as ordinary
objects of verbs, which we assumed to be uncountables (cf. subsec-
tion 2.3.1) Consider the prepositional object in (119).

(119). Hon sitter alltid och tittar pa teve
She sits always and watches on TV

The bare nouns that we find as complements of prepositions are typi-
cally adjuncts. Consider the examples in (120)-(121)

(120) Hon kom till banken utan legitimation/viska/kavaj
She came to bank-the without identification-card/bag/jacket
Han kom till banken i bil/ i frack
He came to bank-the in car/ in dress coat

62



(121) En skjorta utan drm/krage
‘ A shirt without sleeve/collar
Tva rum med kok/kokvra
Two rooms with kitchen/kitchenette

As far as I can see, there is only one type of PP that could be as-
sumed be an argument, namely instrumental med [with] phrases.

(122) Han kte till Oslo med bil/bat
He went to Oslo with (by) car/boat
Hon 6ppnade dorren med dyrk/kort
She opened door-the with picklock/card
Hon betalar alltid med check
She pays always with cheque
Hon simmade tvahundra meter med simdyna
She swam two hundred meters with cork-pillow

Phrases with instrumental with seem to be arguments, and the exam-
ples in (122) would then challenge our hypothesis in (13)b. How-
ever, I claim that they represent uncountables. They have the same
generic interpretation as the bare objects in subsection (2.5.1). Fur-
thermore, the uncountable form (i.e. the singular/plural alternation)
is normally used in these cases, as is illustrated in (123) below.41

(123) Han prydde smorgéstirtan med gurka/mordtter
He decorated sandwich-cake-the with cucumber/carrots

Finally, there is a special kind of nouns in PPs that seem to be
truly bare in Swedish. They are found in abstract transitional phrases
(cf. Ekberg 1989).

(124) Fienden gick till anfall
Enemy-the went to attack
Hon {61l i sémn
She fell in sleep

It seems as if this kind of nouns truly lack determiners. I claim that
they are not arguments. Note that they behave unlike other noun
phrases in many respects. The cannot be pseudopassivised, and they
cannot be topicalised.

41 1ngrumental med-phrases are found with the suffixed (partitive) article in North-
ern Swedish and the dialects of Osterbotten (cf, Hummelstedt 1934:135), which
implies that they are seen as uncountables in these dialects.
(i) vi skar a me stjeron
we cut it with sickle-ART
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(125) *Anfall gicks till av fienden
Attack went-pass to by enemy-the
*Anfall har fienden gatt till
Attack has enemy-the gone to

To conclude this subsection, I have argued that the cases where
we find bare nouns as complements of prepositions represent the ex-
ceptional use of singular as the uncountable form. In some cases bare
nouns seem to be non-arguments.

2.6. Types of Determiners

In this chapter I have studied the distribution of articles/determiners
in argumental and non-argumental positions. This was done with the
generalisation in (13) as the working hypothesis, originally proposed
by Stowell (1991). (13) is repeated here.

(13)a If a noun phrase is a non-argument, then it has no determiner
b If a noun phrase is an argument, then it has a determiner

In this section, I will first summarise the result of the investigation. I
will then turn to a discussion of what kind of articles are found in
the Scandinavian languages.

2.6.1. Arguments and Determiners

First, I investigated non-argumental noun phrases such as predicative
and vocative noun phrases. I found that the claim that ihey never
have a determiner was too strong. When a predicative noun phrase
has descriptive reading, it must have a determiner, most commonly
an indefinite article. I have shown that this article is different from
the argumental article in several respects: it introduces an implicit
modal argument, it has a plural form, and it is compatible with un-
countable nouns. I have suggested that the introduction of an implicit
argument in predicative noun phrases implies that the predicative
article is present already at D-structure. Likewise, I assume that all
meaningful determiners have to be present at D-structure.

Second, in vocative and other isolated noun phrases, we found
that some of the Scandinavian languages behave as predicted by
(13)a, not allowing any determiners, whereas Swedish, Norwegian
and Faroese, sometimes may have a suffixed article. T will assume
that these languages have a special possibility of base generating the
suffixed article on the noun, and thus the determiner position will be
empty. At the moment, this assumption seems ad hoc, but as we will
see in chapter 4, it is strongly supported by definiteness data in the
Scandinavian languages.

Third, I have studied several constructions where bare nouns
may appear as arguments, thus seemingly contradicting (13)b. Ex-
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cept for several lexicalised types, we were left with two basic cate-
gories: uncountables and proper names. I argued that most bare ob-
jects and bare complements of prepositions are special cases of un-
countables. Both uncountables and proper names were shown to have
obligatory articles in Northern Swedish, whereas the Standard
Scandinavian languages use them without determiners in argument
positions. Since I do not want to assign Standard Swedish and North-
ern Swedish fundamentally different structures for these kinds of
noun phrases, I will assume that uncountables and proper names al-
ways contain a covert or overt determiner. Thus (13)b, which re-
quires arguments to have a determiner, still holds.

Note that the suffixed article behaves in the same way as the
prenominal article in almost all constructions. This makes the suf-
fixed article in Scandinavian parallel to the prenominal definite arti-
cle (in Scandinavian and other languages). In the next chapter I will
argue that the suffixed article may also be structurally parallel to the
prenominal article in other Germanic and Romance languages.

" In the discussion above, I have argued that determiners in non-
argumental noun phrases are generated in a determiner position at
D-structure, but that such noun phrases normally do not require a
determiner at S-structure. Contrary to non-arguments, all arguments
seem to have a determiner at S-structure. I will thus assume that all
meaningful determiners, like demonstratives, numerals and pronouns
are base generated in a determiner position at D-structure. At S-
structure all arguments must have a determiner, and I propose that a
default determiner (an article) has to be inserted at S-structure. We
might propose the following (descriptive) rule.

(127) Argument Rule:
All arguments must have a filled determiner position at S-structure.

Hence, it will be practical to differentiate between base-generated
determiners and "expletive" determiners, i.e. articles, inserted at
S-structure to make the phrase licit. In this sense, the indefinite arti-
cle in predicative noun phrases is not an article, but a base generated
determiner. Henceforth I will call it the non-argumental indef-
inite determiner. Another instance of this article will be discussed
in subsection 4.4.2.

The approach presented here means that (13)b still holds, but
that it is specified as (127). The distribution of determiners in non-
argumental noun phrases does not have to be further specified.
There is neither any requirement for, nor a ban on determiners with
non-argumental noun phrases. The ones that are base generated at D-
structure are still there at S-structure.
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2.6.2. Types of Articles

We are now in a position to discuss the different types of articles
found in the Scandinavian languages. First, of course, there are the
ordinary indefinite and definite articles. Second, we have seen that
there are two sorts of uncountable nouns, ordinary uncountables
(including bare singulars and plurals) and proper names. Except for
being uncountable, the two types have in common that they are in-
herently specified for number. The first type is indefinite and the
second is definite. Hence we would have four different ways to use
nouns, distinguished by means of the features [+definite] and
[xcountable].

(128) [definite] [countable]

a en bok - + a book
b @ smdr - - @ butter
c bok-en + + the book
d P Kalle + - @ Kalle

The simple scheme in (128) cannot be the whole truth, though. It is
obvious that an uncountable noun that is made definite, like smdret
[butter-the] does not become a proper name. Hence the system needs
at least one more feature, probably something like [*+dividuative]. I
will not try to give a complete taxonomy of different sorts of nouns
here, but I think that (128) is on the right track. I claim that natural
language possesses four different types of articles that correspond to
the four groups in (128). The article in a) will be called the indef-
inite article, the one in b) the partitive article, the one in c) the
definite article and the one in d) the proprial article. In several
cases articles may be homonymous with other articles or with pro-
nouns, but the distinctions between the different articles can be
proven from different languages.

In Swedish the indefinite article is homonymous with the numer-
al one, but it is morphologically distinct from the non-argumental
indefinite determiner, as I argued in 2.1.1. In English the indefinite
article is distinct from the numeral one, but it is homonymous with
the predicative indefinite determiner.

The partitive article is @ in the Standard Scandinavian languages
and in English. In Northern Swedish it is homonymous with the suf-
fixed definite article, but in French- it is morphologically distinct
from other articles/pronouns. Italian has a morphologically distinct
(optional) partitive article.

The definite article in the Standard Scandinavian languages is
suffixed and morphologically distinct. English has a distinct preno-
minal article, whereas German and French have articles that are
homonymous with definite pronouns.
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In several Scandinavian languages, there is a prenominal proprial
article. The same seems to hold for many other languages. In Ice-
landic the proprial article is homonymous with personal pronouns.
In Northern Swedish, there is a special proprial article, which is
homonymous with weak pronouns. In Northern Norwegian, the pro-
prial pronoun is distinct from the personal pronoun, since it is lack-
ing a special oblique form.

Let us end this section by giving a taxonomy of the different ar-
ticles found in some of the Germanic and Romance languages. In
(129) only the uter/masculine singular form is given. Suffixed arti-
cles are marked with a hyphen. Articles that seem to be optional are
put in brackets. The proprial article mdlcated is the one used with
personal names.

(129) Articles in Germanic and Romance

indefinite partitive definite proprial
Icel. 0] [} -inn (hann)
NSw. (e)n -en -en (e)n
Sw./Da. en @ -en 1G]
Wlu. en 0] & 0]
German ein 14} der (der)
English a 0] the @
French un du le %]
Italian un (del) il @il

Note that the partitive and the definite articles can be suffixes. Recall
also that in some Norwegian dialects (not included in (129) above)
the proprial article may be a suffix. In other languages, such as
Kurdish, even the indefinite article may be suffixed (Campbell 1991:
770). Hence it seems as if all sorts of articles are possible both as in-
dependent elements and affixes. This will become important when
we start to look at the internal structure of noun phrases in the next
chapter.

Of course we still need to discuss whether the Argument Rule in
(127) should be parametrised or not, and whether it should be
parametrised for indefinite and definite articles. As far as I can see
there are no good arguments for positing the argument rule for lan-
guages like Old Scandinavian, Russian or Latin, which lack articles
altogether. In Old Scandinavian there does not seem to be any fixed
determiner position; demonstratives and indefinite pronouns are
placed both pre- and postnominally. Hence I think that we must para-
metrise the argument rule.

We should also ask ourselves whether the parameter could be
stated differently for the different sorts of articles (indefinite, defi-
nite etc.), making it possible for languages to obey the argument rule
only in some cases. Such a question is of course hard to answer, but I
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think that we should have only one argument rule. I base this on the
behaviour of Icelandic. In Old Icelandic there was obviously no re-
quirement to have articles, and there was no fixed position for de-
terminers; they could appear both pre- and postnominally. In Mod-
ern Icelandic there is a requirement for definite articles on argu-
ment, but not for indefinite articles. On the other hand, there is a
fixed position for determiners, both for indefinite and definite ones.
Thus the introduction of the argument rule for definite noun phrases
seems to go hand in hand with a fixed position for both definite and
indefinite determiners. If the argument rule was stated .only for def-
inite noun phrases we would expect that indefinite noun phrases
could still have determiners on both sides of the noun. Hence, I will
assume that languages must obey the argument rule with all types of
argumental noun phrases or disregard it altogether.

2.7. Conclusions

In this chapter I have investigated the distribution of articles in
Swedish. As a working hypothesis, I assumed that all arguments have
an article position, whereas non-arguments lack such a position.

I have argued that the first statement is true for a language like
Swedish. This was formulated as the Argument Rule: All argumental
noun phrases must have a filled determiner position at S-structure. I
also argued that the suffixed article is parallel to prenominal articles
in other languages in this respect.

With regard to the second statement, I found that it is perhaps to
strong. Determiners are found in many predicative and vocative
noun phrases. However, the indefinite article found in predicative
position is different from the indefinite article in argument positions.

I have also presented a taxonomy of articles, claiming that there
are four sorts of articles, indefinite, definite, partitive and proprial
articles. Instances of all of them are found in the Scandinavian lan-
guages, but some of them are missing in specific languages.
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CHAPTER 3
BASIC NOUN PHRASE STRUCTURE

In this chapter I am going to present my basic assumptions concern-
ing the internal structure of the noun phrase. In the following chap-
ters, I will discuss some of the central nominal constructions, such as
possessive and partitive constructions. Before I can do this, there are
several assumptions that I must present, and so this chapter will
function as a basis for the discussion in the following chapters.

I will begin,. in section 3.1, by investigating the DP-analysis, D
for Determiner, which claims that the determiner is a functional
head within the noun phrase, parallel to functional heads like C and I
within the clause. I will argue in favour of such an analysis. In sec-
tion 3.2, I will discuss the relationship between the adjective and the
noun in a noun phrase with an attributive adjective, arguing that the
adjective is a head within the noun phrase. In section 3.3, I will fur-
ther discuss degree adverbials and comparison. It has been suggested
that degree words and comparison affixes constitute a functional cat-
egory, Deg, that selects AP; I will argue in favour of such an analy-
sis. In section 3.4, I will further investigate the QP-analysis, which
claims that quantifying elements, such as indefinite pronouns and
numerals, head a projection of their own, a Q-projection. The pur-
ported head Q is in many ways similar to the head D, but it also re-
sembles A. I will try to show that quantifying elements can be anal-
ysed without assuming a special Q-projection. In section 3.5, I dis-
cuss some consequences of the structure that I propose. Primarily 1
discuss Case-marking, agreement and the difference between func-
tional and lexical categories. The chapter will be concluded in 3.6.

3.1. Determiner Phrases (DPs)
In this section I am going to argue in favour of the DP-analysis, pro-
posing that D is a functional head selecting an NP, and that the suf-
fixed article in the Scandinavian languages may be attached to the
noun by head movement of N to D.

In the traditional generative analysis of the noun phrase (e.g.
Jackendoff 1977), determiners were assumed to be specifiers in the
noun phrase. The basis for such an analysis was that possessor
phrases and determiners are in complementary distribution in En-
glish. However, as we will see in this section there are languages
where possessors and determiners co-occur. As research has pro-
gressed, it has also become clear that noun phrases contain many el-
ements that are not given any labelling in the traditional structure of
the noun phrase. Here I will present the argauments for assuming that
there must be multiple heads within the noun phrase. In 3.1.1, I will
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outline the arguments for assuming a D-projection within the noun
phrase in general, and in 3.1.2, I will turn specifically to the conse-
quences of a D-projection in the Scandinavian languages.

3.1.1. D-Projections

An analysis with determiners as heads in the noun phrase was first
proposed by Szabolcsi (1983), discussing Hungarian data. Her argu-
ments were primarily based on the striking similarities between noun
phrases and clauses in Hungarian. Basing her discussion on examples
like the ones in (1), where the possessor turns up in nominative case,
and the head noun agrees with the possessor in number and person,
Szabolcsi argues that the possessor in Hungarian must be parallel to
the subject in the clause (cf. the clause in (2)).

(1)  az én-@ vendég-e-m (Hungarian)
the I-nom guest-poss-1.sg
'my guest'
a te-0 vendég-e-d
the you-nom guest-poss-2.sg
'your guest'
(a) Mari-@ vendég-e-@
the Mari-nom guest-poss-3.sg
‘Mari's guest'

(2) Mari-@ alud-t-@
Mari-nom sleep-past-3.sg
‘Mari slept’

Furthermore, Szabolcsi notes another similarity between the noun
phrase and the clause. A possessor may occur in dative case, instead
of nominative. Such dative possessors are placed in front of the arti-
cle (cf. (3) below). If the possessor is a wh-phrase, it must be a da-
tive, and it must precede the article, as shown in (4) and (5).

3) Mari-nak a vendég-e-@ (Hungarian)
Mari-dat the guest-poss.3.sg
‘Mari's guest'
(4)  ki-nek a vendég-e-@
who-dat the guest-poss-3.sg
‘whose guest'
(5)  *aki-@ vendég-e-@
the who-nom guest-poss-3.sg

The distribution of wh-phrases within the Hungarian noun phrase, il-
lustrated in (4) and (5), is very similar to the distribution of wh-
phrases in the clause, where such phrases are always found in the
specifier of C in many languages (the Scandinavian languages and
English, for instance). Szabolcsi argues that the noun phrase has an
initial article position, KOMP, which is parallel to C(OMP) in the
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clause, both of them having an A'-position as their specifier. Szabol-
csi's KOMP-position is identical to what is nowadays called the D-
position. Furthermore Szabolcsi shows that Hungarian may have ex-
traction of the wh-possessor out of the noun phrase, in a way similar
to wh-extraction out of the clause. The specifier of KOMP (i.e.
SpecDP in our terms) can be used as an escape hatch, in the same
way as SpecCP is used as an escape hatch in the clause.

6) Ki-nek; alsz-ik [ ;] a t; vendég-e-@3] ] (Hungarian)
Who-DAT sleep-3.sg  the guest-poss-3.sg
'Whose guest sleeps?’

Thus, Szabolesi noted four striking similarities between the internal
structure of noun phrases and clauses in Hungarian. The possessor is
similar to the subject in receiving nominative case. The head noun is
similar to the verb in agreeing with the possessor (the subject). The
specifiers of the COMP/KOMP positions are similar in the way they
must attract wh-phrases, and in functioning as escape hatches.

Later, several linguists proposed analyses where the determiner
is seen as the head of the noun phrase. The most influential was put
forward by Abney (1987; cf. also Abney 1986). Abney takes data
like those from Hungarian above as a starting point, arguing, like
Szabolcsi, that they show the similarities between the internal struc-
ture of noun phrases and clauses.1

Abney (1987:30-36) further points out the similar external dis-
tributions of clauses and noun phrases. Both may be arguments, both
may be recursively stacked, both may participate in binding relations
and both take relative clauses. They also have similar behaviour with
regard control.? '

If noun phrases and clauses are similar in their internal and ex-
ternal syntax, it is also arguable that there are functional categories
in the noun phrase which corresponds to functional C and/or 1. If
such a functional category existed, it should have lexical entries; Ab-
ney argues that determiners are the only possible entries for such a
category, and he names the position that they occupy D (for Deter-
miner). The category D has several similarities to C and I in the
clause. Abney (1987:64) lists the similarities of functional categories
like C, I and D, here quoted in (7).

I As a matter of fact, typological studies show that possessor agreement is quite a
common property of the world's languages. In Gilligan's (1987) study on pro-drop
and agreement 55 out of 100 languages have possessor agreement (though restricted
to kinship/inalienable possession in a some cases).

2 A further similarity, not noted by Abney, is that both noun phrases and clauses can
be the complement of prepositions in many languages, among them the Scandinavian
and Ibero-Romance languages.
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(7) 1. Functional elements constitute closed lexical classes.
2. Functional elements are generally phonologically and morpho-
logically dependent. They are generally stressless, often clitics or
affixes, and sometimes even phonologically null.
3. Functional elements permit only one [type of] complement,
which is in general not an argument. The arguments are CP, PP
and [...] DP. Functional elements select IP, VP, NP.
4. Functional elements are usually inseparable from their comple-
ment
5. Functional elements lack [...] 'descriptive content'. Their se-
mantic contribution is second order, regulating or contributing to
the interpretation of their complement. They mark grammatical or
relational features, rather than picking out a class of objects.

In subsection 3.5.3, T will return to a discussion of the special prop-
erties of functional elements, summarising what we can learn from
the Scandinavian noun phrase. I will alter some of Abney's formula-
tions and add some more properties of functional elements,

Like most linguists working with noun phrase structure today, I
find the basic idea of a functional projection in the noun phrase
promising. As mentioned above Abney's proposal has been very in-
fluential, and many linguists have proposed a DP-analysis for other
languages, cf. e.g. for English (Stowell 1991), French (Tremblay
1991), French and English (Valois 1991, Vergnaud/Zubizarreta
1992), German (Olsen 1988a, Haider 1988, Zimmermann 1989,
Bhatt 1990), Scandinavian (Hellan 1986, Delsing 1988, 1989, Ta-
raldsen 1989, Svenonius 1992b), Italian (Longobardi 1992, Cinque
1992), Romanian (Grosu 1988), Hebrew (Ritter 1988) and Arabic
(Fassi-Fehri 1987). In the rest of this book, I will assume that there
is a D-projection, adding some arguments from the Scandinavian
languages. Ignoring constituents other than the determiner and the
noun, the structure of a simple noun phrase is assumed to be a DP,
where the D head selects an NP as its complement (cf. (8) below).

®
/DP\
S N

D NP
/\
S

i T
a house
the house
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From now on, the term DP will be used when referring to entities
with a D-projection, and NP will be used when referring to the basic
phrase selected by D, where the noun is a head. The term 'noun
phrase' will be considered neutral, and it will be used when the dif-
ference between DP and NP is not relevant. The term ‘head noun'
will be used when referring to the lexical noun in N. In accordance
with the discussion in chapter 2, where I claimed that all argumental
noun phrases must have a determiner, all argumental noun phrases
will be DPs, whereas non-argumental noun phrases can be either
DPs or NPs.

3.1.2. D-Projections in the Scandinavian Languages

The first proposal of determiners as heads also within the Scandina-
vian noun phrase was made by Hellan (1986; cf. also Andersson
1986 for a non-generative proposal in the same spirit). Hellan argues
that there are two kinds of data that point to such an analysis.

First, the Scandinavian suffixed definite article is traditionally
seen as a definite inflection on the noun. If this were true, and if the
noun were the sole head of the noun phrase, we would of course ex-
pect that all definite noun phrases contained a definite noun, in the
same way as all plural noun phrases contain a plural noun. This is
however not true; in particular noun phrases with possessors consis-
tently resist the suffixed article. Consider the Swedish examples be-
low.

) Kalles hus / *Kalles huset
Kalle's house / Kalle's house-the
mitt hus / *mitt huset
my house / my house-the

Second, Hellan notes that noun phrases without overt articles do not
always trigger agreement on the predicative adjective, which ordi-
nary noun phrases with determiners normally do.3

(10) bilen &r dyr/*dyrt
car-the is expensive
uter.sg uter.sg/*neuter.sg

(11)  bil dr *dyr/dyrt
car is expensive
uter.sg *uter.sg/neuter.sg

According to Hellan, examples like (10)-(11) above show that the de-
terminer is involved in the agreement on predicatives in some way.

3 This special disagreement construction has several requirements, Basically the ad-
Jective must be able to introduce an implicit argument; if an interpretation expensive
(for someone), good (for someone), nice (for someone) is possible, then the construc-
tion without agreement is used. See further Killstrom (1990:162-212).
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This is more easily understood if the determiner is a head in the
noun phrase, than if it were e.g. a specifier.

The arguments in Hellan (1986) are taken up in Delsing (1988),
where I claimed that the prenominal indefinite article and the suf-
fixed definite article in Scandinavian should be analysed in the same
way. Consider the Swedish noun phrases in (12)-(13) below.

singular plural

uter neuter uter neuter
(12) en bil ett hus bilar hus

acar a house cars houses
(13) bilen huset bilarna husen

car-the house-the  cars-the houses-the

In Delsing (1988) (cf. also Delsing 1989 and Taraldsen 1989, 1991),
it was argued that the noun with the suffixed article in Scandinavian
can be analysed as head raising of the noun in N to the D-position.
Hence, there is yet another parallel between the noun phrase and the
clause. In both we find head movement of the lexical category (N
and V respectively) to a higher functional category (D and I/C re-
spectively). Note that if we can show that noun raising occurs, it
strongly supports the DP-analysis. Raising of a head is only possible
to another head position, not, for instance, to a specifier position.
Such a noun raising analysis is of course near at hand for languages
where the article is suffixed to the noun. Similar analyses have also
been proposed for Romanian (Grosu 1989), which has a suffixed ar-
ticle similar to the Scandinavian one, and Semitic languages with af-
fixal articles, such as Hebrew (Ritter 1989) and Arabic (Fassi-Fehri
1987). Consider the structure in (14) below, which illustrates a noun
phrase with the indefinite article, and a definite one with N-raising
to D.

(14)
/DP\
B
D /NP\
. S
N XP
| I
ett hus
a house
husj-et ti
house-the
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In Delsing (1988), I noted that the head movement of the noun
could be further supported by data from Norwegian and Northern
Swedish, where a prenominal possessive pronoun is always followed
by a noun without the article whereas the noun always requires the
article when the possessive pronoun is postnominal (cf. also Fiva
1987, Delsing 1989 and Taraldsen 1991). In these dialects an exam-
ple like (15) is normally used to give contrast, whereas an example
like (16) represents the unmarked case.

(15) mitt hus *mitt huset (Northern Swedish)
my house my house-the

(16) huset mitt *hus mitt
house-the my house my

If it can be shown that the possessive pronoun in some way occupies
the D-position when it is prenominal, but not when it is postnominal,
we can argue that head movement to D is blocked in the first case
(15), but not in the second case (16). I will however argue against
such a head raising analysis in chapter 5.

Furthermore the head movement analysis gives a clue to the
strange behaviour of the suffixed article when the noun phrase con-
tains an attributive adjective. In section 3.2, I will argue that the ad-
jective is a head in the noun phrase, and thus it will block head
movement. Such an approach would help us to explain data like the
Danish ones in (17)-(18) below, where the suffixed article is in com-
plementary distribution with a prenominal article, depending on the
presence of an attributive adjective.

(17)  huset : (Danish)
house-the

(18) det store hus
the big house

As can be seen in (17) and (18), the suffixed article is used when
there is no adjective, whereas the prenominal article is used when
there is an adjective. If the adjective is a head in the noun phrase,
and if the suffixed article is attached to the noun by head movement,
we would expect exactly the difference in (17)-(18). Head movement
is blocked by an intervening head in (18), and hence there cannot be
any suffixed article. Instead, the D position has to be realised as an
independent prenominal article. In the other Mainland Scandinavian
languages and Faroese the data are normally complicated by 'double
definiteness', which will be one of the major topics of chapter 4.
Further support for the head movement analysis can be found in
the morphology (cf. Delsing 1988, 1989). In Old Scandinavian there
is both a suffixed article, -inn, and an independent prenominal defi-
nite article inn/ hinn, which is normally used when the noun phrase
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contains an adjective. The independent article is assumed to be the
historical origin of the suffix (cf. e.g. Wessén 1965:29 and Hansen/
Mundal/Skadberg 1975:69). Whether the article is independent or
suffixal, it always has inflection for number, gender and case. Note
that the noun is marked for case and number simultaneously. Con-
sider the Old Icelandic (singular masculine) paradigm in (19) below.

19) suffixed independent

nom hestr-inn inn gamli hestr (0O1d Icelandic)
gen hests-ins  ins gamla hests

dat hesti-num  inum gamla hesti

ace hest-inn inn gamla hest

If the suffixed article is base generated in a position separate from
N, we can easily explain why case morphology appears twice, once
on the noun and once on the article. If the suffixed article were only
a definiteness marker, we would not expect case to appear twice. The
system is still very much the same in Modern Icelandic (see table 3b
of the appendix).

Another argument in favour of the DP-analysis can be taken
from the discussion in chapter 2, where I showed that the determiner
position has to be filled in the most central type of noun phrases: ar-
gumental noun phrases. The fact that there are special requirements
on determiners in argumental noun phrases implies that the deter-
miner is a head. We would not expect external factors, like 0-role
assignment, to regulate the lexicalisation of for instance a specifier
inside the noun phrase. Note also that the discussion in chapter 2 sup-
ports head raising of the noun to D, since the suffixed article seems
to have the same effect on argumental noun phrases as prenominal
determiners have, i.e. saving an otherwise illicit structure. Assuming
a D-projection and head raising, we may then state the argument rule
(cf. (127) in chapter 2) as a requirement on one single head position.

A last argument for the DP analysis is that there are certain se-
lectional restrictions between D and its complement. D should select
complements with specific grammatical features. As we showed in
the previous chapter certain determiners, like (singular) all [all] and
the partitive article in Northern Swedish, only take uncountables, i.e.
their complements are specified [~count]. On the other hand, the in-
definite article and several pronouns only take nouns that are
[+count]. The proprial article of Northern Scandinavian is reserved
for personal names. Such selectional restrictions are expected be-
tween a head and its complement but not between a specifier and a
head. I claim that such a selectional relation holds between D and its
complement NP.

To conclude this section, following Szabolcsi (1983), Hellan
(1986), Abney (1987) and many others, I have argued that there are
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several similarities between the clause and the noun phrase, both in
external distribution and in internal structure. These similarities
have led to the assumption that determiners constitute a functional
head that selects the noun. Furthermore, I have argued that the suf-
fixed article in Scandinavian implies that there can be head move-
ment in the noun phrase, i.e. raising of N to D. I assume that the dif-
ference between languages with head raising (like Scandinavian) and
languages without it (like English and German) is stated as a parame-
ter, the head raising parameter.

Apart from the functional D-position, Abney (1987:338ff.) also
proposed a functional Q-position, Q for Quantifier, where words
like many/few are generated. Many of the items proposed to be gen-
erated in Q are elements that show features similar to either deter-
miners or adjectives, and I intend to analyse them as such. Before we
can look at the purported Q-category, we will have to discuss at-
tributive adjectives. In section 3.2. I will consider attributive adjec-
tives, and in 3.3. I will discuss degree adverbials and comparison
forms that modify adjectives.

3.2. Attributive Adjectives

In this section I am going to argue that constructions with an attribu-
tive adjective have the adjective as a structural head, taking the noun
as its right hand specifier. There are basically three types of adjec-
tives: the prototypical modifying adjectives, thematic adjectives
(corresponding to an argument in the clause), and adverbial adjec-
tives (corresponding to an adverb in the clause). Consider the ex-
amples in (20)-(22) below.

(20) Modifying: Det réda/stora huset
The red/big house-the

(21) Thematic: Den italienska invasionen av Albanien
The Italian invasion-the of Albania

(22) Adverbial:  Det stiindiga tjatandet om skatterna
The constant nagging-the about taxes-the

Thematic and adverbial adjectives are atypical. They appear only
with nominalisations. They cannot take degree words, nor can they
be used predicatively (see section 3.3). Here, I will focus on proto-
typically attributive adjectives, i.e. modifying adjectives as in (20),
which may also appear predicatively. I will give an analysis that
makes attributive and predicative adjectives parallel to each other
with regard to argument structure and agreement.

When I talk about attributive adjectives here, I will only be con-
cerned with adjectives that are prenominal in the Scandinavian lan-
guages. The so called predicative attributes, which are postnominal
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in the Germanic languages, seem to pattern with predicative adjec-
tives in several respects, so they will have to be analysed as such.
Attributive adjectives in Scandinavian behave in the same way
as in the other Germanic languages; they are placed in-between the
determiner and the noun. Furthermore the Scandinavian languages
make a distinction between strong and weak inflection of adjectives;
the strong form is used in indefinite noun phrases, whereas the weak
one is used in definite noun phrases. Consider the examples in (23).

(23) indefinite definite
en gammal man den gamle mannen
an old[str] man the old[wk] man-the
en gammal bok den gamla boken
an old[str] book the old[wk] book-the
ett gammalt hus det gamla huset
an old[str] houses the old[wk] house-the
gamla hus de gamla husen
old[str] houses the old[wk] houses-the

As can be seen in the Swedish examples in (23), the plural of the
strong and weak forms are homonymous, and the weak form is the
same in all genders and numbers, except when the noun denotes a
male person. This masculine distinction is maybe not a part of the
grammar; for many speakers (myself included) it is just a superficial

literary convention. In Danish and Norwegian the weak form is al-
ways -¢, without any distinction in this respect. In Icelandic and
Faroese, both the weak and strong forms show agreement in gender,
number and case (see further tables 5 and 6 in the appendix).

Attributive adjectives could theoretically be described as either
arguments, adjuncts or heads. Actually all three alternatives are rep-
resented in the literature. In this section I will present the three dif-
ferent proposals, and confront them with some central properties of
attributive adjectives.

First, attributive adjectives could be analysed as arguments. As
such they could theoretically be assumed to be either specifiers or
complements. As far as I know, there are no proposals where the ad-
jective is generated as the complement of the noun, but there are
suggestions, where it is taken to be a specifier. In Jackendoff's
(1977) X-bar proposal they are specifiers, although, which Jackend-
off (p. 37) points out himself, the notion specifier has no theoretical
status in his phrase structure. Jackendoff's structure is not compati-
ble with the present day theory for many reasons; for instance, it
does not observe binary branching, and it has three bar levels. Hence
I will not discuss his structure here. However, also linguists working
within the modem version of X-bar-theory have analysed the at-
tributive adjective as a specifier. Basing their arguments on thematic
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adjectives that seem to represent a subject, like in (24) below,
Giorgi/Longobardi (1990) assume that adjectives are specifiers.

(24) the Italian invasion of Albania

Recently, Cinque (1992) has proposed that thematic adjectives are
generated as specifiers of N, and other (i.e. movifying) adjectives as
specifiers of different functional projections selected by D, as illus-
trated in (25).

(25)
/D'\\
D FuncP
Func'
Fuinc NP
S
" i
en  gammal man
an old man

A theoretical objection against an analysis like the one in (25) is that
it is unclear what the status of the functional head is. In particular,
this structure raises questions of learnability. There seem to be no
lexical entries for the FuncO-category. Furthermore this structure
entails base generation of maximal categories in the specifier of a
functional projection, which is not assumed for other parts of the
grammar.

Second, attributive adjectives could be analysed as adjuncts.
There are basically two different proposals of this kind, one adjoin-
ing the adjective to NP and the other adjoining it to N'. The first
proposal illustrated in (26)a is used e.g. by Radford (1989), Valois
(1991) and Svenonius (1992a). The other one, illustrated in (26)b is
used by e.g. Fukui (1986) and Zimmermann (1991), and it assumes
that lexical categories have no specifiers, thus making X' the maxi-
mal category of lexical phrases.
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D'
/\
D NP D
/\ /\
Ny 5 .
SPEC N AF”/’\\\\\N'
/\ /\
’ N XP N DP
I I | I
en  gammal man en gammal man
an old man an old man

I have no theoretical objections against the structure in (26)a, but the
structure in (26)b raises some questions. One objection against that
structure is that both genitival and adjectival attributes are generated
as adjuncts to N'. Since those two categories have different surface
distribution, some extra assumptions will have to be made in order
to differentiate them.

Third, attributive adjectives could be analysed as heads. In Ab-
ney (1987; cf. also Radford 1992) it is proposed that the adjective is
a head selected by D, which in turn takes the 'head noun' as its com-
plement. This is primarily based on the fact that English never has
attributive adjectives with objects, which would then be explained if
the head noun takes this position. Consider Abney's proposal in (27)
below.

27
/I).\
D /1P
A
A NP
SPEC /N\
l i "
en  gammal man
an old man

Abney's proposal is however contradicted by many languages, such
as Mainland Scandinavian and German, where there may be objects
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connected to attributive adjectives (see 3.2.1. below).4 This is one of
the reasons for another suggestion, put forward for Scandinavian in
Delsing (1989, 1993) and for German in Bhatt (1990). In these pro-
posals the adjective is a head, but contrary to Abney's proposal, the
'head noun' is assumed to be the right hand specifier of the adjective.
Consider the structure in (28) below.

(28)
/I)\

D /AP\\

Al NP
SPEC /N\

i ‘ i (

en gammal man

an old man

The structure in (28) will be the structure that I adopt here. I will
call it the SpecA-analysis (adopting the term from Svenonius 1992a).
Contrary to Abney (1987), I assume that the adjective is a lexical
category.’

In the rest of this section, I will confront the different analyses
presented above with some central properties of attributive adjec-
tives. In subsection 3.2.1, I discuss the phrasal status of attributive
adjectives and their relation to the head noun. Then I turn to agree-
ment on attributive adjectives (3.2.2) and the possibility of using ad-
jectives independently (3.2.3). In subsection 3.2.4, I turn to recur-
sion of attributive adjectives, and in 3.2.5, I discuss cases where ad-
jectives seem to participate in or block head movement. In subsection
3.2.6, I turn to binding of adjectival objects. I will end up with the
view that the SpecA-analysis, outlined in (28) above, is the most
promising proposal.

4 As is shown in Radford (1989), there are actually atiributive adjectives in English
that take objects, such as similar. Radford further shows some severe problems with
Abney's analysis. In particular the assumption that A f-selects N (in the same way as
functional categories select their lexical complements) proves to raise problems. In
Radford (1992) those objections are not commented on.

5 Right hand specifiers seem to be rare in the European languages. However, Holm-
berg/Platzack (in press) have proposed that the Italian VP takes its specifier to the
right. Shlonsky (1991) makes the same assumption for the Hebrew VP.
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3.2.1. Phrasal Structure

Attributive adjectives may take objects and adjuncts in many lan-
guages. For instance, in the Mainland Scandinavian languages, Ger-
man, the Slavic and Uralic languages there are objects and adjuncts
connected to attributive adjectives. Consider the Swedish examples in
(29). Note that objects may be either DPs or PPs.6

(29) en Gver sin insats stolt forsvarsadvokat
a over his accomplishment proud attorney-for-the-defence
den gin hustru trogne mannen
the his wife faithful man-the
ett sedan i gar vilkiint faktum
a since yesterday well-known fact

Hence, attributive adjectives project in many languages; they are not
pure heads. However, attributive adjectives seem to have no subjects,
contrary to predicative adjectives. The head noun always corre-
sponds to the subject in the predicative paraphrase, whereas the ob-
Ject of transitive adjectives, like trogen, stolt [faithful, proud] may
never be the 'head noun' of an attributive adjective. Consider the ex-
amples in (30).

(30) ett rott hus ~ huset &r rott
a red house house-the is red
en stolt fader =~ fadern #r stolt
a proud father father-the is proud

# ndgon 4r stoit Gver fadern
someone is proud of the father

As far as I know there are no languages where the object of a pred-
icative adjective corresponds to the 'head noun' of an attributive ad-
Jective.” The clear distribution of nouns in relation to adjectives is
straightforward in the SpecA-analysis: the subject of the adjective
will always be generated in SpecA in both predicative and attributive
adjectives. This distribution remains a mystery in the other analyses.
Abney's analysis (cf. (27) above) seems to be contradicted, since the
noun is structurally the object of the adjective in that analysis. Rad-
ford (1992) argues for the analysis proposed by Abney, and he notes

6 The constructions with adjuncts and objects connected to attributive adjectives are
literary style in Swedish, at least if they are DPs. Some speakers consider them mar-
ginal. All speakers however agree that they are clearly beiter than any other word
order. For instance, examples like the one in (i) are totaily unacceptable.
(i)  “*en stolt dver sin insats forsvarsadvokat
a proud over his accomplishment astorney for the defence
7 In some cases the noun can be interpreted as the object, like in (i)
(i)  ettavvisat forslag
a refused proposal
Those cases however always involve a passive participle, and in 3.5.2, T will argue that
the NP in SpecAP is moved there by NP-movement,

82



that the attributive adjective semantically has a subject relation to the
noun, although the noun is structurally a complement in his analysis.
Without elaborating, he claims that the argument is internalised
when the adjective is attributive and externalised when it is predica-
tive. A more radical step is of course to assume the SpecA-analysis,
which would make the distribution follow, without any further ado,
by manipulating the argument structure. Note that in a theory like
LFG the subject of a predicative adjective and the 'head noun' of an
attributive adjective are both labelled as 'A-subjects’ (cf. e.g. Lgdrup
1989:201). This labelling shares with our analysis the intuition that
the two categories should be analysed in the same way.

3.2.2. Adjectival Agreement

In most languages of Europe, attributive adjectives show agreement
with the 'head' noun in gender, number and/or case. In case-less lan-
guages like Mainland Scandinavian and the Romance languages case-
agreement is of course missing, and in the Uralic languages, which
lack gender distinctions, there is no gender agreement. However
number agreement is present on attributive adjectives in most lan-
guages. Only in the periphery of Europe are there some languages
that seem to lack agreement altogether. In the far west, there is En-
glish, and in the far east, there are some Finno-Ugric languages that
lack adjectival agreement.

It would of course be a virtue to give the same description of
attributive adjectival agreement as we give for predicative adjectives
and other instances of agreement within the grammar. Normally
agreement on a head is triggered by an argumental XP: Subjects, ob-
jects and indirect objects may all trigger agreement on a head verb.
As we saw in the previous section, possessors may also trigger
agreement on the head noun. Consider the examples in (31).8

(31) subjects: Vid hof-um keypt békina (Icelandic)
We have-1pl bought book-the
gbjects: gan noga-ta apa-wa-rqa-nki (Quechua)
you I-acc carry-I1sQ-PAST-2sS
ind objects: zu-k a-ri lfburu-a irakur-ri d-io-zu (Basque)
you-erg her-dat book-acc read-1PRET 3sA-3sD-2sE
possessors:  a te-@ vendég-e-d ‘ (Hungarian)

the you-NOM guest-POSS-2s

Normally, linguists assume, implicitly or explicitly, that predicative
adjectival agreement is an instance of Spec-head agreement, where
the XP subject is base generated as the specifier of AP, and raised to
SpeclP, to get Case, as is indicated in the Swedish examples in (32).

8 The Quechua and Basque examples are taken from Gilligan 1987:204-205, and the
Hungarian example is from Szabolcsi 1983.
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(32) Boken; &r [ap t; réd]
Book-the is red-uter
Huset 4r [ap tj rott]
House-the is red-neuter

Note that the derivational approach to predicative adjectives is neces-
sary if we want to maintain the assumption that all arguments are
base generated within a lexical phrase.

Adjectives in Scandinavian agree with their noun both in at-
tributive and predicative use, and I will claim that agreement be-
tween adjectives and nouns is triggered by Spec-head agreement in
both cases. The SpecA-analysis, outlined in (28) above will give the
simplest possible answer to adjectival agreement. The A head will
agree with its XP specifier, both in the attributive and the predica-
tive use of the adjective, i.e. all adjectival agreement is Spec-head
agreement. In the other analyses proposed, adjectival agreement will
have to involve additional assumptions.9

For instance, if the attributive adjective is assumed to be a
specifier, as in (25) above, agreement will be the reverse of ordinary
Spec-head agreement, since the head of the AP subject would agree
with the head noun, i.e. we would have a case of head-Spec-agree-
ment (note the order). This kind of agreement is not known in other
parts of the grammar. A parallel within the clause would be if the
subject would agree in tense, mode or weak conjugation with the
verb.

If the attributive adjective is seen as an adjunct (cf. (26) above),
there are no parallels with other kinds of agreement in the grammar.
I'’know of one attempt to give an analysis of agreement between ad-
jectives and nouns in an adjunct analysis. This analysis is put forward
by Valois (1991: 171ff). The problem that he has to solve is how
agreement is accounted for and why it is lacking in English. He
posits a big PRO in the specifier position of AP, and assumes that
this PRO is controlled by the noun. His analysis entails that the noun
in French moves upwards to a functional category selecting N (hence
the standard word order Noun-Adjective), whereas English has no
N-movement (hence the word order Adjective-Noun). He sketches
on two possible solutions (fn. 14 p. 173).

In the first solution, Valois conjectures that the noun controls
PRO in French by c-command, since it has moved to a higher func-
tional head, whereas the noun in English, which is left in N, cannot

9 In recent research, several linguists (e.g. Chomsky 1991) have argued that all agree-
ment should be construed as Spec-head agreement. For object agreement, for
instance, Chomsky posits an AGR-O projection, where the object moves to the speci-
fier of that projection. This would of course be a more generalised way of describing
agreement. The SpecA-analysis is fully compatible with such an analysis, but there
are other instances of noun phrase intemnal agreement that are problematic in this re-
spect. See section 3.5,
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control PRO. In such a way it would be possible to derive the differ-
ence between French, which has adjectival agreement, and English,
which has not, This analysis would however predict that all the Ger-
manic languages (having the word order Adjective-Noun, and thus
no N raising) would lack agreement. The prediction is fatally untrue
for all the Standard Germanic languages, except for English. Valois
does not mention this prediction, but he nevertheless prefers another
solution.

The second solution entails that PRO must be controlled, and
that the head N raises to a functional head, c-commanding PRO ei-
ther at S-structure or at LF (Valois 1991:191ff), French having
raising of the noun at S-structure, and English at LF. Valois uses this
requirement on PRO to explain why English, and basically also
French, lacks independently used adjectives, i.e. noun phrases con-
taining an adjective, but no 'head noun'. If the head noun is truly
empty there is nothing to raise to the functional category, according
to Valois, and hence PRO cannot be controlled. In English this is
solved by inserting the prop-word one: the big one, and in such a
case, the prop-word may move to the higher functional category at
LF, thus controlling PRO. However, Valois' assumptions here would
predict that no language whatsoever could have independent adjec-
tives, without a prop-word. The prediction is not borne out at all. As
we will see in the next section, English and French seem to be practi-
cally the only iwo languages in Europe that may not have indepen-
dent adjectives freely.10

Last, if we assume Abney's analysis of attributive adjectives, it
is possible to think of adjectival agreement as a form of object agree-
ment. This would be rather surprising for the Scandinavian and Ro-
mance languages that lack object agreement with other categories,
but it would of course be theoretically possible.

To conclude, the SpecA-analysis gives the best and most
straightforward analysis of adjectival agreement. Ordinary Spec-
head agreement holds for both predicative and attributive adjectives.

3.2.3. Independently Used Adjectives

Adjectives may be used independently, that is the noun phrase has no
overt noun; the determiner and the adjective constitute a noun phrase
by themselves. An adjective can also be truly substantivised, taking
nominal inflection. For instance the Swedish nationality word like
dansk [Danish] get the nominal plural ending -ar when it is used in
the sense Dane. Similarly, the English adjective black may be truly
substantivised, taking the nominal plural -s, when denoting coloured

10 A further problem with the PRO-analysis of Valois' is of course that he will have to
make some extra assumptions about the fact that PRO triggers agreement on French
adjectives, but not on French infinitivals.
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people. In many cases though, there is adjectival morphology. It is
those latter cases that I will be concerned with here.

As mentioned above, our analysis claims that adjectival agree-
ment is parallel to subject-verb agreement. If this is true we would
expect to find the same correlation between agreement and an op-
tionally empty Spec-position, that we find with verbal agreement,
i.e. languages with rich verbal agreement may optionally leave out
the subject, whereas languages without verbal agreement may not.1!
As pointed out in Delsing (1989) this prediction is borne out. The
Germanic languages that have adjectival agreement on attributive
adjectives, like Scandinavian and German, may leave out the noun,
when the noun phrase contains an adjective, i.e. they may have inde-
pendently used adjectives. English on the other hand, which lacks
adjectival agreement, may only leave out the noun when the adjective
has universal plural or uncountable reference.

(33) Jag gillar inte den gréna

I like not the green

Jag vill ha en grén

I want-to have a green

Den gamle har gift om sig

The old has remarried himself

(34)  De blinda har organiserat sig

The blind have organised themselves

Jag foredrar det dkta framfor det behagliga

I prefer the genuine to the agrecable
In the English noun phrases corresponding to (33) the prop-word
one must be used. In the present analysis we may look at English one
as an expletive subject in the AP, corresponding to the expletive
subjects there/it in languages with poor verbal agreement, whereas
there is a pro in the Swedish noun phrases, licenced by adjectival
agreement.12

Note that our analysis claims that independently used adjectives

are generated in the same way as ordinary attributive adjectives, and
then we predict that they could be recursively stacked. The predic-
tion is borne out, as shown in (35).

(35) det gamla vanliga
the old usual
Maos lilla réda
Mao's little red

11 The same correlation is possible to find with the other cases of agreement, such as
possessor and object agreement (cf. Gilligan 1987)

12 Olsen (1987) shows that German independent adjectives involves a pro corre-
sponding to the empty noun. The analysis presented here will make the same assump-
tion, and in addition, it will give pro the same relation to adjectival agreement as it has
to verbal agreement.
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As for the Scandinavian languages, there is one dialect that has
reduced agreement, namely Western Jutlandic. In this dialect there
are no gender distinctions. Thus we would expect that Western Jut-
landic should be more restrictive with independently used adjectives.
As far as I can see, independently used adjectives are not less com-
mon than in the other Scandinavian languages, but en or nogen
[onelsome] are used as prop-words. The example in (36) is taken
from Ejskjer (1964:48).

(36) den gule en er da den peneste
the yellow one is then the prettiest

The analysis suggested here predicts that the English prop-word
would appear at the same time as agreement is lost. This seems to be
correct. According to Lightfoot (1979:179) the agreement of adjec-
tives in English disappears during the period 1100-1500. The system
is first simplified so that only monosyllabic adjectives with a final
consonant are inflected in plural: glad vs. glade. This development is
finished around 1250 (Baugh/Cable 1978:160). This last distinction
disappears successively, and by the end of the 15th century the adjec-
tive is totally uninflected. The prop-word first appears in the 14th
century, and by the end of the 16th century the prop-word has be-
come obligatory.

As for the Romance languages, Italian and Spanish that have
rich adjectival inflection may leave out the noun, whereas French,
that lacks the number distinction in spoken language, has more re-
strictions. French has more inflection than English; it has kept the
gender distinction. We would then expect that French would be more
free than English with respect to an empty N-position, but more re-
stricted than other Germanic and Romance languages. This is true,
since French may have some elliptical constructions (cf. Valois fn.
12, p.194£.), but does not allow independently used adjectives with
specific reference. This was, however, possible in medieval French,
when adjectives were also inflected in number. In older stages of
French we find independently used adjectives like le serieux de la
situation (cf. Nyrop 1925:V:114), which are not possible today.

To conclude, the SpecA-analysis has proven to correctly predict
the distribution of independently used adjectives. Of course the de-
tails and variation on different sorts of independent adjectives (cf.
(33)-(34) above) will have to be studied more closely, but the gen-
eralisation that independently used adjectives are not allowed freely
in languages that lack adjectival agreement seems to hold. This gen-
eralisation is parallel to generalisations made about agreement and
pro in other parts of the grammar.
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3.2.4. Recursion
Attributive adjectives can be recursively stacked as shown in (37)
below.

(37) en ldng mork stilig frimling
a tall dark handsome stranger
en ny effektiv tysk direktris
a new efficient German directress

All the three analyses of attributive adjectives can be used to analyse
the recursion of adjectives. In the specifier analysis there is a new
functional head for each adjective. In the adjunction model the adjec-
tives are adjoined to NP or N' in the same way as adverbs can be ad-
joined to VP. In the head analyses, the adjective selects an AP instead
of an NP in its complement or specifier position respectively. In the
SpecA-analysis AP is generated in the specifier of another AP, as il-
lustrated in (38) (disregarding the complement positions of the ad-
jectives).

(38)
Dl
1 /AP\
7 =
— T~
1|\' NP
T I
en ny snabb bil
a new  fast car

Thus, all three analyses of attributive adjectives seem to be able to
handle recursion of adjectives. However, the analysis where adjec-
tives are specifiers has to posit a new functional category for each
adjective. As mentioned before, such a solution implies that there are
functional categories with base generated lexical phrases in their
specifier position, which is not found elsewhere in the grammar.
Furthermore we would expect these functional categories to have
lexical entries, which does not seem to be true.

To evaluate the difference between the other two solutions
(adjunction and head), we will have to take a closer look at recursion
in other well known cases. Let us distinguish between adjunction and
head recursion by looking at adverbs (presumably adjoined to VP)
and auxiliaries (which are commonly assumed to be ordinary verbs,
thus heads, selecting VPs in Scandinavian).
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(39) Han har [val] [ddrmed] [tyvérr] inte dstadkommit ndgon hojdare
He has well there-by unfortunately not accomplished any bigshot
Han har [utan att tveka] [ofta] [numera] struntat i f6rfattaren
. He has without hesitation often nowadays ignored writer-the
(40) Kalle [skulle {vilja [kunna [spela cello]] 1]
Kalle should want-to be-able-to play cello

Note that we will leave the negation out of the discussion, since that
category is sometimes argued to have its own functional projection.
The other adverbials in (39) seem io be connected to VP in quite an
equal manner, none of them is closer to the verb than the other, and
reordering does not essentially change the meaning of the sentence,
Hence, the recursively stacked adjuncts seem to be 'freely' connected
to the VP. The same seems to be true for extraposed adverbials, ex-
pressing time, location or manner. On the other hand, in a structure
with recursively stacked auxiliaries, as in (40) above, the basic VP
seems to be closest to the lowest recursive element (auxiliary), i.e.
the lowest auxiliary and the VP make up one constituent together.
This can be seen in VP-topicalisations in Swedish, where the lowest
auxiliary can be moved together with the basic VP.

(41) [Kunna spela cello] skulle Kalle gérna vilja
[Be-able-to play cello] want Kalle gladly

If we now turn to adjectives, they seem to pattern with heads rather
than with adjuncts. In adjectival recursion the lowest adjective and
the noun make up one constituent together. This can be seen from
the predicative paraphrase.

(42) en [ mork [stilig [framling 1] ]
a dark handsome stranger

(43) [den stilige frimlingen] var mork
the handsome stranger was dark

This property is perhaps even more evident in examples like the ones
in (44) below, where the placement of the participles changes the in-
terpretation of the phrase. The predicative paraphrase shows that the
inner adjective and the noun make up a constituent together,

(44) styckad [fryst kyckling] = [den frysta kycklingen] 4r styckad

cut-up frozen chicken the frozen chicken-the is cut-up
fryst [styckad kyckling] ~ [den styckade kycklingen] &r fryst
frozen cut-up chicken the cut-up chicken-the is frozen
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Thus, the word order affects the interpretation of the order in which
the chicken is frozen and cut up.13

The head properties of recursively stacked adjectives will fol-
low from the assumption that adjectives are heads that may take APs
as their specifiers, as depicted in (38) above.

3.2.5. Head Movement

In section 3.1. I argued that Scandinavian may attach the suffixed
definite article to the noun by head movement from N to D. Among
European languages, suffixed articles are found in the Scandinavian
languages, in some Balkan languages (Romanian, Bulgarian, Mace-
donian and Albanian), in Mordvin (a Finno-Ugric language spoken
in central Russia) and Basque. Consider the examples in (45).

(45) “hus-et (Swedish)
house-the
omu-| (Romanian)
man-the
knigi-te , . (Bulgarian)
books-the
kudo-s' (Mordvin)
house-the
mendi-a (Basque)

mountain-the

It is especially attractive to assume raising of N to D, when there is a
morphological ending on the noun, as in the above languages. I have
assumed that the difference between the languages with head raising
and languages like English, German and French should be stated as a
parameter concerning the category N (the head raising parameter).
The SpecA analysis entails that the adjective is a head within the
noun phrase, and we would then assume that it would block head
movement of the noun. This also seems to be true. If there is an ad-
jective the head movement seems to be blocked, as was shown in the
Danish example in (17)-(18) above, repeated here as (46)-(47).

(46) huset (Danish)
house-the

(47y det gamle hus
the old house

Similar blocking effects can be found with proper names in Italian
and German. If we (with Longobardi 1992) assume that proper
names may raise from N to D in some languages, we can explain

13 More will have to be said about recursion of adjectives. Differences in meaning
are found with participles and in definite noun phrases, but hardly with ordinary ad-
jectives in indefinite noun phrases.
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why an article is obligatory when the phrase contains an adjective.
Consider the examples in (48)-(49).14

(48)a Gianni (Italian)
b il simpatico Gianni
(49)a Johann (German)

b der sympathische Johann

If we assume head movement from N to D in the a)-examples the D
position is lexicalised and hence licensed, whereas the movement
seems to be blocked in the b)-examples, and the definite article has to
be inserted to license the D-position, quite paralle] to the Danish data
above, with the only difference that the article is visible on moved
nouns in Danish, but not on moved proper names in German and
Italian. Note that this kind of blocking of head movement, can only
be explained if the adjective itself is a head. In the analyses where the
adjective is an adjunct or a specifier, we would not expect any block-
ing effects at all.1>

Under the SpecA-analysis the AP is selected by D in the same
way as an NP can be selected by D. This suggests that an A-head
would also be able to undergo raising to the D-position, and hence
get the definite suffix, as in (50).

(50) [ storien [ap [A% i 1]]
big-the

The A-raising depicted in (51) is not found in the Standard Scandina-
vian languages, but most northern Norwegian and Swedish dialects
have independently used adjectives with the definite suffix, exactly as
in (50). In chapter 4 we will return to a similar construction in
Northern Swedish.

14 In fact one of Longobardi's arguments for head raising of proper names in Italian
is that they seem to move across some adjectives. Recall that Longobardi does not
analyse adjectives as_heads. However, this movement is only possible with what he
calls ‘possessive adjectives' and a few other special adjectives (like first, last), that have
more free word order anyway (cf. Longobardi 1992, fn. 18). The fact that the vast
majority of adjectives block movement remains. Hence the analysis presented here
reaches the same conclusion as Longobardi, i.e. that proper names may be head
moved to D. However, in my analysis it is necessary to say something more on the
few adjectives that allow raising in Italian, whereas Longobardi must say something
about the fact that raising is not allowed with the great majority of adjectives.

15 Actually, the movement from SpecAP to D is not ruled out by relativised mini-
mality (cf. HMC in (39), chapter 1), as long as it is stated in terms of c-command, The
" head A does not c-command the trace of the moved element. However, movement of
specifiers into governing heads should probably be ruled out for other reasons; the
head of SpecIP should, for instance, be excluded from incorporation into C. This
then suggests that the HMC should be revised, having m-command in its b-clause.
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In the Balkan languages the process of A-raising seems to be
more regular, applying also where the 'head noun' is spelled out.
Consider the examples in (51).16

(51) chubavi-te knigi (Bulgarian)
nice-the books
¢ bukur-a ¢anté (Albanian)
AM nice-the bag [AM=attribute marker]
primu-1 soldat (Romanian)

first-the soldier

Note that the noun lacks the suffixed article in these constructions,
and that the article seems to have the same form and function as the
one appearing on nouns. The analyses that assume attributive adjec-
tives to be specifiers or adjuncts will not be able to describe the ap-
pearance of the article on adjectives in a way that is parallel to its ap-
pearance on nouns.!?

In the same way as I have assumed that languages that may have
a suffixed article on the noun have a special specification on nouns, I
assume that languages may have the same specification for adjectives.
In the Balkan languages and Northern Scandinavian these specifica-
tions are [+head-movement] on both N and A, whereas the Standard
Scandinavian languages have [+head-movement] only on Nis.

Among the languages that have head raising in the noun phrase,
we can then distinguish those who only have N-raising, like Danish,
and those who may have both N- and A-raisiing, like Romanian, The
former group has the word order article-adjective-noun, while the
latter has adjective+article-noun (as in (51) above).

To conclude, the SpecA-analysis gives a straightforward ac-
count of the blocking effects of adjectives and the suffixed article
found on adjectives in certain languages that have a suffixed article
on adjectives.

3.2.6. Binding

As pointed out both by Delsing (1989) and Bhatt (1990) the SpecA-
analysis gives a straightforward account for the binding relations in-
side attributive APs. In languages like Swedish, German, Slavic and
Uralic languages where transitive adjectives are allowed attribu-
tively, the 'head’ noun always seems to bind an anaphoric object. The
example in (52), with the possessive reflexive sin is analysed as in
(53), where the AP will be the governing category of the anaphor.

16 The Romanian example is from Grosu 1989, the other from Zimmermann 1991,

17 Longobardi (1992), who apparently does not know of examples like the ones in
(50)-(51) above, states that the specifier analysis that he assumes excludes suffixed
articles on adjectives.
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(52) en sinj/¥ fiende Overlidgsen hirj (Sw.)
a refl enemy superior army
en hans*j/j herre trogen tjdnarej
a his lord fatihful servant

(53)
N
5w

en sinj fiende Overldgsen hirg
a refl enemy superior army

These binding relations have previously been a problem for the the-
ory (cf. Hellan 1987 for Scandinavian and Fanselow 1986 for Ger-
man). They seem problematic to describe within an adjunction or
~ specifier analysis, since in these cases the 'head’ noun (or NP) will
never c-command the object of the adjective. Abney's proposal
(1987:327), will not be able to handle transitive attributive adjec-
tives, and much less give an analysis of the binding relations men-
tioned above.18

3.2.7. Conclusions

In this section I have confronted the three possible analyses of at-
tributive adjectives with some central properties like argument struc-
ture, agreement, independent use, recursion, head movement and
binding. In all these cases I found that an analysis that interprets the
adjective as a head, selected by D and taking the head noun' as its
right hand specifier, the SpecA-analysis, was superior to the adjunc-
tion and specifier analyses. Some further support for the SpecA-
analysis will be given in the next section.

3.3. Degree Phrases (DegPs)

There is a category that normally is included within adjectival
phrases in traditional grammar, namely degree adverbials. In Abney
1987 it is suggested that degree adverbials, like so, too, as, constitute
a functional category that selects APs. Here I will follow Abney
(1987), and in particular Bhatt (1990), arguing that Deg is a func-

18 The object of the adjective is sometimes assumed to be bound by DP (cf. Hellan
1987), which would violate the i-within-i condition. This is discussed in some more
detail in Bhatt 1990 and Svenonius 1992. Bhatt tries to preserve the i-within-i
condition, whereas Svenonius tries to show that it does not work. I will not discuss the
problem here, since I think that the analysis put forward here is superior to any
analysis that tries to adopt binding from DP or from the outside.
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tional category, projecting a DegP and selecting an AP. It selects
both predicative and attributive adjectives, and it contains compari-
son and degree elements.

As a first observation, we find that comparison can be accom-
plished by either a free word or as a comparison affix in many lan-
guages. Consider the Swedish examples in (58).

(58) den mest intressanta boken
the most interesting book-the
den intressantaste boken
the interesting-est book-the

In Swedish, morphological comparison is almost obligatory with
short modifying adjectives. Longer adjectives may take either the pe-
riphrastic or the morphological comparison, whereas most partici-
ples only take the periphrastic variant.19

A pattern like the one in (58) above, with a free preposed lexi-
cal item being in complementary distribution with a morphological
ending, is the same as we can find with modals and tensed verbs in
English, and with the prenominal and suffixed article in Danish. As
in these constructions, the free and the inflectional element may not
co-occur.,

(59) *den mest intressantaste boken
the most interesting-est book-the

The comparison forms also license comparison phrases, av [of]
phrases with superlatives and av [of] or dn [than] phrases with com-
paratives.?0 Such phrases are also licensed by some degree adverbials
in indefinite noun phrases, sd, lika, for/alltfor [so, as, too], and oth-
ers.

(60) den storsta bilen av de tre
the biggest car-the of the three
en storre bil 4n_den hir
a bigger car than this
(61). en lika stor bil som den héir
an as big car as this
en alltfor stor bil for att den ska vara billig
a too big car for that it shall be cheep

19 Swedish is thus a bit more liberal with the morphological comparison forms than
English. Other languages, like German, almost always uses the morphological
comparison, whereas French, for example, almost always uses the periphrastic variant,
English and Swedish can be placed in-between those two extremes.

In Swedish, comparative may be used with an av [of] phrase when there is a pre-
supposed pair. The comparative example in (i) entails that there are only two broth-
ers, whereas the superlative in (i) has no such restrictions.

(i)  den lingre av bréderna (ii) den lingste av bréderna
the taller of brothers-the the tallest of brothers-the
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Apait from the property of licensing comparison phrases, the degree
words in (61) are in complementary distribution with comparison
(morphological or periphrastic), as the examples in (62) show.

(62) *en lika stdrre bil &n/som den hir
an as bigger car than/as this
*den alltfor stérsta bilen
the too biggest car-the

I assume that most degree elements that are in complementary
distribution with comparison are degree elements, generated in Deg.
I assume that comparison affixes are base generated in Deg and
attached to the adjective by head raising of A to Deg. Degree words
like véldigt [very] will also be seen as Deg elements.21

A further thing to be noted about degree elements is that they
seem to have special premodifiers, specifying in what sense or to
what extent the degree relation holds, or just emphasising the degree
(compare Lundbladh 1988:175-182). Consider the (underlined) pre-
modifiers in (63).22

(63) den allra/nist storsta bilen
the of-all/next biggest car-the
en idnnu/mycket stérre bil
an even/much bigger car
en nog sé svar uppgift
an enough so ditficult task
en nistan/ungefir/precis lika lang kéipp
an almost/approximately/precisely as long stick
en alldeles for 1ang drm/f6reldsning
an all too long sleeve/lecture

I take the premodifiers above to be left adjoined to DegP. These
premodifiers will be used to identify degree elements later on.

An argument for a structural difference between positive adjec-
tive and the comparison forms is that they are hard to co-ordinate.

(64) *en glad och trevligare flicka (4n Lisa)
a glad and nicer girl than Lisa
*det vackra och storsta huset
the beautiful and biggest house
*Kalle 4r ldngst och stark
Kalle is tallest and strong

21 With some other degree-denoting words it is not clear whether they should be
considered Deg-elements. For instance the words ganska/rdtt [rather/ fairly] are not
compatible with comparison forms, but they may occur with sd.
(i)  ganska/ritt s stor
rather so big
22 1t should be noted that the word mycket in Swedish is ambiguous. It can be both a
degree word, meaning very, and a pre-modifier, meaning much.
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The positive form may however be co-ordinated with comparative
or superlative if the positive occurs with a degree element of its
own. In predicative position, the positive can be co-ordinated with a
comparison form, but only if there is an explicit comparison
phrase.23

(65) Kalle 4r lingst och stark som en oxe
Kalle is tallest and strong as an ox

I take it that the degree element (mycket) or comparison phrase (som
en oxe) signals that there is a Deg position, thus making co-ordina-
tion of two DegPs possible.

I' will assume that D can select DegP, but (contrary to Bhatt
1990), T will assume that recursively stacked adjectives will only
contain one DegP selecting the first adjective, the other adjectives
being only AP. In other words, an attributive adjective can have AP
or NP in its specifier position, but not DegP. This will then explain
why there is normally only one degree element in a group of recur-
sively stacked adjectives, and why the degree element is normally
connected to the first adjective in the row.

(66) den snabbaste svenska bilen
the fastest Swedish car-the
en lika snabb r6d bil (som den hir)
an as fast red car as this
(67) ?den svenska snabbaste hilen
the Swedish fastest car-the
Ten rdd lika snabb bil (som den hir)
ared as fast car as this
(68)  ?den stdrsta snabbaste bilen
the biggest fastest car-the .
%en lika snabb alltfér stor bil
an as fast too big car

As indicated above, there is no absolute ban against two degree ele-
ments or a degree element connected to the second adjective, but
there is clearly a preference of using only one degree element and to
place it first.24

A further advantage of the analysis presented here is that it ac-
counts for the placement of comparison phrases licensed by the Deg-
element, illustrated in (60)-(61) above. Such phrases always follow

23 Co-ordination is also possible if the DegP has a modal adverbial like férmodligen,
sdkerligen, kanske [probably, certainly, maybe]. 1 have no explanation for this,
(i)  det vackra och férmodligen #ldsta huset
the beautiful and probably oldest house-the
24 1 do not know why they examples in (67) and (68) are not worse than they are. To
my ear they sound like co-ordinations, with a left out conjunction. Maybe they
should be treated as such.
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both the adjective and the noun in a language like Swedish.25 In anal-
yses that have adjectives (and degree words) generated as specifiers
or as adjuncts, it is surprising that such phrases are not placed adja-
cent to the Deg-word. Such analyses will have to posit obligatory ex-
traposing of the comparison phrase, and additionally they will have
to say something about the fact that the phrase is never extraposed
in-between the adjective and the noun. In our analysis we would ex-
pect the comparison phrase to be adjoined to the right or the left of
the DegP. Right adjunction gives the correct word order for a lan-
guage like Swedish and the other Germanic languages.26

(69)
, D"
/\
D DegP
/\
DegP PP
/\
Deg AP
/\
fl\' NP
A |
en lika gammal bil som den hir
an as old car as this

In some languages, the comparison phrase is located directly to

- the left of Deg, which corresponds to the left adjunction alternative

in our analysis. Such constructions are found in Old Scandinavian,

01d English and Modern Finnish; it is also found in literary Modern

Icelandic (see further Vainikka 1988). The Old Icelandic example in
(70) is from Nygaard (1906).

(70)  pér betri menn (Old Icel.)
you-DAT better men [=better men than you]

25 I the comparison is internal, like in (i) below, which is a bit marginal, the compar-
ison phrase occurs in-between the adjective and the noun.

(i) den lika dumma som skOnsjungande tenoren

the as stupid as beautifully-singing tenor-the

Note however, that in (i) it is not a question of comparing two items (nouns), but two
properties (adjectives). I assume that the first adjectival phrase is used independently
with a pro in its specifier, co-ordinated with an adjectival phrase (with a filled speci-
fier).
26 1t is a classical problem within traditional grammar, whether som in (69) is to be
considered a subjunction or a preposition (see e.g. Ljung/Ohlander 1971:188).
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A further advantage of the analysis sketched here is that there
are quite strong restrictions on what kind of degree elements may
appear in different sorts of noun phrases. I believe that this is a re-
flection of the selectional restrictions on determiners. Determiners
should have restrictions for what kind of Deg elements they select.
For example, the prenominal definite article is possible with su-
perlatives and comparatives that take av [of] phrases, but normally
not with lika, sd, hur [as, so, how] or ordinary comparatives (with dn
[than] phrases). The indefinite article on the other hand does not take
superlatives or comparatives with av [of] phrases, whereas it may
take comparatives with dn phrases or lika, sd, etc.

Of course the differences can be taken to be semantic in nature,
having nothing to do with syntactic structure or different determin-
ers, but only with definiteness. Such an approach would for instance
entail that superlatives were semantically compatible only with de-
finite noun phrases. Under such an analysis it is, however, hard to
explain why indefinite uncountables (with the alleged null partitive
article) could be combined with superlatives, as was shown in the
previous chapter.

(71)  Vem siljer godast glass?
Who sells tastiest ice-cream
Tibern har smutsigast vatten
The Tiber has dirtiest water

Another surprising fact under the semantic hypothesis is that the de-
monstrative denna [this] in Swedish is hard to combine with superla-
tives, although it is perfect with positives. Consider (72).

(72) detta stora hus *detta stérsta hus
this big house this biggest house

The demonstrative denna must be followed by an article if there is a
comparison form, and hence by a whole noun phrase (see further
chapter 4).

(73) detta det storsta huset i Genua
this the biggest house-the in Genua

In the same way as certain nouns (proper names) are inherently
specified for definiteness, certain adjectives are inherently specified
for comparison. Words like inre, dvre, bortersta, higra, norra,
forra, sddan, samma [inner, upper, farthest, right northern, such,
same] and the ordinals are inherently specified for comparison.
Some of them are also morphologically inherent comparatives or su-
perlatives. I assume that these are words that must be raised from A
to Deg.
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Finally, we will discuss the question of whether all adjectival
phrases are DegPs or if there are pure APs without Deg-projections
in the grammar. Above, I argued that all argumental noun phrases
are DPs, whereas other noun phrases may lack the D-position. It is
possible that there is a similar distinction between APs and DegPs.
Not all adjectives are able to take a degree word. Basically this is so
for classifying adjectives (cf. Teleman 1969:76-79 and Lundbladh
1988:101-130). Consider the noun phrases in (74)-(75).

(74) . en etnisk alban
en ethnic Albanian
'an person of Albanian origin'
en teknisk doctor
a technical doctor
'a doctor of technology'
(75) %en mycket etnisk alban
a very ethnic Albanian
en ganska teknisk doktor
a rather technical doctor
" a doctor that is rather skilled technically’

The adjectives in (74) are normally interpreted as classifying. In
(75), on the other hand they can only be interpreted as descriptive.
The "%" in the first example indicates that the example is odd. The-
matic and adverbial adjectives, cf. (21) and (22) above seem to pat-
tern with classifying adjectives (and I will treat them as subcases of
classifying adjectives). If they take a degree element, the descriptive
reading is forced, which sounds quite odd in some cases, indicated by
"%" as before.

(76)a den alltfor italienska invasionen av Albanien
the too Italian invasion of Albania
b %det mycket stindiga tjatandet om skatterna
the very constant nagging about taxes-the

The examples in (76) are grammatical, but the use of a degree ele-
ment makes the thematic or adverbial reading impossible, forcing a
descriptive reading. The only possible interpretation of (76)a is the
descriptive reading, i.e. that the invasion of Albania was too much
accompanied by wine-drinking, beautiful opera-singing and bad or-
ganisation, and (76)b is just odd. Thus it seems as if a degree element
excludes a classifying reading and forces a descriptive reading. I
therefore propose that descriptive adjectival phrases are always
DegPs, and classifying adjectival phrases always APs.

Note that a similar fact can be noted for predicative adjectives.
A classifying reading of an adjective is normally excluded in pred-
icative position (cf. Lundbladh 1988:103ff.).
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(77) Den hir doktorn #r teknisk
This doctor i technical
'This doctor is technically skilled'
%Albanen som vi triffade igdr var etnisk
Albanian-the that we met yesterday was ethnic

The same is true for thematic and adverbial adjectives.

(78) Invasionen av Albanien var (mycket) italiensk
Invasion-the of Albania was (very) Italian
%Detta tjatande dr stindigt
This nagging is constant

The adjectives in (77)-(78) may only get a descriptive reading,
which can be emphasised by inserting a degree element.

Thus, if predicative adjectival phrases are always descriptive,
then we would assume that they are DegPs. If we state that the cop-
ula can only select DegPs, not APs, we explain why only a descrip-
tive reading is possible in predicative position.

Note that the observations here about predicative adjectives re-
sembles the observations that we made in section 2.1 about predica-
tive noun phrases. Predicative noun phrases that are interpreted as
classifying are not introduced by an article (a D-projection). Pred-
icative adjectives that are interpreted as classifying cannot be intro-
duced by a degree element (a Deg-position). In both cases the classi-
fying reading seems to exclude a functional category.27

To conclude this section I have shown that there are good rea-
sons to posit a functional Degree-element selecting APs. The argu-
ments come from the complementary distribution of degree mor-
phology and free degree elements, and from co-ordination. The
analysis also seems promising for postnominal comparison phrases,
selection between D and Deg, as well as the difference between the
descriptive and the classifying interpretation of adjectives.

3.4. Quantifiers

In addition to the DP-analysis, Abney (1987:338ff) also assumes a
QP, a quantifier phrase, which is headed by quantifying elements, He
gives the following tree diagram.

27 A tempting analysis would of course be to analyse the 'indefinite article' in pred-
icative noun phrases as a Degree element, since it goes together with descriptive
reading. Such an analysis would solve one of the problems with the working hypoth-
esis (13)a in chapter 2, that is, predicative noun phrases would never have an indefi-
nite article, but sometimes a degree element.

However, the analysis just sketched would entail that we would have Degree ele-
ments directly selecting NP, as in (i). Another problem is that the article co-occurs
with other Degree elements, as in (ii).

(i)  Han #ren idiot (ii) Han &r en vildigt duktig 13kare

He is an idiot He is a very skilled doctor
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/,%)\
7 /QP\
SPEC Q'
v /AP\
SPEC /\_'\
I g i
excee- many very beauti- women
dingly ful

The structure in (79), where many is generated in QO, captures the
fact that some quantifiers in English (and the other Germanic lan-
guages) normally may intervene between the determiner and the at-
tributive adjective. Consider the Swedish examples in (80) and (81).

(80) de ménga vackra trdden
the many beautiful trees-the
Kalles fyra s6ta systrar
Kalle's four nice sisters

(81) *de vackra ménga triden
the beautiful many trees-the
*Kalles sota fyra systrar
Kalle's nice four sisters

Abney does not discuss in detail why Q is to be considered a func-
tional head, but see Lobel (1989) and Bhatt (1990).

Here I will argue that there is no Q-projection in-between D
and N in Scandinavian, and that quantifiers belong to the categories
D or A. If we can dispense with the Q projection, we will of course
prefer such an analysis, because it sets greater constraints on the
structural possibilities of noun phrases, (cf. also Svenonius 1992a,
who reaches the same conclusion). Quantifiers that precede the
D-position will be discussed in chapter 6.

In all the studies of QP, it is implicitly or explicitly assumed
that we have to postulate a special Q-projection, since some quantify-
ing elements intervene between the D and N positions. On the other
hand most Germanic and Romance languages normally have com-
plementary distribution between indefinite quantifying pronouns and
definite determiners. For instance, the following Swedish pronouns
may not co-occur with definite determiners:
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(82) en, nigon, ingen, vilken, var/varje
a/one, some/any, no/none, which, each/every

The simplest analysis of such elements is of course that they are gen-
erated in the D-position (see section 6.1). The lexical items that may
be positioned in-between D and N constitute a more severe challenge
to our claim that there is no Q-projection. Those items are the fol-
lowing.28

(83) many/few: de ménga bockerna/Kalles f3 elever
the many books / Kalle's few pupils
numerals: de fjorton bockerna/Kalles tre systrar
the fourteen books / Kalle's three sisters
both/all: de bada pojkarna/Kalles alla systrar

the both boys-the / Kalle's all sisters

If we could show that those words are adjectives or degree elements,
we could argue that there is no special Q projection. This is what I
will try to do in the rest of this section.

First, the quantifiers mdnga, fé [many, few] seem to be adjec-
tives (cf. Svenonius 1992a and Magnisson 1983). They may take the
same degree adverbials as ordinary adjectives, they have comparison
forms and they take comparison phrases, as shown in (84) below.
Thus, contrary to the pronouns in (92), mdnga and f& seem to be se-
lected by a Deg-projection.

(84) vildigt/alltfor/lika ménga bocker
very/too/as many books
fler ménniskor (4n hundra)
more people than hundred

A good test for adjectivehood in the Scandinavian languages is
the strong/weak distinction. Adjectives normally have both forms,
whereas pronouns have only the strong form. Since many and few
are inherently plural, and the plural of strong and weak adjectives in
Mainland Scandinavian is homophonous, it is not possible to deter-
mine what form they have. In Insular Scandinavian, however, there
is a difference between the strong and the weak form in plural, the
weak form ending in -u (cf. table 6 of the appendix).

(85) pessar morgu/*margar kenningar (Icelandic)
these many[wk]/[str] theories

28 In Danish and literary Norwegian also the quantifiers hele [whole] and halve
[half] may appear in the position between D and N (cf. Hulthén 1947:51),
(i)  det hele hus
the whole house [all the house]
However, these word have weak adjectival inflection, and I will assume that they are
adjectives when they are found in the position between D and N.
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Hence, in Icelandic and Faroese, many/few have undoubtedly adjecti-
val inflection, when they appear in-between D and N.

Furthermore many and few may be co-ordinated with ordinary
adjectives, as shown in (86) below.

(86) ménga och svara problem
many and difficult problems
fa men duktiga spelare
few but skilled players

Last, many and few may also be used predicatively, as shown in
(86) below (cf. also Teleman 1969:19).

(87) Problemen var manga, och glddjeimnena var f&
Problems-the were many, and causes-of-rejoicing-the were few

The second group of intervening quantifiers involves numerals.
The numeral en [one] (meaning one out of two) may be used in-be-
tween D and A in Swedish. In this position one has weak morphol-

ogy.

(88) den ena stokiga eleven
the one messy pupil
'one of the messy pupils'

The strong forms en/annan are not possible in the position between
D and N. Furthermore both may take a masculine weak -e in Stan-
dard Swedish, which is only possible with adjectives.

The other numerals are not inflected in Mainland Scandinavian,
but they have other adjectival properties.29 They may appear in
predicative position (at least marginally, cf. Teleman 1969:19).

(89) Bilarna var fyra
Cars-the were four

There are also two reasons to connect numerals to degree ele-
ments. First, numerals may be co-ordinated with the comparison
forms of many and few, whereas they cannot be co-ordinated with
the positive forms.

29 The Icelandic numerals 1-4, are inflected, and numerals in Icelandic have special
properties in definite noun phrases, which I will not discuss here. For instance they
normally appear after a noun with the suffixed article.
(i)  fjorir strdkar (if)  strékarnir fjorir
four boys boys-the four
See further Magniisson (1983) and Sigurdsson (1993).
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(90) tre eller firre passagerare
, three or fewer passengers
femton eller fler elever
fifteen or more pupils

Second, we also note that numerals take the same premodifiers
as the degree word lika [as] (cf. (63) above), namely precis, ungefir,
ndstan, [precisely, approximately, almost].

The data above show that numerals have adjectival properties,
and that they are similar to degree elements in some ways. I will as-
sume that numerals are adjectives that obligatorily have to raise to
the Deg-Position, by head movement.

The third category of quantifiers that may intervene between D
and N contains the words bdda and alla [both, all]. Alla may only be
used after possessives, not after the definite determiner, for some
reason. Now note that when these words are placed in-between D
and N they seem to lack their quantificational force. They are se-
mantically equivalent to two or many. The word all may not be.
specified by a PP that denotes the presupposed group, which is usu-
ally possible by quantifiers.

(91)  alla barn av dem som jag kinner
all children of the (ones) that I know
Desireés alla barn (*av dem som jag kinner)
Desire€’s all children (of the (ones) that I know)

Note also that the quantifier all normally may be followed by un-
countables. This becomes impossible when it is placed in-between D
and N, as shown in (92)-(93) below, (cf. Teleman 1969:103).30

(92) all mjolk/fisk
all milk/fish

(93) Kalles (*all) mj6lk/fisk
Kalle's all milk/fish

Here, 1 have shown that many/few, numerals and all/both be-
have rather like adjectives when they are placed in-between D and N.
I will hence assume that they may be treated as adjectives, having a
special relation to the Deg-position. I assume that they must always
move up to the Deg-position, as I assumed for some adjectives that
are inherently specified for comparison. We will then have an expla-
nation for the fact that they always precede other adjectives in a row
(cf. (66)-(68)) above), and why these elements are in complementary
distribution with each other. Recall our assumption that there is

30 1n other languages there are two words meaning 'both', one used when it is pre-
ceded by the determiner, and another when it is not (see Giusti 1992 on Romanian).
This supports the view that the two uses should be kept apart.
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normally only one DegP in a noun phrase, adjectives do not take
DegPs as specifiers. Thus noun phrases like the ones in (94)-(95)
below are ruled out, because they would entail adjectives taking
DegP specifiers.

(94) *de besvirliga manga problemen
the intriguing many problems
(95) *de manga fjorton bickerna
the many fourteen books

To conclude this section, there are no reasons to postulate a special
category Q in-between D and N. In the following I will treat ele-
ments that are in complementary distribution with determiners as el-
ements in D, and the ones that may intervene between D and N as ad-
jectives, which obligatorily raise to Deg.

3.5. Consequences

In this section I will point out some of the consequences of the analy-
sis proposed in the previous sections. I will discuss agreement, Case-
marking, and the distinction between functional and lexical cate-
gories.

3.5.1. Agreement

In section 3.2. T argued that adjectival agreement should bee seen as
an instance of Spec-head agreement. I showed that this makes adjecti-
val agreement similar to predicative agreement, and that it accounts
for the use of independent adjectives. There is however other in-
stances of agreement in the noun phrase. In the Scandinavian lan-
guages practically all elements seem to agree. Quantifiers, determin-
ers, and adjectives are all marked for gender, and number (in In-
sular Scandinavian also in case), as in the Icelandic examples in (96)-
97).

Y

(96) allar pessar ungu stelpur (Icelandic)
all-fem.pl.nom. this-fem.pl.nom. young-fem.pl.nom. girls.nom

(97)  allir pessir ungu strakar
all-masc.pl.nom. this-masc.pl.nom. young-masc.pl.nom. boys.nom

In such cases we will have to assume percolation of features from
one head to another. A feature like Case is assigned to the DP from
the outside, and we must assume percolation of Case from D down-
wards. Gender, on the other hand, obviously originates on the head
noun, and we must assume percolation upwards from the N position.
Number does not have an unambiguous source in the same way.

It is, however, not possible to have percolation to all nominal
categories. Percolation seems to be blocked when a projection is as-
signed Case. In Icelandic, gender, number and case percolates to all
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categories except for phrases that are assigned case within the noun
phrase, e.g. genitival attributes (both in possessive and partitive con-
structions).

(98) essi péattur starfsins
this-masc.sg.nom part-masc.sg.nom work-the-neut.sg.gen
'this part of the work
(99) gamla his kaupmansins
old-neut.sg.nom house-neut.sg.nom trades-man-the-masc.sg.gen

Objects of attributive adjectives and predicative attributes are also
excluded from noun phrase internal agreement. The percolation
seems to be blocked by a Case assigner.

(100) en [sina fiender] &verldgsen hir
a-uter.sg [its enemies] superior-uter.sg army-uter.sg
madur trdr [konunni sinni]
man-masc.nom.sg faithful-masc.nom.sg wife-the-fem.dat.sg refl-fem.dat.sg

I assume that ¢-features may percolate upwards and downwards
within the DP. However features do not percolate to Case-assigned
positions. In the next subsection we turn to Case within the DP.

3.5.2. Case-marking
Recall from 1.3.5 that, as a consequence of the DP-analysis, we must

Aictinoiich hatuwoan nratantinng that ava accionad Mnca yindar any
\.uounéunuu ULl Yy vl tll\JJ\/\le\Jllo LRAL A “00151‘\/\) MUV AUV Y

ernment and projections that are Case-marked but not governed by
the Case-assigner. In the latter case, the category has inherited Case.

Within the noun phrase structure that I have proposed in this
chapter only DP will be a Case-assigned projection, whereas DegP,
AP, and NP will inherit Case from DP. I informally propose the fol-
lowing rules for Case marking.

(101) DP is Case-marked through assignment
(102) NP, AP and DegP are Case-marked through inheritance

I assume that inheritance is percolation. In accordance with the dis-
cussion in the previous subsection, we may also state that Case
assigners block percolation. This could be formulated as a Percola-
tion Principle.

(103) Percolation Principle
Case percolates from a category o to a category B if
. a)ocand [ are [+N] and
b) o dominates 3 and
¢) B is not governed by a Case-assigner
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The above definition is very similar to a proposal made by
Sigurdsson (1989:10f), where he assumes a Protection principle and
a Percolation principle for Case.31

As a consequence of the Percolation Principle, Case that is as-
signed to DP will percolate to all [+N] categories that are not in a
potential Case-assigned position. Note in particular that SpecAP is
not assigned Case from A and that Case may percolate to this posi-
tion. The complement of AP is however a potentially Case assigned
position, and objects of adjectives must be assigned Case from A or
via a preposition.

Under these acsumptlonQ we can analyse passive pammples that
are used attributively, like in the example below.

(104) en moérdad man
a murdered man

Under the natural assumption that the noun manr is base generated as
a complement of the participle, we must assume that it is moved (as
an NP) from the complement position to the specifier position.

(105)
D'
/\
D AP
//\.\
Al NP
/\
XP A
en tj mordad man;
a murdered man

I assume that the reason for movement in (105) is the same as for
movement out of predicative participles, namely Case. The passive
morpheme makes the participle unable to assign Case to its comple-
ment. The complement position is a potential Case-assigned position,
and hence the NP cannot inherit case in situ, according to the Perco-
lation Principle. In an ordinary passive construction, the complement
is moved to Spec-IP to get Case. I assume that the complement of an
attributive passive participle can inherit Case if it is moved to SpecA.
This is not a potential Case-assigned position, and percolation should
be licit. Thus, SpecAP is a position that is Case-marked but not Case-
assigned. It will be counted as an A-position {(cf. subsection 1.3.4).

31 The main difference is that Sigurdsson assumes that a Case assigner 'protects’ the
whole maximal phrase from percolation. Furthermore Sigurdsson's principles are
designed for all categories, not just [+N] categories.
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3.5.3. Functional and Lexical Categories

In this chapter I have assumed that there are two functional cate-
gories in the noun phrase. D is obligatory in argumental noun
phrases, and it selects either DegP, AP or NP. Deg is used in noun
phrases with attributive adjectives and it selects AP.

We shall now return to a discussion of the special properties of
functional categories outlined by Abney, cf. (7) above. Abney claims
that functional categories constitute closed classes, which seems to be
supported by the data. Both D and Deg elements seem to be closed
classes.

Abney also claims that functional categories are morphologi-
cally and phonologically dependent. Furthermore they are said to
have no 'descriptive content', i.e. they do not refer to anything that
is observable in the world around us. In my opinion, these properties
are the reflex of the same thing. Let us say that functional categories
are light with regard to their phonetics, morphology and semantics.

Abney furthermore discusses the selectional restrictions on
functional categories, claiming that the complement of a functional
category is never an argument. This will be connected to Abney's
fourth observation, that a functional category is normally not sepa-
rated from its complement, i.e. the functional category is never
stranded by movement. In syntax only arguments and adjuncts move
out of their projections by XP-movement. Complements of func-
tional categories are not arguments (and by definition not adjuncts).
The observation that functional elements do not take arguments as
complements may also be extended to include their specifiers. This is
in accordance with the assumption that all arguments are base gen-
erated inside the projection of lexical categories; functional cate-
gories will never have any base generated arguments, neither as
specifiers nor as complements.

Abney also claims that each functional head selects a unique
complement (see also Felix 1988). As we argued above, D may select
either DegP, AP or NP as its complement, so we will have to admit
for some variation here.32 A similar situation appears in the clause,
if we, like many others (e.g. Pollock 1988), consider Negation to be
a projection of its own, inside the clause. In such a case IY must be
able to select both NegP and VP.

The selectional restrictions that we find with functional cate-
gories are purely grammatical and not semantic. Functional cate-
gories select complements marked for grammatical features. There
are few selectional restrictions for functional categories within the
clause, but in some languages there are certain complementisers that
select only subjunctive mode. In some languages there are reasons to

32 Abney's own analysis of attributive adjectives will also contradict the claim that D
can only select NP.
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believe that the infinitival marker is generated in C (cf. Platzack
1986:215ff.). Hence, different Cs have to select different values of
features like [*finite] and [*tense]. As we have seen the category D
selects the features [tcountable] and [tsuperlative]. Lexical cate-
gories on the other hand have semantic restrictions on their comple-
ments (and specifiers), such as [human] and [*concrete].

Another observation about the complements of functional cate-
gories is that they seem to be obligatory. In other words, functional
categories seem always to be transitive, contrary to lexical cate-
gories. Pronouns are, however, often taken to be intransitive Ds (cf.
Abney 1987:284 and Svenonius 1992b). Thus they would be the only
instance of transitive functional categories. Under this assumption, it
is hard to see how vocative noun phrases like the Swedish ones in
(106) should be analysed.

(106) snilla du!
kind you-sg.!
kiéra ni!
dear you-pl.!

The word order of (106) indicates that pronouns are generated in N.
On the other hand, personal pronouns seem to be in the determiner
position in some constructions, as pointed out by e.g. Postal (1966)
and Hultman (1967).

(107) vi bénder
we peasants

Thus, I do not think that all personal pronouns can be given a unified
analysis. I assume that they are generated in N in most cases, but that
they may also be generated in D when they are followed by lexical
nouns. Personal pronouns are then generated either in N or as tran-
sitive Ds.

A further difference between functional and lexical categories
worth noting is their different behaviour with regard to head move-
ment. Theoretically, there are four possible cases of head movement.
Lexical heads could be moved either into a functional head or into
another lexical head. Likewise, functional heads could be moved ei-
ther into a lexical head or into another functional head.

Movement of a lexical head into a functional head is well at-
tested in linguistic theory (e.g. V-raising to I, or N-raising to D, as I
have argued in this chapter). Movement of a lexical head into an-
other lexical head is also well attested (incorporation, cf. Baker
1988). We also find movement of a functional category into another
functional category; in a V2-language like Icelandic with verb
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movement to I, there is raising of (complex) I to the C-position.33
What we do not find are cases where a functional category moves
into a lexical category, i.e. D heads never incorporate, only N heads
seem to be able to move into a verb or any other lexical category
(cf. Li 1990). This is then a structural formulation of the well
known fact that compounds seem to involve only stems and not in-
flected elements.

In this way there is a similarity between head movement and
XP-movement, with regard to the A / A’ distinction. Also in the lat-
ter case, one out of the four theoretically possible alternatives seems
to be illicit. Arguments (generated in A-positions) can move to both
A and A'- positions, whereas non-arguments (generated in A'-posi-
tions) can only move into another A' position, it may not move to an
A-position. This generalisation could be stated as in (108).

(108) Head movement: *F=1L
XP movement: A= A

In this way we could look upon functional categories as A' heads.

A last property that seems to be general for functional cate-
gories is that they do not assign case to their complements. They may
however assign structural Case to their specifier, or the specifier of
their complement.34 Lexical categories on the other hand may assign
Case (lexical or structural) to their complement. I will leave it as an
open question whether they may assign Case to their Specifiers. In
the Germanic languages, I know of no analysis that entails a lexical
category assigning Case to its specifier. The strongest generalisation
would of course be that functional categories assign Case only to
specifiers, whereas lexical categories assign Case only to comple-
ments.

Now we are in a position tentatively to rephrase Abney's gen-
eralisations about functional categories, compared to lexical cate-
gories. In (109) below, I summarise the generalisations that I think
we can do about functional and lexical categories. Note that the they
have somewhat different status. Number 1 and 2 are basically defi-
nitions, whereas the other ones are (more or less well explained) ob-

33 Nothing is said here about movement of a non complex functional head into an-
other functional head. Such movement would result in a cluster of functional features
without any lexical element. Such cases are hard to find within the Germanic or Ro-
mance languages, but they probably exist. A candidate for head movement of a
functional category into another functional category is perhaps Finnish Negation,
which shows overt agreement with the subject.

34 1 know of only one analysis that suggests case assignment from a functional cate-
gory to its complement, namely the analysis of V2 languages made in Platzack/
Holmberg 1989 and Holmberg/Platzack (in press). This analysis entails that the func-
tional category C may assign (nominative) Case 1o I (or the AGR-feature in I). It re-
mains to be seen whether the advantages of this analysis can be retained within an
analysis that does not assume Case assignment from C fo I.
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servations about the syntactic behaviour of functional and lexical cat-
egories.

(109)

1. Functional categories belong to closed classes, whereas lexical cate-
gories are open classes.

2. Functional categories are phonetically, morphologically and se-
mantically light, i.e. they are often stressless, affixal and in lack of
descriptive content.

3. Functional categories have obligatory complements, select com-
plements with specified grammatical features, whereas lexical cate-
gories select complements with specified semantic features.

. Functional categories are always transitive, whereas lexical cate-
gories can be either transitive or intransitive.

. Functional categories do not take arguments, either as complements
or as specifiers, whereas Jexical categories do.

. Functional categories cannot be stranded, whereas lexical cate-
gories can.

. Functional categories cannot head move into a lexical category.

. Functional categories cannot assign case to their complement, but
they can assign structural case to specifiers. Lexical categories, can
assign Case to their complements, whereas it is doubtful whether
they assign Case to their specifiers at all.

N

w1 & W

The observations made above concern the functional categories C, I,
D and Deg, and the lexical categories V, A and N. As for preposi-
tions, it is well known that they behave like lexical categories in
some cases, and as functional categories in others (cf. e.g. Grimshaw
1991b). I do not intend to give a description of the behaviour of pre-
positions with regard to the generalisations above, but I think that
these generalisations might be a good starting point for a proposal
that distinguishes functional and lexical prepositions.

3.6. Conclusions

In this chapter I have presented my basic assumptions about the
structure of the noun phrase. My central interest has been the Scan-
dinavian languages, but I have often referred to other languages as
well, and I think that the structure proposed here can be applied to
other languages. In section 3.1, I presented, discussed and adopted
the DP-analysis. I argued that indefinite as well as the prenominal
and suffixed definite articles should be generated in D. For Danish
there is quite strong evidence that the suffixed article is always gen-
erated in D, whereas it is not as clear in the other languages. We will
discuss this matter in more detail in the next chapter.

In section 3.2, I presented the different structural proposals for
attributive adjectives. I adopted the SpecA-analysis, which entails
that an adjective is a lexical head within the noun phrase, and that it
takes the 'head noun' as a right hand specifier. I showed that the
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SpecA-analysis is superior to other analyses with regard to such
properties as the internal structure of APs, agreement, independently
used adjectives, recursion, head movement and binding,

In section 3.3, I assumed that there is a DegP in noun phrases
with attributive adjectives. Deg is a functional category, which hosts
degree adverbials and comparison affixes, and which selects AP as
its complement.

In section 3.4, i discussed another purported functional head
within the noun phrase, namely QP. I argued that the categories that
seem to intervene between determiners and adjectives in the Scandi-
navian languages can be described as adjectives.

In section 3.5, I summarised some of the consequences of my
structural proposal. First I assumed that noun phrase internal agree-
ment should be seen as percolation. Second I discussed some of the
implications for Case-theory, and I proposed the Case Percolation
Principle. Third, I discussed the basic differences between functional
and lexical categories.
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CHAPTER 4 :
DEFINITE AND INDEFINITE ARTICLES

In this chapter I am going to discuss some special properties of defi-
nite and indefinite articles in the Scandinavian languages. The be-
haviour of Scandinavian articles is interesting in three respects. The
definite article can be either an independent prenominal element or
suffixed to the noun, the prenominal and the suffixed article may
turn up in one and the same noun phrase in some of these languages,
and in some dialects also the indefinite article seems to appear twice
in one noun phrase. Here, we will basically be concerned with these
cases of doubled articles.

First, the Scandinavian languages differ with regard to definite
articles when the noun phrase contains an attributive adjective or a
demonstrative. Whereas Danish only has a prenominal determiner,
Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese normally have both a prenominal
determiner and a suffixed article. Compare the Danish and Norwe-
gian examples below.

€3] det store hus (Danish)
the big house
det store huset (Norwegian)
the big house-the

(2)  dette hus (Danish)
this house
dette huset (Norwegian)

this house-the

Second, we will discuss a special construction, where there is
what seems to be an indefinite article after the adjective in an indefi-
nite- noun phrase. In most Scandinavian languages (as well as in other
Germanic languages) we find an indefinite article after an adjective
preceded by certain degree words. This is illustrated in (3). In Nor-
thern Swedish and Northern Norwegian, there may be two indefinite
articles, when the adjective is emphasised, as shown in (4).

(3) sastortet hus (Danish)
so big a house
“4) e stort € hus (Northern Swedish)

a big a house

In section 4.1, I will start off by presenting some relevant data
about different definite constructions in the Scandinavian languages.
In section 4.2, I will discuss some proposals for the structure of the
construction with adjectives, illustrated in (1) above, and 1 will pre-
sent my own analysis of the issue, where I argue that the Scandina-
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vian languages differ with regard to the possibility of base generat-
ing a noun with the suffixed article in N. In 4.3, I will discuss the
demonstrative construction illustrated in (2) above. I will present an
analysis that makes the constructions with adjectives and demonstra-
tives parallel, arguing that demonstratives are base generated as ad-
jectives. My analysis also entails that there is always only one marker
of definiteness in a noun phrase. In section 4.4, I turn to the special
use of the indefinite article occurring after attributive adjectives,
illustrated in (3) above. In 4.5, I will summarise the discussion.

4.1. Single and Double Definiteness

In this section, I will present the basic data of definiteness and double
definiteness in the Scandinavian languages. Here I will describe the
properties of the Standard languages and of two groups of dialects
that differ from the Standard languages in important ways.

I will adopt the view of traditional Scandinavian grammarians
on referentiality, primarily distinguishing between deictic and
anaphoric reference (cf. e.g. Hansen 1927:32-51, Lundeby 1965:
21f., Hultman 1967:24-34 and Perridon 1989:150ff.). The term de-
ictic reference will be used when referring to an item that is known
to the speaker and the listener by the situation or their common
knowledge. The term anaphoric reference is used when a noun
phrase refers to an item previously mentioned in the context. This
use of the term 'anaphoric’ differs from the normal use of the term
in generative gramimar, bui I will neveribeless preserve the term
here.!

Note that the distinction between noun phrases with deictic and
anaphoric reference is grammaticalised in certain languages. Ac-
cording to Ebert (1970) common nouns in Northern Frisian (the di-
alect of the Fohr Island) take different articles depending on whether
the noun phrase is uniquely identified by the situation or whether it
refers to an item previously mentioned. Northern Frisian has two
definite articles, @ and de. When a noun phrase has deictic reference
the a-article is used, whereas when the noun phrase has anaphoric
reference the de-article is used. Consider the examples in (5)-(6)
(from Ebert 1970:82f.).2

L Apart from deictic and anaphoric reference, traditional grammarians normally dis-
tinguish generic and determinative reference. The term generic reference is used
when a noun phrase refers to all prototypical members of a category, like in: The lion
is a mammal. T will have little to say about this kind of reference. The term determi-
native reference is often used when a determiner anticipates a relative clause or an-
other postnominal attribute. However 1 think that determinative expressions may be
both deictic and generic, and they will hence be subordinated within these groups.

2 Northem Frisian has other special properties with regard to the definite article. Ac-
cording to Ebert 1970:71ff, definite uncountable nouns and proper names take the g-
article, whereas common nouns have the variation described above.
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) A Hund hee tuswark ‘ (Northern Frisian)
The dog has toothache
'the dog at the farm, our dog, etc.’
6) De Hund hee tuswark
The dog has toothache
'the dog that we are talking about'

As we will see in the following subsections, some Scandinavian lan-
guages also make a syntactically visible distinction between deictic
and anaphoric reference.

4.1.1. Danish

Recall from the previous chapter that I argued that the suffixed arti-
cle in Danish is attached to the noun by head movement of N to the
D-position. Recall also that I assumed that adjectives are heads in the
noun phrase. These two assumptions were used to derive the differ-
ent behaviour of the article in noun phrases with and without adjec-
tives in Danish. Consider once again the examples in (7)-(8) (= (17)
and (18) in chapter 3).3

(7)  huset
house-the

(8)  det store hus
the big house

In the previous chapter, I argued that the noun is raised to D in (7),
thus attaching the article generated in D to the noun. Furthermore, I
argued that the intervening adjective in (8) blocks head movement,
and that the D-position has to be lexicalised in another way, namely
by spelling out definiteness in D as an independent definite article.

Apart from the two constructions in (M)-(8), there is a third
construction that is of relevance here. This involves noun phrases
with demonstrative determiners, like denne/dette and (stressed)
den/det in (9).

(9)  dette hus
this house
det hus
this/that house

As is seen above, Danish consistently shows single definiteness,
having only one definiteness marker in every noun phrase, a suffixed
article, a prenominal article or a demonstrative pronoun. There are

3 It is sometimes claimed that Danish might have a prenominal definite article; in
some constructions det hus [the house] would then be equal to huset [house-the]. The
former expression is however impossible to distinguish from a construction with a
demonstrative det, as illustrated in (9) (cf. the discussion in Hulthén 1948:19f., and
references there).
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no visible differences in Danish between deictic and anaphoric refer-
ence, with regard to common nouns (but see section 4.2.3 on proper
names).4

In fact, there is only one minor exception from the standard
pattern. This appears when a noun phrase contains an absolute su-
perlative, like in the example in (10) below.

(10) med (den) stgrste forngjelse
with the greatest pleasure

As seen, the article may be missing in such constructions. This seems
to be possible only after prepositions (cf. Diderichsen 1962: 52f).

4.1.2. Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese

Standard Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese behave very much alike
with regard to definiteness, and hence I will treat them together in
this subsection. In these languages, a noun phrase without an adjec-
tive behaves in the same way as in Danish, the noun takes the suf-
fixed article, but when there is an attributive adjective, two articles
appear. In such cases there is both an independent prenominal article
and a suffixed article. Consider the Swedish examples in (11)-(12).

(11)  huset
house-the

(12)  det stora huset
the big house-the

The pattern in the example in (12) is by far the most common when
there is an attributive adjective, and this kind of double definiteness
will be the main topic of section 4.2. T will present some exceptions
in a moment.

Apart from constructions with adjectives, the double definite-
ness turns up in constructions where there are cardinal numerals,
quantifying adjectives or the word bdda [both] in-between the D and
N positions. Recall that I argued in section 3.4 that those elements
are adjectives, in this position, so they will be structurally parallel to
(12),

The double definiteness also occurs with demonstrative pro-
nouns. First, double definiteness turns up with the demonstrative
dennaldennelhesin in Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese, respective-
ly.3 Second, there is double definiteness with the complex demon-

4 The dialects on Bornholm differ from Standard Danish in this respect. The Bom-
holm dialects have double definiteness, like Swedish (see Schiitte 1922:122)

5 The demonstrative denna is normally followed by a noun without the suffixed arti-
cle in Standard Swedish. In colloquial Swedish, however, it is almost always used with
the suffixed article. The special use of Standard Swedish denna will be discussed in
subsection 4.3.2.
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strative den hdr/den her [the here] in Swedish and Norwegian.6
Third, double definiteness appears if there is a stressed pronoun
den/den/tann. Apart from the stress, this last pronoun is homony-
mous with the prenominal article.? All the three variants of demon-
stratives are normally translated with this or that in English. Consi-
der the Swedish examples in (13) below, where the stress on den is
marked by bold face. :

(13) denna boken
this book-the
den hir boken
the here book-the
den boken
that book-the

The double definiteness in constructions like (13) (henceforth
called demonstrative double definiteness) is not dependent on an at-
tributive adjective, and it is hence different from the double definite-
ness in (12) (henceforth called adjectival double definiteness). The
demonstrative double definiteness is found in several languages, such
as Greek, Macedonian, Hungarian, Gothic and Javanese (cf. Lundeby
1965:23ff.). The adjectival double definiteness seems to be more re-
stricted, cross-linguistically. I do not know of any language, apart
from the Scandinavian ones described above, that consistently uses
the double definiteness with intervening adjectives. However the two
cases seem to have the same distribution among the Scandinavian lan-
guages, and I will argue that they should be analysed in the same
way.

There are some constructions where the double definiteness is
eliminated in Swedish and Faroese (and normally also in Norwe-
gian). There are several very subtle distinctions between double and
single definiteness, and I will not present all the differences here. 1
will only try to discuss the most important ones in Swedish, giving
references to the corresponding constructions in Norwegian and
Faroese.8

6 The complex demonstrative does not occur in Faroese. In Danish the counterpart to
Swedish den hdr is not as common as in Swedish or Norwegian. When it appears, the
adverb here or there is placed postnominally: den bog her [the book here] (cf.
Hulthén 1948:75). This construction is also found in Bokmal. Adverbs like hdr and
déir may follow any definite noun phrase, also personal pronouns, where the complex
demonstratives are not allowed. Thus, I assume that the postnominal adverbs in Dan-
ish and Norwegian are ordinary adverbs adjoined to the right of DP.

7 The prenominal article and the stressed demonstrative den are also homonymous
with the third person personal pronoun den [it], except for the fact that the personal
gronoun has an oblique plural form.

For more details, I refer the reader to Lundeby 1965 for Norwegian, and Hultman
1965:71-81 for Faroese. For a comparative description of the Mainland Scandinavian
languages, see Hulthén 1948:13-84. On the lack of the prenominal article in Swedish,
see also Ivarsson 1933 and Komer 1938.
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The prenominal article may be left out in some cases. First, this
is possible if the item is well known in the speech situation, by its
uniqueness in the world or in a smaller speech community, such as
the village or the family, i.e. when the noun phrase has deictic refer-
ence. Thus these cases also include noun phrases that are close to
proper names. As indicated in (14) and (15) the article is optional in
most cases. The alternative with the article is normally used to em-
phasise contrast. The ones that are close to proper names, as in (16),
normally lack the article.

(14) Ta (den) nya bilen/ (den) stora kniven!
Take the new car-the / the big knife-the
(den) gamle kungen, (det) sena tiget
the old king-the, the late train-the
(15) (den) franska revolutionen, (den) svenska kyrkan
the French revolution-the, the Swedish church-the
(16) Ddda fallet, Svarta Havet
Dead fall-the, Black Sea-the
Vita huset, R6da armén
White house-the, Red army-the

In the constructions above, Faroese and Nynorsk behave like Swed-
ish, whereas Bokmdl prefers single definiteness with the prenominal
article in constructions with nationality adjectives and noun phrases
that are close to proper names, i.e. (15) and (16) (cf. Lundeby 231ff.
and 304ff )9

Second, a similar pattern appears where there is a certain ad-
jectives that makes the noun phrase unambiguous in the speech situa-
tion. Those adjectives are superlatives (especially ordinatives like
forstalsistalsenaste [first/last/latest], ordinal numbers and certain in-
herent comparatives (denoting position, quarter or the opposition
left-right; cf. also Delsing 1988). Those are the kinds of adjectives
that I have assumed to be obligatorily raised to DegP.10

9 Bokmal also uses single definiteness in other constructions. When a noun phrase
with an attributive adjective denotes the whole class, like den hvite man [the white
man] Bokmdl normally uses the construction with only a prenominal article (cf.
Lundeby 1965: 306).

In general Bokmél uses the Danish construction with only a prenominal article

quite frequently. This is (at least partly) a reflex of the Danish heritage of Bokmél,
During this century the Danish construction has been replaced by double definiteness
to a great extent, and possibly the process is not yet finished (cf. Lundeby 1965:260-
285 and 326f.).
10 Most of these superlatives and comparatives lack a positive form. They normally
receive an interpretation that is quite close to the classifying reading. Thus there is a
similarity between the cases where predicative noun phrases may leave out the inde-
finite article and the cases where argumental noun phrases may leave out the
prenominal definite article. They are both dependent on a classifying interpretation, I
do not know if this should be given a principled explanation.
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(17) (det) sista paret
the last pair-the
(den) tredje gangen
the third time-the
(den) yttre/inre sdngen
the outer/inner bed-the
(den) vistra sidan
the western side-the
(den) vénstra handen
the left hand-the

It is quite obvious that the adjectives in (17) have the function of dis-
ambiguating the noun phrase and to make it uniquely identifiable. I
think that the two cases described above (illustrated in (14)-(16) and
(17) respectively) are reflexes of the same thing, namely deictic ref-
erence (compare the discussion in Ivarsson 1933). The prenominal
article is optional if the noun phrase has deictic reference.!!

The postnominal article may also be missing in certain con-
structions. First, when there is a restrictive relative clause that is in-
terpreted generically, the suffixed article is missing, both with de-
monstrative and adjectival double definiteness.

(18) den bok(*en) som siljer flest exemplar beldnas
the book(the) that sells most copies is-rewarded
(19) den sjuérige pojke(*n) som klarar detta finns inte
the seven-year-old boy(the) who manages this exists not

Normative grammarians normally recommend the form without the
suffixed article with all restrictive relative clauses. This norm ap-
peared in the 18th century, but there is normally nothing wrong with
the suffixed article, unless the generic reading is intended (cf. Tele-
man 1992:220ff). I will not have any interesting solution to the lack
of the suffixed article in this construction.

Second, an absolute superlative is always followed by a noun
without the suffixed article. As we mentioned in the previous chap-
ter, demonstratives are not compatible with superlatives at all, so the
construction will only be used with attributive adjectives. Consider
the examples in (20) below.

(20) 1 tornet sitter den vackraste prinsessa
In tower-the sits the prettiest princess
Han bakar de godaste bullar
He bakes the best rolls

1T As pointed out to me by Ulf Teleman, the analysis predicts that the article should
be required in plural noun phrases with superlatives or comparatives, since those are
not uniquely identified. The prediction is borne out.
(i) Forsdk med (den) bortre d6rren  (ii) Forsdk med *(de) bortre dorrama
Try with the farther door-the Try with the farther doors-the
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It should be noted that noun phrases like the ones in (20) belong to
literary style in Swedish. In prepositional phrases they are more
colloquial, and in such cases even the prenominal article may (or
must) be left out (cf. Teleman 1969:88).

(21) Vi foljer utvecklingen med (det) storsta intresse.
We follow development with the greatest interest
Detta maste ordnas pa (?det) bista sétt
This must be-arranges on best way

To conclude, Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese use double defi-
niteness when a noun phrase has an attributive adjective. If the noun
phrase has anaphoric reference, both articles  are obligatory. If the
noun phrase is deictic the prenominal article is often optional
(especially in Swedish and Faroese). With demonstratives the suf-
fixed article is obligatory (but see subsection 4.3.2. on the special use
of Standard Swedish denna).

4.1.3. Icelandic

Turning to Icelandic, we find that it behaves in the same way as the
other Scandinavian languages with simple nouns, cf. (22) below, but
when there is an attributive adjective, the situation is different. In
Icelandic we do not find double definiteness, but instead only one
article, which can be either prenominal or suffixed, as shown in
23).

(22) hdsid (Icelandic)
house-the
(23)  hid gamla hds (literary)
the old house
gamla hisid
old house-the

It should be noted that the prenominal article is literary style and sel-
dom used. Even in written language, the form with the suffixed arti-
cle is the unmarked construction (cf. Magnisson 1983:94f).
Demonstrative constructions in Icelandic always display single
definiteness. Hence the situation is similar to the one in Danish.12

(24) Dbetta his
this house
$a madur
that man

12 The pronoun hinn [the other] is traditionally considered to be a demonstrative
pronoun taking a noun with the suffixed article: hinn madurinn [the other of the two
men], However, this word is similar to several indefinite pronouns, in having partitive
meaning: 'the other out of two'. Following Sigurdsson (1993), I will assume that hinn
is not a demonstrative pronoun. .

120



Furthermore, the form with the prenominal article is not possi-
ble when the noun phrase has deictic reference, i.e. in the cases
where Swedish may lack the prenominal article (cf. (14)-(17)
above). In such constructions the prenominal article is impossible
even in literary style (Sigurdsson, p.c.).

(25) Taktu nyja bilinn / *Taktu hin nyja bil
Take-you new car-the / Take-you the new car
pridja 4ri® / *hid bridja 4r
third year-the / the third year

Hence it seems as if the prenominal article is impossible in the cases
where it is optional in Swedish.

4.1.4. Western Jutlandic

Western Jutlandic patterns with Standard Danish, since it lacks dou-
ble definiteness. As mentioned above, contrary to Danish and the
other Scandinavian languages, Western Jutlandic does not use the
suffixed definite article at all. An ordinary definite noun phrase has
the prenominal article e, as illustrated in (26).

(26) @ hus (W. Jutlandic)
the house

In constructions with an attributive adjective, there is a choice
between two different definite articles. The ordinary one is de, but @&
may also be used in certain contexts, namely if the whole noun
phrase is well known in the speech situation. This means that the ad-
jectival e-article is used approximately in the cases where Swedish
can leave out the prenominal article. Consider the two examples be-
low, taken from Lund 1932 (cf. also Byskov 1927, Ejskjar 1987).13

(27) & gamel gg
the old horse
‘the well known old horse’
(28) de gamel gg
the old horse
'the old horse, as opposed to other horses’

In demonstrative constructions, WJu. behaves like Standard
Danish, having only a demonstrative followed by the noun.

(29) den mand
that man
den hus
that house

13 Constructions with superlative adjectives are hard to find in Western Jutlandic. Ac-
cording to Hans Jul Nielsen (p.c.) they sound like Standard Danish.
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Hence Western Jutlandic only displays single definiteness,
though it makes a lexical distinction between deictic and anaphoric
noun phrases, when they contain an attributive adjective.14

4.1.5. Northern Swedish
In most dialects of Northern Sweden, there is yet another system of
definiteness. There is the usual suffixed article with ordinary definite
noun phrases, as in (30).

(30) huse
house-the

In noun phrases with attributive adjectives, there is normally no
double definiteness (Astrb’m 1893, Bergman 1951:149-152, Dahlst-
edt/Agren 1979:271£.). In such cases there are two alternatives. Ei-
ther there is only a suffixed article, or there is a compound of adjec-
tive and noun with the suffixed article.15

(31) siste ginga
last time-the

(32) sist-ginga
last-time-the
stor-huse
big-house-the

The construction with a separate inflected adjective, illustrated in
(31), is normally only possible with the special type of degree ele-
ments that are relevant for the lack of the article in Standard
Swedish, namely superlatives, ordinals and certain inherent com-
paratives. If the noun phrase has anaphoric reference, the compound
construction in (32) is used.16

It should be noted that the Northern Swedish dialects also have
compounding when there is more than one adjective.

(33) gamm-svart-katta
old-black-cat-the

14 In Westem Hanherred, on the border between Western and Eastern Jutlandic, i.e.
on the border between prenominal and suffixed articles, there is a dialect that displays
a peculiar phenomenon of using bare nouns without any articles quite frequently,
where Standard Danish would use the suffixed article (and WJu. would use the
prenominal one). As shown by Christiansen (1977) the bare noun forms can only be
used in "propriumsfunktion” (the function of proper names). Christiansen uses this
term in the same way as I have used deictic reference here ®.9.
5 The same construction may also be found in Northern Norwegian,

16 The construction in (31) is common with superlatives and inherent comparatives.
Perhaps it is less common with deictic noun phrases with positive adjectives.

I have not been able to find good examples with absolute superlatives in the
Northern Swedish dialects.
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In Northern Swedish, there is demonstrative double definiteness
in the same way as in Standard Swedish.

(34) n hir biln
this car-the
den ganga
that time-the

Hence, Northern Swedish deviates from Standard Swedish, only with
regard to noun phrases with attributive adjectives.

4.1.6. Summary

Concluding this section, we see that the Scandinavian languages are
strikingly uniform with regard to simple nouns, where all of them
use the suffixed article, except for Western Jutlandic, which uses a
prenominal article.

When it comes to noun phrases with demonstratives, Icelandic,
Danish and Western Jutlandic have only one marker of definiteness
(the demonstrative), whereas Swedish, Norwegian, Faroese and
Northern Swedish have both a demonstrative and a suffixed article.

With attributive adjectives, the Scandinavian languages are
strikingly different from each other, where Danish consistently uses
a prenominal article, and Western Jutlandic uses two different
prenominal articles. Swedish, Norwegian and Faroese use both a
pre- and a postnominal article, but one of the articles may sometimes
be missing. In Northern Scandinavian there is only a postnominal ar-
ticle, and with ordinary adjectives, there is normally compounding
of the adjective and the noun. In Icelandic there is a postnominal
article in colloquial style and a prenominal one in literary style.

There are four central constructions discussed in this section
(leaving aside the special cases with restrictive relative clauses).
They are summarised in Table 1, where Swedish represents the
double definiteness languages (Norwegian and Faroese are not shown
separately).

Marking of definiteness in the Scandinavian languages

Def = definite noun phrases without adjectives, Adj-an = definite anaphoric noun
phrases with attributive adjectives, Adj-d = definite deictic noun phrase with adjec-
tives, Dem = noun phrases with demonstrative pronouns.

Def Adj-an Adj-d Dem
W.Ju. |2 hus de stor hus & stor hus den hus
Da. huset det store hus det store hus det hus
Sw. huset det stora huset |(det) stora huset | det huset
INSw. huse stor-huse store huse de huse
[cel. hiisid stora hisid stéra hiisid pad hiis
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In the next section (4.2) I will discuss some possible analyses of ad-
jectival double definiteness, and in section 4.3. I will turn to demon-
strative constructions.

4.2. Adjectival Double Definiteness

In this section I will briefly discuss some possible analyses of adjecti-
val double definiteness in Scandinavian. In the first subsection
(4.2.1), I will present some of the analyses that have recently been
put forward within a generative framework. In subsection 4.2.2, I
will outline a proposal for a new analysis, and in 4.2.3, I will discuss
the cases where a prenominal article is used with proper names.

4.2.1. Previous Analyses

In this subsection I will discuss some of the proposals that have been
made in the literature to solve the different definiteness properties of
Scandinavian DPs. In traditional grammar the main interest has been
focused on the origin of the suffixed article (for a recent overview
of the debate, see Perridon 1989:127-149). The discussion of the
double definiteness has normally been descriptive, and traditional
linguists have often been content with the statement that double def-
initeness is pleonastic. Therefore, I will leave them out of the dis-
cussion here. Since most linguists working on noun phrase structure
today assume the DP-analysis, I will only discuss analyses that are
compatible with such a structure.!7

The analyses presented within a generative framework basicaily
concern Swedish/Norwegian adjectival double definiteness, com-
pared to the Danish single definiteness. As we have seen the Danish
data seem most easy to analyse. Hence the work has concentrated on
double definiteness in Swedish and Norwegian. No one has, as far as
I'’know, discussed the other Scandinavian languages or dialects in this
respect within a generative framework.

Here, I will first discuss some analyses that assume two DP pro-
jections, one above the adjective and the other below. Second, I will
discuss some analyses that assume a separate functional category, dif-
ferent from DP, for the suffixed article. Third, I will discuss two
proposals that have tried to analyse the double definiteness within a
structure only containing one functional projection, namely the D-
projection.

Double definiteness can be interpreted as a structure that in-
volves two functional projections. There could be two D-projections,

17 There are basically two important proposals within a generative framework that try
to solve the definiteness properties of the Scandinavian languages, without using the
DP-analysis, viz. Holmberg (1987), who allows determiners to be both specifiers and
adjuncts in the same NP, and Cooper (1988), who makes use of a GPSG inspired fea-
ture analysis.
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one above the adjective and the other below the adjective. Consider
the structure in (35), which is proposed by Kestner (1993).

(35)

A DP
SPEC /D\
I D NP
I 1
det gamla husi-et ti

Kestner assumes the analysis of Abney (1987) for the attributive ad-
jective, i.e. that it is a head taking the noun (as an NP or a DP) as its
complement.18

A problem with Kestner's analysis (outlined in (35) above), is
that the lower DP only seems to involve a single noun with the suf-
fixed article. If the analysis is correct we would expect an infinite
recursion of DPs, and we would also expect that other types of DPs,
like demonstrative and possessive constructions or indefinite noun
phrases, could follow the adjective. However, all such cases are com-
pletely ungrammatical, as shown in (36) below.

(36) *den gamle [den snille man(-nen)]
the old the kind man-the
*den gamle [denne man(-nen)]
the old this man-the
*den gamle [Kalles bror]
the old Kalle's brother
*de gamla [ndgra mén]
the old some men

It is not clear to me how cases like the ones presented in (36) above
should be ruled out, within an analysis that generates a DP within or
below the AP.

Another alternative is that the functional projection, where the
suffixed article is generated, is of a different kind than DP. Such
analyses have been proposed in Delsing (1988) and Santelmann

18 Taraldsen (1989) does not discuss the properties of attributive adjectives or double
definiteness in any detail. However, (at p.428), he hints at a solution that seems very
similar to the one in Kestner.
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(1993).1% The projections are taken to be Article Phrase and Number
Phrase, respectively. Such an analysis would account for the fact that
no other category than the suffixed article could appear after the ad-
jective. There are however some problems with both these analyses.
In Delsing 1988 the adjective is assumed to be a specifier (which
moves to SpecArtP in definite noun phrases). Such an analysis would
be hard to apply to recursively stacked adjectives.

In Santelmann's proposal, the adjective is assumed to be ad-
joined to NP, and the suffixed article is assumed to affix hop down
to the N-position. This will create an empty NumP with an empty
specifier position.

€))
D'
D NumP
Spec Num'
Num /NP\
i il
den e e gamle mannen
the old man-the

In the structure outlined in (37), it is unclear how the two empty po-
sitions (SpecNum and Num0) are licensed. Furthermore Santel-
mann's analysis gives no clear answer to why the suffixed article is
generated in NumP. It is unclear to me what number and articles
have in common.

Finally, we will turn to two analyses that do not assume any ex-
tra functional projection, trying to describe the double definiteness
with only a D- and an N-projection.

In Delsing (1989), I assumed that there is no intermediate func-
tional projection. The double definiteness is then seen as some kind
of affix hopping from D to N, under the assumption that this is an
alternative to head raising in the cases where there is an intervening
head. The prenominal article is assumed to be some kind of reinser-
tion of the article in the D-position. A problem with this analysis is
that we actually get two overt representations of the same article,

19 A similar suggestion has also been made by Giusti (1992). She proposes that the
suffixed article in Swedish and Norwegian double definiteness constructions should
be analysed as an Agreement Phrase in-between the (adjoined) adjective and NP. The
analysis is a result of Giusti's analysis of Romanian, and it does not go further than
this. It is unclear to me why Danish does not have this AgrP, or why it is missing in
some constructions (compare (18)-(21) above).
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one affix hopped to N and the other reinserted in D. There are very
few instances of this kind in other parts of the grammar.

Another proposal for the double definiteness has been put for-
ward by Svenonius (1992a, 1993), which basically rests on two as-
sumptions. The first is that the definite article on the noun is a mor-
phological ending, base generated on the noun, and that the form
(noun with or without the suffixed article) is selected by the deter-
miner in D. The second assumption entails that there is a leftmost
condition on noun phrases, which requests that they contain an overt
marking of definiteness on its leftmost side. Such an analysis encoun-
ters several problems with respect to both assumptions.

First, I have shown that the prenominal definite article does not
always select a noun with the suffixed article in Swedish. Compare,
for instance, the cases with single definiteness with restrictive rela-
tive clauses and absolute superlatives in (18)-(21) above. Selection
also becomes problematic for noun phrases without an overt deter-
miner in the D-position, since such noun phrases are found both with
and without the suffixed article (compare (17) and (21) above). A
further problem concerns possessive pronouns, which would select
the 'indefinite form' of the noun when they are prenominal, whereas
they would select the 'definite form' when they are postnominal (cf.
section 3.1 above and chapter 5 below).

Second, the leftmost condition is theoretically doubtful, per se.
It is construed as a filter, and it does not have any explanatory valuc.
It becomes especially doubtful if it has to be parametrised, which is
inevitable for languages with independent postnominal determiners.
Furthermore the cases in Swedish where the prenominal article can
be left out seem to jeopardise the generalisation. Compare, for in-
stance the examples in (14)-(17) above (Svenonius does not assume
the weak form of the adjective to be a marker of definiteness).

Hence, none of the analyses proposed so far is optimal. Espe-
cially, none of them explains the differences with regard to the
prenominal article, i.e. why Swedish is sensitive to the anaphor-
ic/deictic distinction, whereas Danish seems to be insensitive to it. In
the following section I will present a new analysis, which takes the
data presented above into consideration.

4.2.2. The Proposed Analysis

In this subsection I will try to elaborate on the analyses proposed by
Svenonius and Delsing, using only one functional projection (D)
apart from the lexical projections A and N. Along with Svenonius
(1992a, 1993), T will assume that the suffixed article may be base
generated on the noun in N, but contrary to Svenonius, I assume that
this base generation is parametric in nature, and not a question of
selection by D.
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Recall that we were reasonably satisfied with our analysis of
Danish, where we assumed that the head N raises to D to pick up the
definite suffix, unless there is an intervening head (adjective). How-
ever, the other Scandinavian languages show different patterns,
where there is normally a suffixed article, but no visible movement
of the noun. Leaving aside the exceptions for a moment, consider
once again the examples of ordinary noun phrases with an attributive
adjective from Danish, Icelandic and Swedish.

(38) den gamle man (Danish)
the old man
gamli madurinn (Icelandic)
old man-the
den gamle mannen (Swedish)

the old man-the

Looking at the examples in (38) above, it is obvious that the func-
tions filled by two articles in Swedish can be filled by a prenominal
article in Danish and by a suffixed article in Icelandic.

The two articles appearing in an ordinary double definiteness
construction in Swedish seem to have different functions. It seems as
if the prenominal article is more of an expletive article, which may
sometimes be left out. The suffixed article, on the other hand, seems
to bear the definiteness of the phrase.

Let us take the existential construction as a reliable test for def-
initeness. In the cases where there is a prenominal articie but no
suffixed article, namely cases with an absolute superlative adjective
or with generic phrases followed by a restrictive relative clause, the
prenominal article does not seem to be definite. As noted already by
Falk/Torp (1900:8; cf. also Hansen 1927:62 and Teleman 1969:88)
noun phrases with absolute superlative adjectives may appear in
existential constructions, even though they seem to have a
prenominal 'definite' article, as is shown in (39).20

(39)  det sitter den vackraste prinsessa i tornet
there sits the prettiest princess in tower-the
det finns inte den minsta anledning att betvivla detta
there is not the least reason to doubt this

20 This seems be true for other languages with strong definiteness effect as well, Ac-
cording to my informants constructions with absolute superlatives are also quite good
in English existential sentences.
(i)  7there is the prettiest princess in the tower
there isn't the slightest doubt about it
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Note that the noun phrases in (39) are semantically indefinite, they
do not refer to a princess or reason that are mentioned before or
known in the speech situation, and they may be paraphrased with en
mycket vacker prinsessa [a very beautiful princess] or ndgon liten
anledning [any small reason]. If the suffixed article is used, the noun
phrase becomes definite, and the sentences ungrammatical.

(40) *det sitter den vackraste prinsessap i tornet
there sits the prettiest princess-the in tower-the
*det finns inte den minsta anledningen att betvivia detia
there are not the least reason-the to doubt this

The other type of noun phrases without a the suffixed article in
Swedish, viz. generic noun phrases with relative clauses, also seems
to be possible in existential constructions. Consider the examples in
(41) below.2!

(41) det finns de barn som aldrig fir ndgon glass
there are the children who never get any ice-cream
det finns de lingvister som tror att allt flyttar i LF
there are the linguists who believe that everything moves inLF

In constructions where it is possible to leave out the prenominal
article, the definiteness restriction applies as usual, cf. (42) below.

(42) *det ligger (den) bortersta dorren till hoger
there lies the farthest door-the to right
*det sitter (den) hogra handen fast i gallret
there sits the right hand stuck in bars-the

From the examples in (39)-(42) we see that the definiteness restric-
tion in Swedish is not dependent on the prenominal article, only on
the suffixed one. Rather the prenominal article seems to behave like
an expletive, filling a position that normally must not be empty.
Recall from section 2.2 that three of the languages (Swedish,
Norwegian and Faroese) could have the suffixed article on noun
phrases in isolated use, but that none of them could have prenominal
definite articles in these noun phrases. According to the discussion in
chapter 2 we would not expect these phrases to have a determiner
position at all. Therefore, 1 will assume that Swedish, Norwegian
and Faroese may have the suffixed article base generated on the noun
in N. T will make the same assumption for Icelandic, although I lack
independent support for this claim. Danish and Western Jutlandic on
the other hand will not have this option. In these two languages, the

21 Note that the sentences in (41) may not be analysed as cleft sentences. The verb
finnas (exist, historically the passive form of find) is not compatible with cleft
constructions, only with existentials.
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definite article must be generated in D. The assumption is depicted in
(43). In (43)a, the N-position will host the definiteness feature of the
phrase.

(43)a Sw., No., Far., Icel: [N huset]
b Da., Wju: *[n° huset]

Let us now assume that the reference of a noun phrase can be
identified by different means. Normally the D-position is filled by an
overt lexical element, and then the D-position can identify the
phrase. I propose that alternative ways of identification can also be
used. The identification could either be achieved by rich morphology
on adjectives and nouns, or by unique identification by the situation,
i.e. deictic reference. Adding to this the natural assumption that
definiteness is only marked on one element in the noun phrase, the
distribution of Scandinavian definite articles will follow.

First, in Danish it is not possible to base generate a noun in N
with the suffixed article. Hence definiteness has to be expressed in D,
If there are no intervening heads, the noun raises to D in Danish, and
if there is an intervening element, and raising is thus blocked,
definiteness is spelled out as a prenominal article in D. Only in the
constructions that are not definite, i.e. noun phrases with absolute
superlatives, can the prenominal article be left out; in such cases I
assume that the D-position is purely expletive.

Second, in Western Jutlandic the article cannot be realised as a
suftix at all, either by base generation, or by movement. Recall from
3.1. that we assumed the difference between head-raising languages
and languages of the WJu, English or French type to be due to a
specification on N (the head raising parameter), Hence an article has
to be spelled out in D in all cases, irrespective of whether an adjec-
tive intervenes or not. The only case where WJu. could have an ex-
pletive D-position would be in constructions with absolute superla-
tive adjectives. Such constructions are however hard to find (cf. fn.
13), so we cannot tell whether WJu. can license an expletive D-posi-
tion in any other way than by lexicalising it. 22

Third, in the double definiteness languages (Swedish, Norwe-
gian and Faroese) the suffixed article may be base generated on the
noun in N. In noun phrases without an attributive adjective, the noun
can be raised to the D-position. In such cases, it is of course impos-
sible to judge whether the article is base generated on the noun or
generated in D and attached to the noun by N-raising, but I assume
that raising applies in any case, in order to lexicalise the D-position.

22 The question why WJu. uses two different articles in noun phrases with adjectives
still remains. This language has one article in deictic use, & and another in anaphoric
use, de. Perhaps WJu. just have two distinct articles, where the other languages have
two homonymous articles.
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In the cases where the noun phrase contains an attributive adjective,
the suffixed article is generated on the noun, head movement is
blocked by the adjective, and normally the D-position has to be filled
by an expletive article. If the noun phrase is uniquely identified by
the situation, the expletive may be left out.

Fourth, in Icelandic, the definite affix can be generated on the
noun. In a noun phrase without attributive adjectives, we cannot tell
whether the article is generated in D or on the noun in N. When the
noun phrase contains an attributive adjective and N-raising is
blocked, the word order is adjective-noun, with a suffixed article on
the noun, or alternatively, the article may be realised in D (even if
this form is rather marked), and then there is no suffixed article on
the noun. Icelandic never shows double definiteness, i.e. it never
needs to insert an expletive article in D. I take this to be a reflex of
the strong morphology visible on both adjectives and nouns. The
overt inflection in gender, number and case seems to be enough to
identify the noun phrase, without having to lexicalise the D-posi-
tion.23

Last, in Northern Swedish/Norwegian, constructions that are
uniquely identified by the situation behave just like in Standard
Swedish. In other constructions with attributive adjectives, these di-
alects display the compound of adjective-noun-article. The com-
pound construction will need more detailed study. The construction
could perhaps be analysed with a slight revision of the SpecA-analy-
sis, but I will not make any strong claim here.24

Thus, I have shown that the major syntactic and semantic differ-
. ences in the use of definite articles in the Scandinavian languages fol-

23 In Faroese we also find quite rich morphology. Yet, Faroese may not leave out the
prenominal article in front of adjectives freely. The inflection in Faroese is, however,
poorer than in Icelandic; genitive is lacking, and there are more instances of homony-
mous forms in the paradigm. According to Holmberg/Platzack (in press) Faroese
morphological case should be described as weak, contrary to strong case in Icelandic.
This claim is based on the lack of two case related constructions in Faroese, namely
Object Shift of full DPs and oblique subjects with passive verbs.

24" 1 showed in section 2.3.5, Northern Swedish has raising of A to D, if the adjec-
tive is used independently. This could perhaps be the clue to the compounding con-
struction. It could be accounted for, if we assume that all (or most) adjectives are er-
gative, i.e. their arguments are generated in the complement position, and normally
raised to the Spec-position. Such an analysis has been proposed, for example, by
Sigurdsson (1989) (cf. also references there).

If the ergativity analysis is correct we could argue that the noun in the
complement of A is incorporated (in the sense of Baker 1988) into A, in these
dialects. The complex N-A head is further moved to the D-position, picking up the
suffixed article. This would account for the surface string, and it would also account
for the fact that this construction is found in the dialects that may have A-raising with
independently used adjectives; both constructions require A to be specified [+head-
movement]. A third fact that would be accounted for would be the lack of adjectival
inflection in this construction. The head noun would never go to or through SpecA.
Thus agreement is never triggered. This ergativity hypothesis has many implications,
but I shall not go into them here.
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low from three assumptions. The languages differ with respect to the
head raising parameter, and with respect to where definiteness can
be generated. They also differ as to how an expletive D-positions is
licensed. This can be done by insertion of an expletive article, by
morphology or by deictic reference. In (44) below I give the setting
of the three parameters discussed above. E=expletive article,
D=deictic reference, M=strong morphology.

(44)
N-raising Definite- Identi-
to D ness in N fication
Wilu. - - E/D
Da. + - E/D
Sw. + + E/D
Icel. + + M

Note that I have not as yet given any evidence that Western Jutlandic
can leave out an expletive article because of deictic reference. The
only construction where it is possible to test this for common nouns
is with absolute superlatives, and such constructions were not found
in WJu (cf. fn. 13). In the next section, I will show that constructions
with proper names indicate that Wu. may leave out the article in
deictic noun phrases.2s

4.2.3. Articles with Proper Names

The analysis outlined in the previous subsection makes quite interest-
ing predictions about the behaviour of articles with proper names.
Proper names are usually inherently definite in the Scandinavian lan-
guages. Northern Swedish and Northern Norwegian probably consti-

25There is a semantic distinction, which we have not addressed so far. Some of the
Scandinavian languages make a distinction within the group of anaphorically refer-
ring noun phrases, depending on whether the adjective is restrictive or not. If a noun
phrase of the type den gula bilen [the yellow car-the] is not meant to identify ‘the
yellow car', but only to identify a car, which happens to be yellow, Icelandic marks
this with the strong form of the adjective (cf. Rognvaldsson 1983), Compare the re-
strictive adjective in (i) to the non-restrictive one in (ii).
(0] guli billinn
yellow[wk] car-the ‘the yellow car’
@ii)  gulur billinn
yellow[str] car-the ‘the car, which by the way is yellow'
A similar distinction is made in Westem Jutlandic, where a Testrictive adjective is ac-
companied by the de-article, whereas a non restrictive one is accompanied by the -
article (cf. Byskov 1927, Ejskjar 1992),

(i) de gul bil
the yellow car ‘the yellow car’
(i) = gul bil
the yellow car ‘the car, that by the way is yellow’

I'have no interésting approach to this problem, and I leave it to further research to in-
vestigate the restrictive/ non-restrictive distinction,
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tute an exception, since those dialects must have an overt definite ar-
ticle with all argumental noun phrases (compare the discussion in
section 2.4). ’

If we assume that proper names are inherently definite, and thus
have definiteness generated directly in N, this means that a construc-
tion with an attributive adjective and a proper name would have an
expletive D-position. We would thus expect all the languages that
may license an expletive D-position by deictic reference to be able to
leave out the article. In the double definiteness languages we expect
proper names and common nouns to behave in the same way, be-
cause in these languages definiteness is generated in N in both con-
structions. In Danish, we expect constructions with proper names to
behave differently from common nouns, since only in the former
case can definiteness be generated in N. This prediction is borne out.
If a noun phrase containing an attributive adjective and a proper
name has deictic reference, i.e. denotes a person who is known in the
speech situation, both Danish and the double definiteness languages
normally leave out the prenominal article (cf. Diderichsen 1962:
53)26,

(45) (?den) lille Lars (Danish/Swedish)
the little Lars
(?den) gamle Johan
the old Johan

It is striking that Danish behaves like the double definiteness lan-
guages exactly when we have reason to believe that Danish generates
definiteness in N. This strongly supports the analysis that I have
given here.

We also expect that the prenominal article will be obligatory
when the noun phrase has anaphoric reference both in Danish and
the double definiteness languages. Noun phrases with proper names
and adjectives can be used with anaphoric reference in two ways.
The adjective could either be restrictive or non restrictive (compare
fn. 25 above). In both these cases we expect Danish and the double
definiteness languages to have an obligatory article. This is borne
out. Compare also Swedish and Danish examples below (the latter
are from Diderichsen 1962:53).

(46) den lange Kalle (Swedish)
the tall Kalle (not the short one)
den besvirlige Olsson
the troublesome Olsson (0., who is troublesome)

26 |t seems as if the prenominal article is somewhat more frequent in Danish, though.
The important thing here is that it is optional.
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(47) den unge Goethe (Danish)
the young Goethe (as opposed to when he was old)
den energiske Peter Nielsen
the energetic Peter Nielsen (PN, who is energetic)

It seems as if Western Jutlandic can use the article-less construc-
tion with proper names with deictic reference, just like in Standard
Danish and Swedish (as in (45) above; Hans Jul Nielsen, p.c.). In
other words it seems as if Western Jutlandic may also identify an
empty D-position by deictic reference.

Furthermore we have argued that in Northern Swedish definite-
ness is not a part of the proper name, definiteness always turning up
as a proprial article. Then we would expect that these dialects should
never be able to leave out the article. This is borne out. In deictic
noun phrases, like the ones in (47) below, the article is obligatory.27

(47)  *(n) gamm-Erik (Northern Swedish)
ART old-Erik
*(a) lill-Anna
ART little-Anna

Last, in Icelandic, there is an option of using the personal pro-
nouns hann/hiin [helshe] as a preproprial article. Hence, Icelandic
seems to have two choices, either definiteness is a part of the proper
name, or definiteness is spelled out as a proprial article. We will
then expect the proprial article to be optional alse if there is an
adjective. The prediction is borne out.28

(48)a (hann) gamli Eirikur
he old Eirikur

b (hann) Eirikur gamli
he Eirikur old

Thus our analysis of double definiteness as a reflex of base generat-
ing the definiteness in N has proven to carry over to proper names.
In the next section I will try to show how demonstrative double def-
initeness can be incorporated into this analysis.

4.3. Demonstrative Constructions
Demonstrative double definiteness appears in the languages that use
adjectival double definiteness, and it is not found in the languages

27 For some reason the dialect does not seem to have anaphorically used proper
names with attributive adjectives. This is not relevant for our prediction, since we
would predict anaphorically used proper names with adjectives to have an article. I
have no solution to why they are absent.

The example in (48)b illustrate a phenomenon in Icelandic that I will not discuss
in this work, namely the fact that proper names usually take their attributive adjectives
to the right.
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that do not have adjectival double definiteness. Hence it would be
plausible that the structural requirements be the same for the two
constructions. We would thus want an analysis of demonstratives that
parallels that of adjectives. In 4.3.1, I will discuss the demonstrative
double definiteness in the Scandinavian languages, and in 4.3.2, 1
will turn to two constructions where the demonstrative denna shows
special properties in Standard Swedish.

4.3.1. Demonstrative Double Definiteness

There are some properties that make demonstratives similar to ad-
jectives and degree elements, and here I will argue that they are gen-
erated in A. First, demonstratives are usually very hard to combine
with degree elements. As is shown in (49) below, they cannot be
used together with superlatives, comparatives or degree words that
license a comparison phrase.

(49) *den/*denna/*den hir storsta bilen av dem alla
this/that biggest car-the of them all
*den/*denna/*den hir lingre kiippen 4n den dér
this/that longer stick than that
*den/*denna/*den hir lika stora bilen som den dér
this/that as big car as that

If demonstratives are adjectives that obligatorily raise to Deg, and
there is only one DegP in the noun phrase (as we assumed in section
3.3), the phrases in (49) can be ruled out, since they entai} two Deg-
positions, one for the demonstrative and one for the degree word.

Second, several languages have demonstratives that are also
used as degree elements, and vice versa. Consider the English de-
terminer that used as a degree element (50), and the Swedish degree
adverbial sd used as a demonstrative (51).

(50) He is not that clever
Is it that obvious?
(51) isafall
in so case [in that/such a case]
pa sa siitt
on so way [in that/such a way]

The use of sd as a determiner is only found in some more or less
fixed phrases in Modern Swedish, but in Old Swedish it was often
used in the same way as a demonstrative. Consider the following ex-
amples from Soderwall's Old Swedish dictionary.

(52) af swa manne
of so man [of that/such a man]
i swa skipilsom
in so shapes [in those/such shapes]
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I take the possibility of using demonstratives as degree elements and
vice versa as an implication that they are basically the same category.

Third, in Old Swedish, when there were no articles, demonstra-
tives and adjectives both appeared on either side of the noun (cf.
Wessén 1965: 106ff. and 119ff.).

Fourth, the special combination of den [ the/this/that] and
héir/ddr [herelthere] used as demonstratives: den hdr, den ddr, is also
similar to the use of dr/ddr with the degree element sd. In Swedish
sa can be further specified by hdr or ddr.

(53) en s& hdr stor bil
a so here big car
a car which is as big as this'

Finally, as pointed out to me by Ulf Teleman, the endings of denna
are the same as in the weak paradigm of adjectives. In Standard
Swedish the special -e-ending is used for male persons: denne,
whereas the a-ending is used elsewhere. Compare the demonstrative
to the weak adjective in (54).

54) demon- weak
strative adjective

male person denne gule

other uter.sg denna gula

neuter.sg detta gula

plural dessa gula

I take the similarities between demonstratives and adjec-
tives/degree elements to indicate that noun phrases with demonstra-
tives involve a DegP and an AP, thus giving them the same structure
as noun phrases with attributive adjectives. In both configurations
head raising of N to D will be blocked. In the double definiteness
languages definiteness is generated in N, and we will assume that
demonstratives are not definite in these languages. Furthermore, I
assume that demonstratives in these languages must raise to D (via
Deg), in order to fill this position, basically in the same way as some
auxiliaries always raise to I in English.29

I assume that Danish has the same structure and the same move-
ment of demonstratives to D, but here the demonstrative has to be
considered definite, since definiteness cannot be generated in N,

In Jcelandic demonstratives do not cause double definiteness, al-
though the suffixed article can be base generated in the N-position.
The demonstrative pessi in Icelandic however differs from demon-
stratives in the other Scandinavian languages (Sigurdsson, p.c.). It is

29 The assumption that demonstratives do not bear the definiteness of the phrase is
supported by data in other languages. In e.g. Bulgarian the demonstrative fezi does
not always make the noun phrase definite (Dimitrova-Vulkanova p.c)
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compatible with superlative adjectives in some constructions where it
is impossible in Swedish. Compare the noun phrases in (55) and (56)
below.

(55) Detta stzersta hds { benum (Icelandic)
this biggest house in town-the
(56) *detta stérsta hus(et) i staden (Swedish)

this biggest house-the in town-the

The possibility of having the demonstrative together with a superla-
tive adjective in Icelandic implies that the demonstrative in Icelandic
is actually not an adjective, but a true definite determiner base gen-
erated in D. In such a case definiteness is spelled out in D and cannot
be base generated in N, in Icelandic.

4.3.2. The Demonstrative denna
In Standard Swedish the demonstrative denna (neuter detta) [this] be-
haves differently from other instances of demonstratives. It differs
from its Norwegian, Faroese and Colloquial Swedish counterparts,
as well as it differs from other demonstratives in Standard Swedish.
It has two special properties.

First, it is normally followed by a noun without the suffixed ar-
ticle.

(57) detta hus (Standard Swedish)
this house
detta stora hus
this big house

The use of denna with a noun without the suffixed article is a liter-
ary convention, which appeared in the 18th century. The develop-
ment of the two forms (with and without the suffixed article) has
been thoroughly studied by Hirvonen 1986 (cf. also Teleman
1991:218). In Modern Swedish there is a very clear difference be-
tween colloquial and written language. In the spoken language, denna
is only used in Southern and Western Swedish (other variants of spo-
ken Swedish preferring den hdr / den ddr; cf. Hirvonen 1987:27f.).
In these areas the noun normally has the suffixed article, whereas in
written language the form without the suffixed article has prevailed.

Although the forms in (57) above are practically only used in
written language, they are of course not ungrammatical. I propose
that Standard written Swedish may treat the demonstrative as defi-
nite. Hence, definiteness cannot be generated on the noun.

Second, the demonstrative denna may be followed by a whole
DP in literary style in Swedish. These constructions are discussed by
Bérjars (1991). She discusses the constructions with possessives, as
illustrated in (58).
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(58) dessa mina ménga séta mostrar
these my many sweet aunts
detta Kalles sista forsok
these Kalle's last tries

Bérjars claims that definite DPs without a possessor may not follow
denna. This is however wrong. Especially if the noun phrase con-
tains a superlative, it is fully grammatical.

(39) dessa de dldsta husen i Genua
these the oldest houses-the in Genua
detta det sviraste beslutet
this the worst decision-the

Since denna may be followed by noun phrases with double definite-
ness or a noun phrase with a possessive, the noun phrase after denna
seems to be an ordinary DP. The behaviour of denna in these con-
structions is very similar to the behaviour of some quantifying pro-
nouns, also followed by DPs, and I will analyse it as such. See fur-
ther chapter 6.

4.4. Postadjectival Indefinite Articles
In this section, I am going to discuss constructions with an indefinite
article that appears in-between an attributive adjective and the noun.
Following Eriksson's (1971:25) work on the Swedish dialect of
Asele (Northemn Swedeny, I call this asticle ihe posiadjecrivai ariicie.
There are two similar constructions with postadjectival articles.
One is common all over the Germanic language area, and requires a
degree element in front of the adjective. The other is limited to
Northern Scandinavian, and entails two indefinite articles.

(60) s stort et hus (Danish)
so big a house
(61) e stort e hus (Northern Swedish)

a big a house

In this section I will claim that the two constructions above have the
same underlying structure. In subsection 4.4.1, I will discuss the
movement analysis proposed by Radford (1989), which claims that
the adjective and the degree element in (60) are moved to the
position in front of the article. I will argue against such an analysis,
proposing that the construction in (60) has an empty article in front
of the degree word. In subsection 4.4.2, T will discuss the "double
indefiniteness” construction in (61), arguing that the second article is
not an ordinary argumental article, but rather a non-argumental
determiner, on a par with the one found in predicative position.
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4.4.1. Too big a house

Constructions like the ones in (62)-(64) below are found in practi-
cally all Germanic languages. They normally involve a degree ele-
ment, and they have an indefinite article in-between the adjective and
the noun, or in-between suck and an adjective or the noun.

(62) so big a house (English)
such a house

(63) so gross ein Haus (German)
solch ein Haus

(64) s stort et hus (Danish/Norwegian)

sidan et hus

The degree elements that may be used in this construction are basi-
cally so, too, how and as, though with some variation between the
languages. I assume that the words such, sddan, solch may be anal-
ysed as adjectives that obligatorily raise to Deg, and thus both the
constructions can be said to involve a special Deg element.30

In Standard Swedish this construction is normally missing. It is
only found in colloquial style with the pronoun sicken [such] (cf.
Terner 1923: 120) as shown in (66). Otherwise Swedish has an arti-
cle in front of the degree element or such, shown in (67)-(68).

(65) *sa stor en bil
so big a car
(66) sicken en baddare
such a bigshot
(67) en s stor bil
a so big car
(68) en sadan (stor) bil
a such big car

The constructions in (67)-(68) above are possible also in the other
Scandinavian languages.

A common property for the constructions listed in (62)-(64)
above is that only the indefinite article is possible after the adjective
or such, other determiners being totally ungrammatical.

(69) *so big the/John's/some house
*s0 gross das/Johanns Haus
*s3 stort det/Jens/noget hus

(70)  *such the/John's/some house
*solch das/Johanns Haus
*sidan det/Jens/noget hus

30 In the Scandinavian languages the latter part -dan may be seen as a dummy adjec-
tive. It is borrowed from Low German, a participle of the verb don [do]. It may be
combined with the degree elements sd, hur and lika [so, how, as]: sddan, hurdan,
likadan [such, what-kind-of, the-same-kind-of]. In colloquial Swedish it is also used
independently in co-ordinations: Den dr rilig och dan [it is horrible and DAN].
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Here I will argue that constructions like the ones in (62)-(64) above
contain an empty article position in front of the degree word or
such, and additionally a D-position below the adjective. First, we
will consider two different proposals for this construction.

The "too-big-a-house-construction" has been discussed for En-
glish by Abney (1987) and Radford (1989). In order to explain why
there is no initial article in this construction, Abney proposes that the
A-head f-selects a DP as its complement instead of an NP (f-selection
is the term Abney uses for selection by functional elements). He also
assumes that categories inherit features from their f-selected comple-
ments, and thus the adjective inherits the DP-hood of its comple-
ment. It is unclear how this inheritance principle works, and as
shown by Radford (1989: 3ff.) it meets with some quite severe prob-
lems. One of them is that an adjective that f-selects an NP would
consequently inherit the NP-hood of its complement, and the DP,
which f-selects the AP would in turn inherit the NP-hood from the
AP. In ordinary DPs, where the D f-selects an NP, the DP would
also inherit the NP-hood of the complement. Hence, this makes all
DPs structurally NPs. As Radford points out we would then loose the
generalisations that distinguishes DPs from NPs. Another problem is
of course that if AP can select a DP as its complement, we will have
to find some way to rule out phrases like those in (69)-(70).

Radford (1989) on the other hand assumes that the adjective and
the degree word are adjoined to NP, and that they are moved to the
specifier of DP. He does not discuss the internal relation between the
degree word and the adjective. As he shows this movement seems
similar to wh-movement in the clause. Compare Radfords proposed
structure in (71) to the structure of an ordinary wh-movement con-
struction in (72).

(71)  [howbigl [ a [np ti [np house]]]
(72)  [how often]; [ did [1p you [vp t; [vp go there]]]

However, only how has wh-features. The other degree words in-
volved in this construction (so, as, too ) do not have wh-features, i.e.
noun phrases containing these elements do not have to be raised to
Spec-CP in the clause, but still they will have to be raised to Spec-
DP, in Radford's analysis.

As we have seen in section 3.2. there are strong arguments
against the adjunction hypothesis for attributive adjectives. Addi-
tionally, Radford’s analysis encounters other problems.

First, Radford posits movement of the adjective and the degree
element. If the degree element has a comparison phrase we would
necessarily get a structure like the one in (73) below.

(73) [aptoobigtili [pralne ti [np house]]] [to live in;
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In a structure such as the one in (73) Radford has to assume that the
comparison phrase is moved to the right and the adjective and the
degree word to the left. Normally there are strong restrictions on
moving a constituent from which something else is moved out.

A second problem for Radford's analysis is that there seems to
be an empty article position in front of the degree element in this
construction. In English there is an article in front of the degree
phrase when the degree element has a premodifier.

(74)  a far too big house

Radford assumes that there is no movement in cases like (74). It
seems a mystery that a premodifier like far could make movement
impossible. Here the movement would not pattern with wh-move-
ment, since wh-elements move even if they are embedded in PPs or
have premodifiers, as shown in the examples in (75).

(75) with how many arrows did he hit the target?
approximately how long shafts do you need?

Third, many speakers of English tend to insert a second article
after the adjective, when there is a premodifier.

(76) ?a far too big a car
?a far too big an apartment

The phrases in (76) are somewhat marginal, but they are far from
ungrammatical. It is unclear to me how such phrases are analysed in
Radford's structure. They imply that there are two different article
positions in these phrases, and that one of them is normally empty.

Hence it seems as if the order Degree-Adjective-Article-Noun is
actually the base generated word order in too big a house. In this
construction, the first article would then be left out. I assume that
some degree elements are sufficiently strong to make the article in
the D position superfluous. Consider the structure in (77) below
(some irrelevant specifiers and complements are omitted).

(77
D DegP
Deg AP
|A‘ /DP\
A D NP
I I I
too strong a prediction
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Another fact that implies an empty article position in front of
the degree element in noun phrases like the one in (77) is that they
seem to be restricted to governed position. The construction is
prototypically found in predicative position, and it can also occur in
some object positions. Compare the predicative and object construc-
tions in (78), that are grammatical, to the much worse subject ex-
amples in (79).31

(78) This is too big a house to live in
Yesterday, I made too strong a prediction.
?Yesterday, I bought too expensive a book

(79)  2?Too strong a prediction was made about the indefinite article.
*Too expensive a book was stolen from the library, for the
headmaster to ignore it.

The same pattern is found with the same construction in Danish. The
construction is excluded from subject position.

(80)  Han har kgbt si dyr en bil, at han ikke har rad til huslejen
He has bought so expensive a car that he not can afford rent-the
(81)  *S& dyrt et manuskript blev stjalet at rektoren meldte sagen
So expensive a manuscript was stolen that headmaster-the
reported thing-the

The examples above show that the "too-big-a-house-construction” is
sensitive to whether it is placed in a governed position or not. This is
analogous iv oiher cases where functional heads may be left out only
in governed position. Compare the possibility to leave out the com-
plementiser of an embedded clause, if it is governed by a verb cf.
Stowell (1981).

Hence I assume that the empty D-position in cases like (77) are
licit only in governed position. The data in (74) also show that the
D-position must be adjacent to the Deg-position. I will not try to
give a detailed technical analysis of this observation here.

4.4.2. Double Indefiniteness

I have assumed that the "too-big-a-house-construction" has two arti-
cle positions, one of them normally being empty. This assumption
receives support from Northern Scandinavian. These dialects have
the common Germanic construction with degree elements, such as se,
va, for, lik [so, what, too, as], followed by an adjective and a
postadjectival article. Additionally, there is a construction with two

31 It also seems as if a complementiser in C, like if, may license the empty D-posi-
tion. With whether, which is normally assumed to be generated in Spec-CP (cf. Kayne
1990), they become much worse.
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articles when an attributive adjective is emphasised (cf. Vannebo
1972). Consider the examples in (82)-(83).32

(82) se stort € hus (Northern Swedish)
so big a house
va fin en bil
what fine a car
'what a fine car'
(83) e storte hus
a big a house
en ful en kar
an ugly a man

It is worth noting that the double indefiniteness may be recur-
sively stacked, as is shown in (78) below .33

(84) en stor en ful en kar
a big an ugly a man

The postadjectival article has some special properties. It does
not behave like an ordinary argumental article; it has a plural form,
and in singular, it is compatible with singular uncountables. Consider
the examples in (85)-(86) below, where the first article behaves like
an ordinary argumental article, i.e. it is missing with inherently un-
countable nouns and plurals. On the contrary the second article is
used with uncountables and it has a special plural form.

(85) han ha tj6fft en stor en bil
he has bought a big a car
(86) Vi ha fatt fint e ver
We have got fine a weather
Dinna var he stor a husa
Over-there were there big a-PL houses

The special properties of the indefinite article (the plural form
and the compatibility with uncountables) are exactly the properties
that we found with the non-argumental indefinite determiner in gen-
eral in Colloquial Swedish and Norwegian (cf. section 2.1). Let us

32 The postadjectival article is sometimes said to be obligatory in Visterbotten and
Angermanland (Dahistedt/Agren 1980:269f.). Others say that it is very common
when the adjective is emphasised. It is clear that it is not always used. When the adjec-
tive is classifying rather than descriptive the article sounds very odd: *en norsk en
laé)p [a Norwegian a Lapp= a Lapp from Norway].

33 The use of double articles in this way cannot be seen as doubling of articles, since
it appears also with na [some] in negated sentences. Consider the example in @)
(taken from Forss 1986:49).

()  Hiva hillir int na gbit e tjott
It was neither not any good a meat It wasn't any good meat either’
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assume that this lack of specification for [+countable] is a property
of non-argumental articles in Swedish and N orwegian.34

Note that the plural form a of the postadjectival article is identi-
cal to the plural form of the predicative indefinite determiner in
Northern Swedish, as noted already by Astrom (1893).

(87) Jetara va som a hégjura
Cowboys were as a-PL high-animals (bigshots)
Dém e som a toka )
They are as a-PL fools
" H4 va a rackara
It was a-PL rascals

Thus the plural @ in Northern Swedish seems to be parallel to the
plural form ena in standard Swedish (compare the discussion in sec-
tion 2.1).35 T will assign the following structure to double indefinite-
ness constructions (disregarding the Deg-projection).36

(88)

DP

D /AP\
A /DP\
|5 e
|

l i

ett stort ettt hus

a big a house
smai a stena
small a-PL stones

34 Christiansen (1953) shows that the plural form of the indefinite article in Northern
Norwegian dialects is used in several constructions. Apart from the use in predicative
and postadjectival use, it may also be used in expressive phrases, in comparative som
phrases and in "was-fir" constructions. Hence it appears in typically non-argumental
hrases.

5)5 The construction is preferred with the som [as]. 1 interpret this as a marker of the
modality that is expressed in such descriptive predicatives. Compare the frequent use
of the implicit argument in Standard Swedish (section 2.1).

The double indefiniteness is typical for Northern Scandinavian, but it seems to be
found in a few constructions also in other parts of Sweden and Norway (Terner
1923:1281.). A similar phenomenon is also found in Western Jutlandic. According to
Lund (1932:189) the dialect of Mors has a special ending on the adjective when it is
emphasised.

(i)  en svir-c mennesk
a strange--e¢ man
Note that the -e ending in (i) does not denote the weak form of the adjective. Weak
adjectives have lost their vowel ending in Jutlandic.
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The double indefiniteness of Northern Scandinavian gives strong evi-
dence that we have to assume two positions for articles in some in-
definite noun phrases. It has been shown that the first article in this
construction is an ordinary argumental article, whereas the lower
one shares the plural form and non-sensitivity to uncountables with
the predicative article in Swedish. Thus, the lower article seems to
be a non-argumental determiner. Maybe this should be marked for-
mally by assigning the lower functional phrase some other labelling
than DP. The analysis proposed here is also applicable o the com-
mon Germanic construction, with the additional assumption that the
argumental article can be left out if it is in a governed position and if
there is a suitable degree element in the phrase.

4.5. Conclusions

In this chapter I have outlined the different possibilities of realising
definite articles within DPs with attributive adjectives in the Scandi-
navian languages. 1 have further discussed the demonstrative double
definiteness, proposing that they be treated in the same way. Last I
discussed constructions with postadjectival articles.

In section 4.1, I showed that the Scandinavian languages are
very uniform when a noun phrase only contains a noun, whereas
they differ from each other quite radically whenever an adjective
intervenes or there is a demonstrative.

In section 4.2, I argued that there are three fundamental pa-
rameters that have consequences for the behaviour of definite arti-
cles in Scandinavian. First, languages vary as to whether they allow
N-raising to D (the N-raising parameter). I have claimed that all the
Scandinavian languages except Western Jutlandic have N-raising.
Second, languages vary as to whether they may have definiteness
spelled out in N or in D. I have argued that all the Scandinavian lan-
guages except Danish and Western Jutlandic may have the definite-
ness feature generated in N, and that this feature is visible as the
suffixed article. Third, the Scandinavian languages vary as to how a
non-definite expletive D-position is licensed. I have argued that in
Icelandic, the D-position may always be empty because of the rich
inflectional system on nominal categories in this language. Because
Danish always has definiteness realised in D, the D-position can only
be expletive in noun phrases with superlative adjectives, which were
argued to be indefinite. The other languages have definiteness gen-
erated in N and then the D-position is expletive. They may have this
expletive D-position licensed either by deictic reference or by an
expletive element. The assumptions were corroborated by evidence
from noun phrases containing attributive adjectives and proper
names. The three parameters and their different settings will predict
the main cases of variation within the Scandinavian language family.
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In section 4.3, I claimed that the common geographic distribu-
tion of adjectival and demonstrative double definiteness should be
taken as an argument in favour of their common structural causes. I
argued that demonstratives in the Scandinavian languages are gener-
ated as adjectives, but that they are obligatorily raised to Deg and D,
thus making these phrases structurally parallel to adjectival double
definiteness. In Icelandic, though, it seems as if demonstratives are
true determiners generated in D.

In section 4.4, I gave a new analysis of indefinite articles ap-
pearing after attributive adjectives, connecting it to constructions
with two indefinite articles. I argued that the first article is an ordi-
nary argumental article, whereas the latter one was shown to be a
non-argumental article on a par with the indefinite predicative de-
terminer in Swedish and Norwegian. In many languages the first ar-
gumental article can be left out if it is adjacent to a degree word and
if it is governed from the outside.

The double indefiniteness is similar in some respects to the dou-
ble definiteness. In both cases, the article seems to be base generated
below the adjective. However there are also several differences.
First, they do not have the same geographic distribution; double def-
initeness is found in Swedish, Norwegian, Faroese and the Northern
Scandinavian dialects, whereas the double indefiniteness is only
found in Northern Scandinavian (and possibly also in Western Jut-
landic). The double indefiniteness can be recursively stacked, which
is not possible for double definiteness. The lower indefinite article
can be shown to have special morphology patterning with predicative
articles, whereas the lower suffixed definite article seems to be iden-
tical to the ordinary definite article.

The studies on both definite and indefinite articles have shown
that they may be lacking in several constructions. Four properties
were found to affect the possibility to leave out the article, namely if
the noun phrase has rich morphological inflection, if the noun phrase
can be uniquely identified by the situation, if the noun phrase is in a
governed position and if there is adjacency to the degree phrase.
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"CHAPTER 5
POSSESSION

In this chapter I am going to discuss possessive constructions in the
Scandinavian languages. I will give possessive constructions a broad
definition; I will include possessive pronouns and all noun phrases
that may express possession and similar relations, including subjec-
tive and objective genitives. I will exclude various types of measure
and partitive genitives.

I will make two main distinctions, one semantic and one syntac-
tic. Semantically, the relation between a possessor and a possessee
can be of two sorts. The head noun can be a relational noun, which
has an inherent relation to its possessor in its semantics. Relational
nouns involve derived nominals, kinship nouns and nouns with in-
herent part-whole relations. Those nouns can be said to have an in-
herent ©-role, which is assigned to the possessor. Consider the
Swedish examples in (1).

1 Casars forstérelse av staden
Caesar's destruction of city-the
stadens forstorelse
city-the's destruction
Kalles kusin
Kalle's cousin
dorrens baksida
door-the's back

The head noun can also be an absolute noun without any inherent re-
lation to its possessor in the semantics. Consider the Swedish exam-
ples below.

(2) Kalles bat
Kalle's boat
arets mode
year-the's fashion
mannens byxor
man-the's trousers

The distinction between relational and absolute nouns is not very
sharp. Many relational nouns can be seen as concrete things or as re-
sults of an action, and they are then often interpreted as absolute
nouns. On the other hand, some absolute nouns can be interpreted as
parts of a part-whole relation.! Here I will primarily be concerned

1 Thus relational nouns go together with inalianable possession and absolute nouns
with alienable possession. Grimshaw (1991)a makes another partition of nouns with
regard to their argument structure. She shows that, for English, certain tests can be ap-
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with absolute nouns, assuming that relational nouns can be analysed
along the same lines.

Syntactically, I will make a distinction between two types of
possessors: possessive pronouns and full noun phrases (DPs). I will
call the constructions pronominal possessives and genitival posses-
sives, respectively. The former type will include constructions with
possessive pronouns. The latter type will include constructions with
DPs and PPs. Apart from the fact that possessive pronouns are
heads, contrary to genitival possessives, the two types often have dif-
ferent S-structure positions. In German, Russian and the Romance
languages, possessive pronouns are prenominal, whereas genitival
possessives are postnominal. As will become clear in this chapter the
two types have different syntactic distribution in several of the
Scandinavian languages, too. I will give an analysis that accounts for
these differences in word order.

With regard to the difference between possessive pronouns and
genitival DPs, two things should be noted. First, they have different
ways of marking the relation to the head noun. Possessive pronouns
agree with their head noun in case, number and gender, whereas full
noun phrases are assigned case, independently of the case of the head
noun, In languages with morphological case, this is normally geni-
tive.2 Compare the Icelandic pronominal possessive in (3) and the
genitival in (4).

3) af minum hesti
of my-dat.masc-sg. horse-dat.masc
(4)  af hesti kennarans
of horse-gen.masc teacher-gen.masc.sg

It should be stressed that in languages with overt morphological case
marking, like Icelandic and German, possessive pronouns cannot
be seen as the genitival form of the personal pronoun. They
are agreeing elements that take the same case as the head noun.
Second, there are many languages, where only some of the pos-
sessive pronouns show agreement with the head noun. In languages
like German and Spanish all possessive pronouns show agreement, in
Swedish and Russian all but third person non-reflexive pronouns
show agreement. In other languages, like Danish and Norwegian, the
second person plural also lacks agreement, and in Icelandic and

plied to determine whether the noun is a true argument taking noun or a result noun.
The tests elaborated for English cannot be used exactly in the same way for other
languages, and I will not try to adapt them to the Scandinavian languages here.

2 In several languages, like German and Hungarian, a possessor can also be assigned
dative. In Old Scandinavian some relational nouns could assign dative, basically
names for parts of the body and derived nominals: i hofpi manne [in head (of) man-
DAT], til gagn allum mannum [to benefit (of) all men-DAT]. On the use of accusative in
Faroese, see section 5.1.4.
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Faroese, even the first person plural lack agreement. However, in all
these languages the non-agreeing pronouns have the same syntactic
distribution as the agreeing ones. I will hence assume that in a lan-
guage where some possessive pronouns agree, non-agree-
ing possessive pronouns belong to the same syntactic cate-
gory as agreeing ones.

Many languages have a different strategy of marking the rela-
tion between pronouns and heads. In for instance most Finno-Ugric
languages, the pronoun that expresses possession is infiected for
genitive, in the same way as nouns are inflected for genitive (or in
Hungarian for nominative), and normally, in those languages, the
head noun agrees with the possessor. Such pronouns will be seen as
genitival pronouns (on a par with genitival DPs), and they will not
be given the same status as agreeing possessive pronouns in the Indo-
European languages (see also section 5.3.6).3

In section 5.1, I will present the possessive constructions in the
Scandinavian languages. Then, I present some previous analyses of
possessive constructions in Scandinavian in section 5.2. In section
5.3, I outline my own analysis, where I take possessive pronouns to
be heads within the noun phrase. Genitival phrases will be assumed
to be complements of the noun. In section 5.4, I summarise the
chapter.

5.1. Possessive Constructions
In this section, I will briefly present the various possessive construc-
tions in the Scandinavian languages. Before I do so, I will point out
some special properties of Scandinavian possessive constructions in
general.

First, some Scandinavian languages use both a possessive pro-
noun and a full DP in one and the same noun phrase, like in the Nor-
wegian example below.

(5)  Per sitt hus
Per his-refl house

Constructions like the one in (5) are attested also in other languages,
such as colloquial Dutch and German dialects (for further examples,
see Bhatt 1990:145f. and Torp 1990). I will refer to this construc-
tion as the auxiliary possessive construction and to the pronouns as
auxiliary pronouns.

Second, a special property to be noted for Mainland Scandina-
vian is that full noun phrases have an -s ending, just like in English.

3 In a language like English, there is neither genitival morphology nor agreement on
possessive pronouns. I will however consider English possessive pronouns to be of the
same category as those of other Germanic languages, i.e. potentially agreeing ele-
ments.
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(6)  Eriks hus (Swedish)
Erik's house
handlarens hus
tradesman-the's house

As in English, the genitival -s is not a case morpheme, but an inde-
pendent element (cf. Jespersen 1938:170f. on English and Jespersen
1934 on Danish). The genitival -s does not attach to the head noun of
the possessor phrase, but to the end of the phrase. Such 'group
genitivals' are found with co-ordinations, independently used
adjectives and pronouns as well as with postnominal attributes.
Consider the constructions in (7)-(9) below .4

(7) Lasse och Agnetas hus
Lasse and Agneta's house
(8) alla andras bocker
all others's books
den gamles kdpp
the old's stick
(9) mannen pa gatans asikter
man-the on street-the's views
en av mina vénners kusin
one of my friends's cousin
I fristil kan man l4tt &ka in i den som #r framférs stavar
In freestyle can one easily get into the (one) who is infront's
ski-sticks
Familjen ovanpas ungar brukar komma ner och dricka saft
Family-the above's kids usually-do come down to drink juice

Examples like the ones in (7)-(9) show that the genitival -s in Main-
land Scandinavian is not a case-morpheme, but an independent syn-
tactic element. I will refer to this construction as the s-genitival con-
struction.’

Third, some of the languages have a standard preposition that
may be used with all absolute nouns. I will refer to such construc-
tions as standard prepositional possessives. The preposition will be
glossed with English of, regardless of the literal meaning.

(10) Boka til Per (Norwegian)
Book-the of Per

4 Group genitivals are primarily used when the noun and the attribute are closely
connected. Normative Swedish grammarians have normally recommended not to use
group genitivals. In Danish and Norwegian the construction has long been accepted
in written language (cf. Jespersen 1934).

The genitival -s-ending is found on the head noun only if the postnominal at-
tribute is moved out to the right.

(i)  den flickans cykel som var fordlskad i Olle

the girl-the’s bike who was in-love with Olle

5 The genitival -s is developed from the singular masculine/neuter ending. Group
genitives started to appear in Old Swedish in the 15th century, see Delsing (1991)a.
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Some languages, like Swedish, lack a standard preposition possible
with all absolute nouns. However, Swedish uses special prepositions
with certain relational nouns.6

Fourth, the languages that use proprial articles in front of per-
sonal names (cf. the discussion in section 2.4.) also use this one in
possessive constructions, as in the Norwegian example below.”

(11)  huset hans Per (Norwegian)
house-the his Per

1 will call this construction the proprial possessive construction.

Fifth, it should be noted that the Scandinavian languages have
no special independent form of possessive pronouns, corresponding
to English mine, German meiner. Whether the pronoun is used attri-
butively, independently or predicatively, it always has the same form
(agreeing with the head noun, the missing head noun or the subject
of the clause).

(12)  mitt hus

my house
(13)  mitt &r r6tt med vita knutar

my (house) is red with white corners
(14) det hér huset dr mitt

this house-the is my

Sixth, all the Scandinavian languages have a special reflexive
possessive pronoun sin, just like they have a special reflexive person-
al pronoun sig. Both are normally bound by the subject of the clause,
as illustrated in (15) below. The non-reflexive pronouns (personal
and possessive) are then always interpreted as pronouns in terms of
Binding theory, as illustrated in (16) (see further Hellan 1988).

(15) Anaphoric:
Per; tvittade sigy+
Per washed refl
Per; tviittade sinyx; bil
Per washed his-refl car

6 The preposition av [of] is normally used with nominalisations, pé/av [on/of] in part-
whole relations, and fill [to] with kinship relations, sce e.g. Pitkdnen (1979:165-232).
7 The construction illustrated in (11) is mainly found in languages with proprial arti-
cles: Jeelandic, Northern Norwegian and Northern Swedish. The construction is only
possible with personal names and the few kinship names, like far, mor [father,
mother], which may take the proprial article/pronoun.

In Icelandic, this construction also shows the same 'disagreement’ as the proprial
pronoun. Both constructions may have a plural pronoun with a singular proper name,
ag illustrated in (i)-(ii) below.

(i)  vid Halldor (ii) husid okkar Halld6rs
we Halldor house-the our Halldor-GEN
‘we, Halldér and I’ ‘my and Halldor's house'
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(16) Pronominal:
Per; tvittade honomy;
Per washed him
Per; tvittade hansj bil
Per washed his car

In Jutlandic, the reflexive pronoun sin is often exchanged for the
originally non-reflexive pronouns hans/hennes [his/her] when refer-
ring to an animate subject. In Western Jutlandic, the reflexive pro-
noun sin is hardly used at all in those cases (cf. Jul Nielsen 1986).8

Below, I will present the possessive constructions for each lan-
guage. I will first illustrate the use of possessive pronouns, followed
by constructions specific to proper names. Finally, I turn to ordinary
noun phrases, expressed as case marked DPs or within PPs.

5.1.1. Danish and Standard Swedish

Danish and Standard Swedish behave very much alike with regard to
possessive constructions, so they will be treated together here. A
possessive pronoun is always prenominal in these languages.?

(17)  mit (gamle) hus (Danish)
mitt (gamla) hus (Swedish)
my old house

There are no special constructions for proper names. They are
expressed in the same way as other full noun phrases, i.e. as s-geniti-
val constructions, which are always prenominal.

(18) Svends/larerens (gamle) hus (Danish)
Svens/ldrarens (gamla) hus (Swedish)
Sven's / teacher-the's old house

8 A further property of the Scandinavian possessive pronouns is that they are used
without possessive meaning in disparaging vocatives. This use corresponds to per-
sonal pronouns in other languages.

(i) din idiot! (ii)  era djivlar!
your idiot your devils
‘you idiot!’ ‘you devils!’

I will have no interesting analysis of this special use of possessive pronouns. See fur-
ther Svartengren (1911) and Ljunggren (1949),
9 Apart from the Northern Swedish dialects (discussed separately in subsection 5.1.2),
some other variants of colloquial/dialectal Swedish may have postnominal possessive
pronouns. This use is however restricted to two cases. First, the kinship nouns that
may be used without an article in argumental position (thus functioning as proper
names), such as far, mor [father, mother], may be used with a postnominal possessive
pronoun. :
(i)  far min dr ingenj6r
father my is engineer
Second, kinship nouns like vén [friend] may appear with a postnominal possessive
pronoun in vocatives.
(i) vinnen min!
friend-the my!
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Western Jutlandic may use an auxiliary pronoun as in (19).

(19) @& mand sin/hans hat (Western Jutlandic)
the man his hat
den gard sin mark
the farm refl land

Due to the fact that Jutlandic often exchanges the reflexive form of
third person pronouns for its non-reflexive counterpart when the
pronoun refers io an animate object, the construction is found with
both the reflexive sin and with hans/hennes (non-reflexive his/her).
The construction is used with ordinary DPs and personal names, but
it is "usedvanligt”, i.e. 'unusual', with personal pronouns. See fur-
ther Jul Nielsen (1986).
Swedish and Danish have no standard possessive preposition.

5.1.2. Northern Swedish

In Northern Swedish, possessive pronouns occur both prenominally
and postnominally. When the pronoun is postnominal, the noun has
the suffixed article. The variant with a prenominal pronoun is nor-
mally used to emphasise the possessor.

(20) huse mitt
house-the my
mitt hus
my house

With personal names, there are basically two constructions.
Several dialects use the proprial possessive construction, with the
suffixed article on the possessee. This construction is found at least
in the provinces of Norrbotten (Kdllskog 1992:152ff.), Visterbotten
(Astrém 1893:18) and Jamtland (Bergner 1987).10

(21) huset hans Per
house-the his Per

Other dialects have a different construction with personal names. In
Visterbotten, the proper name takes an -s similar to the s-genitive of
Standard Swedish. The possessor may be prenominal or postnominal.

(22) Pers huset
Per's house-the
huset Pers
house-the Per's

10 In some dialects the pronoun and the proper name seem to be possible in
prenominal position, as well (cf. Killskog 1992:152f, Bergner 1987).
(i)  hans Per hus
his Per house
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Note that the noun has the suffixed article with both word orders.
(cf. Astrom 1893:17, Holmberg 1987, see also 5.3.5)11

With ordinary nouns, Northern Swedish uses the ordinary s-
genitival in the same way as in standard Swedish.

(23) préstns hus
priest-the's house

Like Danish and Standard Swedish, Northern Swedish has no
standard prepositional construction.

5.1.3. Norwegian

In Norwegian there are several different constructions. Norwegian
should probably not be treated as one language in this respect (see
e.g. Vends 1989). Nevertheless, I will describe the Norwegian di-
alects together here.

Possessive pronouns may be pre- or postnominal in all variants
of Norwegian. As in Northern Swedish, a postnominal possessive
pronoun co-occurs with the suffixed article, and the prenominal pos-
sessive pronoun is normally used to emphasise the possessor.

>

(24) mitt hus
my house
huset mitt
house-the my

With personal names, several Norwegian dialects, primarily in
Northern Norway, use the proprial possessive construction. The
noun takes the suffixed article (cf. Fiva 1987:85ff.).

(25) huset hans Per
house-the his Per

In most parts of Norway there is a pronominal auxiliary con-
struction (cf. Torp 1990). It can be used with both ordinary noun
phrases and proper names, but not with single pronouns (compare
Western Jutlandic in 5.1.1). The auxiliary pronoun has the reflexive
form.

(26)  *han sit hus
he his-refl house
Per sit hus
Per his-refl house
mannen sit hus
man-the his-refl house

11 The construction is found also in the Swedish dialects in Finland and the former
Swedish dialects of Estonia (cf. Lundstrdm 1939 and Lagman 1958)
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Literary Norwegian has the same s-genitival constructions as
Swedish and Danish. Many Norwegians consider the s-genitive to be
only a Danish rest in the written language, but at least in the south-
ernmost parts of Norway it is a part of the spoken language (cf.
Torp 1990:151f.). It is allowed with both proper names and ordi-
nary noun phrases.

(27) Pers hus
Per's house
mannens hus
man-the's house

Furthermore, Norwegian possesses a standard preposition with
absolute nouns, namely #/ (literally t0). This preposition is possible
with proper names and ordinary noun phrases, but not with pro-
nouns.2

(28) *huset til meg
house-the of me
huset til Per
house-the of Per
“huset til lereren
house-the of teacher-the

5.1.4. Faroese

Written and spoken Faroese differ quite a lot syntactically. Written
Faroese is influenced by Danish and (as a reaction to the Danish in-
fluence) also by written Icelandic. The description that I give here
will primarily take spoken Faroese into account.

Possessive pronouns are pre- or postnominal. The former type
is normally used to emphasise the possessor. The head noun always
lacks the suffixed article, even when the possessive pronoun is post-
nominal. Thus Faroese differs from the other Scandinavian lan-
guages that allow postnominal possessive pronouns.3

12 The two central constructions with ordinary noun phrases are the auxiliary posses-
sive construction and the prepositional genitival. There is a slight difference between
them. The former is preferred when the head noun is relational. With absolute nouns
both variants are possible, but the prepositional variant is perhaps more natural.

(i) Persin fot (ii) Per sin bok
Per his-refl foot Per his-refl book
?foten til Per boken til Per
foot-the of Per book-the of Per

13 There are two minor exceptions, where the noun has the suffixed article, namely
constructions with distributive pronouns as in (i), and possessive pronouns used in a
disparaging sense, as in (ii) (cf. fn.8 above). See further Hultman 1967:144f.
(i)  hon ték so hvdrja hondina { sfna honkina
she took so each hand-the in its-refl handle-the
(ii) neydardyrid titt
wretch-the your  ‘you poor wretch’
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(29) - his mitt
house my
mitt his
my house

It should be noted that the postnominal pronoun is a bit archaic with
absolute nouns. It is normally only used with relational nouns. When
an adjective intervenes, the possessive pronoun is normally prenomi-
nal. In spoken language the postnominal position of the pronoun
seems to be avoided (Kaj Larsen, p.c.).

(30) mitt gamla hus
my old house
*gamla his mitt
old house my

Possessive constructions with personal names may be expressed
with the special genitival suffix -sa(r). In the spoken language it is
only used prenominally.

(31) Olavsa(r) b6k
Olav-GEN book
*b6k Olavsa(r)
book Olav-GEN

This special genitival form for personal names is different from the
genuine morphological cage in Icelandic since it hag the same form in
both genders. It is also different from the s-genitival construction of
Mainland Scandinavian, since it does not allow group genitivals. Its
closest cognate seems to be the German prenominal s-genitive con-
struction (see further subsection 5.3.5.).

Regular genitival case with ordinary noun phrases is missing in
spoken Faroese (cf. Skdrup 1967). Neither are auxiliary pronouns or
s-genitival constructions found.!4 With kinship nouns, like fadir,
sonur [father, son] the possessor can be expressed by a postnominal
accusative DP, and then the head noun lacks the suffixed article.

(32) sonur norska kongin
son-NOM Norwegian-ACC king-the-ACC

In other cases a genitival possessive must have a preposition.
The standard preposition is hjd (literally with/at), which governs da-
tive case. It is compatible with proper names and full DPs, and
(contrary to Norwegian) also with personal pronouns.

14 Dye to the Danish influence, written Faroese possesses s-genitivals, and due to the
Icelandic influence, written Faroese also possesses regular genitive case On possessors.
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(33) hdsid hjd mer
house-the of me-DAT
hdsid hj4 Olavi
house-the of Olav-DAT
hisid hjd keypmanninum
house-the of tradesman-the-DAT

5.1.5. Icelandic

In Icelandic, the possessive pronoun may be both prenominal and
postnominal. If it is postnominal the noun has the suffixed article.
The prenominal possessive pronoun is usually used to emphasise the
POSSESSOT.

(34) mitt hids
my house
hidsid mitt
house-the my

If the noun is a kinship noun, such as fadir, brédir [father, brother]
or another relational noun, such as skodun [opinion/view], both word
orders are fine, but the head noun lacks the suffixed article when the
possessive pronoun is postnominal 15

(35) brédir(*-inn) minn
brother-the my

(36) skodun(*-in) min
opinion-the my

If there is an attributive adjective, the postnominal variant is prefer-
red. A prenominal possessive pronoun is possible in vocatives (at
least with kinship nouns), but marginal in argumental noun phrases.

(37) gamla hisid mitt
old house my

(38) minn gamli vinur!
my old friend!
mitt gamla his
my old house

With personal names, colloquial Icelandic normally uses the
proprial possessive construction, which normally requires the suf-
fixed article on the noun.

(39) hisid hans Jéns
house-the his J6n-GEN

15 Ordinary absolute nouns that may be interpreted as relational may omit the suf-
fixed article, for instance, when taking a complement.

(i) boék mfn um mélfredi
book my about linguistics
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As with possessive pronouns, the suffixed article must be left out
with kinship nouns, and it may be left out with other relational
nouns.

(40)  brédir(*-inn) hans J6éns
brother-the his Jén-GEN
skodun(-in) hennar Onnu
opinion-the her Anna-GEN

With ordinary noun phrases, the head noun lacks the suffixed
article, and the noun phrase turns up in genitive after the noun. This
is also possible for personal names (without the proprial pronoun).16

(41) hds J6éns
house Jon-GEN
(42) hds kaupmansins
house tradesman-the-GEN

The personal name may appear prenominally as well, which is
marginal with ordinary noun phrases (cf. Magniisson 1984).17

(43) J6ns his
Jon-GEN house
?kaupmansins hds
tradesman-the-GEN house

If an adjective intervenes, the prenomin
name is blocked.

(44) *J6ns gamla hds
Jon-GEN old house

Icelandic possesses no standard prepositional construction.

5.1.6. Summary

In this section, I have presented the main possibilities for expressing
possession in the Scandinavian languages. As seen the languages dif-
fer considerably. There are often different constructions depending
on the type of possessor used: possessive pronoun, personal name or
ordinary noun phrase. Some constructions are only found with per-
sonal names, whereas the ones that are applicable to ordinary DPs

16 In the dialects of Northern Iceland, the genitive may be preceded by a noun with
the suffixed article.

(i)  hisid J6ns
house-the J6n-GEN
hidsid kaupmansins
house-the tradesman-the-GEN

17 The judgments of prenominal genitives vary. Some judge them as poetry, whereas
others consider them grammatical if they are given contrastive stress.
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are also possible with personal names. The central constructions are
listed below, with some examples.

(45) Constructions with possessive pronouns

1. min hatt [my hat] (Swedish)
2. hattur min [hat my] (Faroese)
3, hatten min [hat-the my] (Norwegian)
(46) Constructions with personal names
4. Péturs hattur [Pétur-GEN hat] (Icelandic)
5. hatten hans Per [hat-the his Per] (Norwegian)
(47) Constructions with ordinary nouns and personal names
6. Per sin hat [Per refl hat] ' (Norwegian)
den gamle mannen sin hat [the old man-the refl hat]
7. Pers hatt [Per's hat] (Swedish)
den gamle mannens hat [the old man-the's hat]
8. hattur Péturs [hat Pétur-GEN] (Icelandic)
hattur gamla mansins {hat 0ld-GEN man-the-GEN]
9. hatten til Per [hat-the of Per] (Norwegian)

hatten til den gamle mannen [hat-the of the old man]

In the table below, I give the distribution of the different possibili-
ties, ignoring possible exceptions caused by intervening adjectives or
relational head nouns.

(48) Possessive constructions with absolute nouns in Scandinavian

Possessive Personal Personal names
pronouns names & ordinary DPs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
my hat hat-the| Per-GEN hat-the} Per  Per's hat hat-the
hat my my hat  his Per| reflhar _hat _ Per-GEN of Per
Ju. + - - - - + + - -
Da. + - - - - - + - -
Sw. + - - - - - + - -
NSw.| + - + - + - + - -
No. | + - + - + + (+) - +
Far. | + () - + - - - - +
Tcel. | + - + + + - - + -

Note that some differences are not visible in this table. I have put postnominal pos-
sessive pronoun i parentheses for Faroese (column 2), since they seem to be ar-
chaic, except when used with relational nouns. I have chosen to view the -sa(r) en-
ding on proper names in Faroese as a genitival case ending (column 4), although it
does not have exactly the same status as other instances of morphological case. In
the proprial possessive construction (column 5) in Norwegian and Northern
Swedish the personal name has no visible case, whereas it has genitive in Icelandic.
The Norwegian s-genitival construction (column 7) has been placed in parentheses,
since it is mostly found in literary style. In the prepositional possessive construc-
tion (column 9), pronouns are allowed in Faroese, but not in Norwegian.
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As should be clear by now, the Scandinavian languages show a great
diversity of possessive constructions, and I will not be able to analyse
all of them here. What I will do in the following sections is discuss
previous analyses and to present an alternative analysis.

5.2. Previous Analyses

In this section, I will briefly comment on some previous generative
analyses of possessive constructions, leaving pre-generative accounts
out of the discussion. Traditional grammarians have normally only
given descriptions of the different possibilities, and they have seldom
been occupied with the auxiliary possessive construction or the pro-
prial possessive construction.

In generative grammar, there is one important analysis that
does not use the DP-analysis, namely Fiva (1987). Fiva makes the
first generative analysis of the Norwegian auxiliary pronominal con-
struction, and she states the important generalisation that the s-geni-
tival and the auxiliary construction should be analysed in the same
way (cf. also Torp 1973). Fiva shows that the genitival -s and the
reflexive possessive sin in Norwegian have the same restrictions in
possessive constructions. Most importantly, both show the property
of group genitivals,

(49) mannen med skjeggets hus
man-the with beard-the's house

(50) mannen med skjegget sitt hus
man-the with beard-the his-refl house

I will follow Fiva in assuming that the genitival -s, in (49), and the
auxiliary possessive, sin/sitt, in (50), should be analysed in the same
way. Hence, the genitival -5 will be considered a special pronoun.

Within the DP-analysis there are basically five analyses of pos-

“sessive constructions in Scandinavian. will briefly present them in
chronological order.

In Delsing (1988), I concentrated on the properties of the s-
genitival construction and the alternation between pre- and postnom-
inal possessive pronouns. I suggested that genitival possessors were
generated as complements of the noun, and that they moved into the
specifier position of DP. A further assumption was that the genitival
-5 and the auxiliary possessive sin in Norwegian were base generated

in a functional head (Art) and raised to D, assigning case to the pos-
sessor in SpecDP. I also suggested that ordinary possessive pronouns
were base generated in Art.!8 The word order fuser mitt [house-the
my] in, for instance, Norwegian was explained by generating posses-

18 The original motivation for Art was 10 describe the double definiteness of Swedish
and Norwegian (cf. the discussion in subsection 4.2.1)
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sive pronouns in the complement position of N (just as with genitival
possessors). The suffixed article on the noun could then be derived
by head movement of the noun to D (via Art). Hence the proposal in
Delsing (1988) can be summarised as in (51).

(51)
DP
SPEC /D'\
D ArtP
SPEC Art'
Art NP
SPEC N’
N XP
mitt; t; hus e
my : house
huset; t; ti mitt
house-the my
Per; -$i t; hus tj
Per; sitt t; hus tj
Per his-refl house

Given these assumptions, the two different word orders of possessive
pronouns can be described. The lack of the suffixed article with
prenominal possessive pronouns and s-genitival constructions is also
explained, since in both cases there is lexical material in Art block-
ing head-movement of the noun. However, the analysis entails that a
language like Norwegian can base generate possessive pronouns in
two positions, as heads in Art or as XP-complements of N. Below, I
will adopt an analysis of s-genitivals similar to Delsing (1988), but I
will suggest a different analysis for possessive pronouns.

In Delsing (1989), I tried to refine my analysis from 1988. In
order to get rid of the two different possibilities of base generating
possessive pronouns, I proposed that all possessive pronouns were
base generated in SpecNP and moved to SpecDP to receive Case. The
analysis entails that the agreement morpheme of possessive pronouns
is base generated in D. We would then have to connect the pronoun
to its morphology in PF (similar analyses have been proposed for
German by Olsen 1988b and Bhatt 1990).

(52)  [op mij- [pr-tt [Np ti [ hus]]
my agr house
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A description like the one in (52) would make s-genitivals and
pronominal constructions parallel, moving the possessors as XPs to
SpecDP and connecting them to the possessive morphology at PF.19
A disadvantage of this analysis is however that the analysis has to as-
sume two different derivations for possessive pronouns, when they
are independent and when they are auxiliary pronouns in Norwe-
gian, as indicated below.

(53) [ppsi-[p -tt [np hus]]]
refl AGR  house

(54) [pp Per [ sitt [xp hus]]]
, Per refl+AGR house

In (53), the possessive stem would be placed in SpecDP, whereas the
agreement morphology would be placed in DO, On the other hand, in
(54), the whole possessive pronoun would have to be generated in D.

Taraldsen (1989) presents an analysis similar to Delsing (1989).
He assumes that possessors and subjective genitives are base gene-
rated in SpecNP, and that the word order difference between the
head noun and the possessive pronoun is derived by head movement
of the noun or, contrary to Delsing (1989), by (some less precise)
clitic movement of the possessive pronoun from SpecNP to D.
Taraldsen gives arguments for the analysis that possessors are
generated in a specifier position. He bases his arguments on binding
facts with relational nouns like the ones in (55).

(55) beskrivelsen hans; av sin; bror (Norwegian)
description his of his-refl brother
beskrivelsen hennes; av seg; selv
description her of refl self

In (55) the pronouns hans/hennes [his/her] (in specifier positions) c-

command the reflexive pronouns (in complement positions).
Taraldsen does not discuss attributive adjectives in any detail,

but he hints at a solution to the problem raised by phrases like (56).

(56) det store huset mitt (Norwegian)
the big house-the my

19 In Mainland Scandinavian, pronouns that do not agree with the head noun often
have an -s ending: hennes, deras [her, their]. The parallel between possessive pro-
nouns and s-genitives is however not too strong. These pronouns may not take
group-genitivals. In group genitivals the personal pronoun must be used.
(i)  dera med husvagnens bam :
their with caravan-the's children

Carstairs (1987) has shown that the group genitival constructions in the Germanic
languages appear, historically and geographically, only in languages where the geni-
tival ending is the same in all paradigms, i.e. -s. To view possessive pronouns in the
same way would thus be strange, since it would entail that several different inflectional
forms were generated in D.
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Since Taraldsen argues that the possessive pronoun is generated in
SpecNP, he has to assume that the noun has moved in (56), although
it shows no movement in relation to the adjective. He introduces a
new functional category above the DP. If I interpret Taraldsen cor-
rectly the structure would be roughly like in (57).20

(57
Func'
Func /DP\
AP DP
sl{\n,
D NP
SPEC N'
N XP
huset; mitt t;
house-the my
mitty t; hus
my house
det store huset;  mitt ti
the big house-the my
mittj store ti hus
my big house

As can be seen, generating the possessive pronoun in a specifier posi-
tion enables Taraldsen to account for the binding facts in (55) above.
However, the properties and restrictions of the clitic movement of
the possessive pronoun are not discussed in Taraldsen. Several ques-
tions arise here: Are noun phrases without adjectives FuncPs or
DPs? Does the possessive pronoun move through the D-position on
its way to Func? What are the restrictions for movement from Spec
to Head? :

Holmberg (1991) discusses pronominal possessive constructions,
trying to incorporate possessive pronouns into a wider theory of
weak pronouns in the Scandinavian languages. He gives roughly the
same solution to the different placement of possessive pronouns as
Taraldsen (1989). Holmberg assumes that the possessive pronoun is
base generated in SpecNP, that the head noun can head-move to D,
picking up the suffixed article, or that the possessive pronoun moves

20 Taraldsen does not discuss the position of attributive adjectives. In (57) I have ad-
joined them to DP. Nothing in my argumentation hinges on this.
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to D, thus some kind of clitic movement in the same spirit as pro-
posed by Taraldsen. We will return to a discussion of this alleged
clitic movement in a moment. Holmberg does not discuss how
phrases with attributive adjectives and double definiteness should be
analysed (compare (56) above).

Sigurdsson (1993), discussing Icelandic, assumes that in hisid
mitt [house-the my], the noun moves to D by head movement, pick-
ing up the suffixed article, and that the possessive pronoun is base
generated in a postnominal position. He does not say complement
explicitly. Sigurdsson tries to solve the problem with adjectives in
front of the noun, as illustrated in the Icelandic example in (58).

(58) stéra hisid mitt
big house-the my

Since the noun in (58) does not seem to be moved in relation to the
adjective, Sigurdsson assumes that the adjective is base generated as a
head adjoined to N, and that the complex A-N head moves to D, to
pick up the suffixed article, as shown in (59)-(60).

(59) [p [p° [nO stéra-hids]i-i ] [np t; mitt]]
big-neut.sg-house-the my
(60) [p[D° [NO stéri-bill}i-inn ] [Np t; minn]]
big-masc.sg-car-the my

To me this analysis scems very strange. Tiist, it does not account for
the agreement within the complex A-N head, as illustrated in (59)-
(60).21 Second, as Sigurdsson mentions himself, the analysis is not
compatible with attributive adjectives taking objects, a structure
which is absent in Icelandic, but found in Swedish, German and the
Slavic languages (cf. the examples in 3.2.1. above). However, since
attributive adjectives are found with measure phrases in Icelandic,
Sigurdsson's analysis would entail a very complex attributive adjec-
tive-noun head, as indicated by the brackets.22

(61) [fimmtédn-dra-gamla-hus]-id hans Jéns
fifteen years old house]the his Jon-GEN

Furthermore, Sigurdsson's analysis cannot handle the Norwegian
cases, where the noun phrase has a prenominal determiner as well as
a suffixed article, as was illustrated in (56) above.

21 The only Scandinavian dialects, where the adjective and the noun is compounded
phonetically do not show any agreement. See sections 4.1.5, 4.2.2, and fn. 24 of
chapter 4.

22 Thanks to Halldér Sigurdsson, who has willingly provided me with this example al-
though it goes against his own analysis,
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All the proposals described above seem to have one analysis in
common; the word order huset mitt [house-the my] is explained as
head movement of N to D. Some of them assume that the possessive
pronoun is generated in a specifier position, thus being able to ac-
count for the binding data in (55) above, but this leads to problems
with prenominal adjectives and articles, as in (56) and (58) above. In
other analyses the possessive pronoun is seen as a complement, thus
accounting for the adjectival constructions in (56) and (58), but this
leads to problems with the binding data in (55) and the X-bar nota-
tion, since there would be no place for an object of a nominalisation.
Whatever choice we make, we seem to be in trouble. Assuming the
head movement analysis, we would also expect that a noun with a
postnominal possessive pronoun should always have the suffixed arti-
cle, but in Faroese and with relational nouns in Icelandic the suffixed
article is missing.23

The previous analyses of prenominal possessive pronouns are
also problematic. In Delsing (1988, 1989) possessive pronouns are
generated in two different positions. In Taraldsen's, Holmberg's and
Sigurdsson's analyses, the movement from an argument position to a
head position can only be construed as clitic movement. However,
the Scandinavian possessive pronouns are not clitics on a par with
Romance clitics, since the alleged movement is optional. Neither are
they parallel to weak pronouns in Germanic. In the prototypical
weak pronoun construction in Scandinavian, namely object shift, the
weak pronoun is normally stressed when it is left in situ, and never
stressed when it is moved.2¢ The possessive pronouns pattern in the
opposite way; when they are stressed they are normally prenominal
(i.e. moved in Taraldsen's, Holmberg's and Sigurdsson's analyses),
and when they are unstressed they are normally postnominal (i.e. not
moved). If prenominal possessive pronouns are moved from an XP
position to a head position, it is also strange that they are in comple-
mentary distribution with articles. Such complementary distribution
of clitic/weak pronouns and other heads are not found .in other parts
of the grammar.

A further problem with the analyses above is that they generate
at least some possessive pronouns in XP positions. As a consequence,
they cannot account for the agreement on the possessive pronoun.
Note in particular that a possessive pronoun generated in SpecNP
does not explain the agreement. Spec-head agreement is agreement
on a head, triggered by an XP specifier, not the other way round (as

23 Holmberg (1991) suggests that the presence versus absence of the suffixed article
is due to different sorts of head movement: adjunction and substitution respectively.
It is not clear to me if there is any independent support for this assumption.

24 On the Object Shift construction in Scandinavian, see e.g. Holmberg (1986), Jo-
sefsson (1992) and Holmberg/Platzack (in press).
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I argued in section 3.2.2.). If possessive pronouns are generated in
an XP position, it is also hard to see how the auxiliary possessive
construction should be analysed.

(62) sitt hus (Norwegian)
refl house

(63) den gamle mannen sitt hus
the old man-the refl house

There are good reasons to believe that the reflexive possessive pro-
noun sitf in (62) and (63) above is the same category. It has exactly
the same morphology in both cases. Furthermore, in Jutlandic, both
variants are exchanged for the originally non-reflexive form in the
same areas and with the same semantic differentiation (compare 5.1.
and 5.1.1, see further Jul Nielsen 1986). If they are the same cate-
gory, and the pronoun is generated in an XP position, it becomes a
mystery where the DP den gamle mannen in (63) is generated.

The analyses described above have not taken seriously the dif-
ferences between full noun phrases and possessive pronouns, the lat-
ter being heads. In the analysis proposed below, I will try to take
these matters into consideration. :

5.3. The Proposed Analysis

In this section I will present my analysis of possessive constructions
in Scandinavian, an analysis that is compatible with genitival con-
structions, as well as wiilt auxiliary and pronominai possessive con-
structions. Recall that genitival constructions may be both pre- and
postnominal

(64) Postnominal genitival constructions

huset til Per (Norwegian)
house-the of Per

husid hans Péturs (Icelandic)
house-the his Pétur-GEN

hids Péturs (Icelandic)

house Pétur-GEN
(65) Prenominal genitival constructions

Per sitt hus (Norwegian)
Per refl house

Pers hus (Swedish)
Per's house

Note that the prenominal genitival construction always involves an
auxiliary pronoun (sin/sitt or genitival -s). This will become impor-
tant below, where I claim that these auxiliary pronouns should be
analysed in the same way as other possessive pronouns. My presenta-
tion will have the following organisation.
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First, I will begin with the assumption that all possessor DPs of
absolute nouns are generated in the complement position of this
noun. If the DP can receive Case in that position (directly or by a
preposition), it may stay there. Otherwise it must raise to SpecDP in
order to be assigned structural Case. These assumptions will be de-
veloped in subsection 5.3.1.

Second, I will propose that possessive pronouns in the Scandina-
vian languages (auxiliary or not) head a PossessorPhrase (henceforth
PossP). I assume that the Poss-head takes the possessee as its comple-
ment (subsection 5.3.2). : )

Third, I will suggest that possessive pronouns are definite and
thus moved to D in the Scandinavian languages, and that they may
turn D into a structural Case assigner. As mentioned above, posses-
sor DPs that are not assigned Case in their base position may move
to SpecDP in order to get Case. These assumptions will be developed
in subsection 5.3.3.

Fourth, in subsection 5.3.4, I will explain the difference be-
tween prenominal and postnominal pronominal constructions, i.e.
mitt hus [my house] and hus / huset mitt [house(-the) my], as move-
ment of the possessee phrase to the left of the pronoun, by XP-
movement.

Since a noun phrase with a possessor is prototypically an argu-
ment, it follows from our discussion in chapter 2 that it is a DP. The
structure that I propose is outlined in (66).

(66)
DP
/\
XP D'
/\
D PossP
SPEC Poss'
Poss NP
/\
SPEC N'
/\
N XP

In (66), Poss may select either DP, DegP, AP or NP.

In subsection 5.3.5, I will discuss some constructions that are
specific to personal names, and in 5.3.6, I turn to some typological
implications of the proposed analysis. Last, I mention some residual
problems that are left unsolved (subsection 5.3.7).
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5.3.1. Postnominal Genitival Possessives

As mentioned above, I assume that all DP possessors of absolute
nouns are base generated as complements of this noun in the Scandi-
navian languages. This description easily handles the postnominal
genitival constructions found in Icelandic, Norwegian and Northern
Swedish. Examples like the Icelandic ones in (67) are given the anal-
ysis in (68).

(67) hds kennarans (Icelandic)
house teacher-the-GEN
petta hids kennarans
this house teacher-the-GEN

(68)
/\
D NP
SPEC /N\
N DP
SPEC D’
l i h
(petta) hds kennara;-ns t
this house teachei-the-GEN

In (68) the upper head noun uis assigns genitive case to its DP-
complement. The head noun of this complement, kennara, is raised
to D to pick upp the article. In Icelandic the possessee (the upper
noun) cannot take the suffixed article when the postnominal genitive
is an ordinary noun. I propose that this can be explained by an adja-
cency requirement on Case assignment between a (nominal) Case as-
signer and the DP that is assigned Case. If an article were generated
on the noun in N (as we argued to be possible in section 4.2), it be-
comes definite and must raise to D, thus violating the adjacency re-
quirement on Case assignment.25 I assume that the upper D-position
in (68) can simply be left empty. An empty (expletive) D-position in
Icelandic is licit, because of the strong morphology on nominal cate-
gories (see subsection 4.2.2).

25 As pointed out in section 4.2.2, in Icelandic and the double definiteness languages,
it is never possible to tell whether a simple noun with the suffixed article has the ar-
ticle base generated on the noun or in D. However, I have assumed that there is N-
raising to D in both cases.
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If the postnominal genitival phrase involves a personal name,
Icelandic may use the proprial article. In those cases the possessee
appears with the suffixed article, hence it must be raised to D.

(69) hisid hans J6ns
house-the his J6n-GEN

(70) [pp [p' husid; [Np t; [pp hans [NpJéns]]]]]
house-the his Jon-GEN

Obviously, the possessor.is not adjacent to the possessee in (70), indi-
cating that there are less strict requirements on adjacency when the
head of the lower D is a proprial pronoun/article, than if it is an or-
dinary definite article. I do not have a principled reason for why this
should be so, but this does not differentiate my analysis from previ-
ous ones.

In Northern Norwegian and Northern Swedish the same pro-
prial construction is found. As in Icelandic, a noun phrase with a
proprial article and a personal name may be postnominal, the only
difference being that the personal name does not show any overt
morphological case. Following Fiva (1987:89) I assume that the pro-
prial article/pronoun in D has morphological genitive.26

In languages (and constructions) where the postnominal posses-
sor does not receive Case, there are two options. Either a preposition
is inserted, or the phrase must move to get structural Case. Both al-
ternatives are attested in the Scandinavian languages.

In Norwegian and Faroese, there are dummy prepositions that
may be inserted in front of the complement.

(71)  [pp [p husi-et [Np t [pp til [pp lerere-n [Np ;111111
house-the of  teacher-the

In Danish and Swedish, overt morphological case and standard
prepositions are missing, and thus the possessor DP must move to the
upper SpecDP in order to be assigned structural Case. This raising is
also possible in Norwegian as an alternative to insertion of fil. In
these raising constructions, an auxiliary possessive pronoun (sin or
genitival -5) is obligatory, positioned in-between the raised possessor
and the possessee (see further section 5.3.3.). In the following sub-
sections I will show that possessive pronouns should be analysed as
heads, projecting a PossP, and that they raise to D, turning that posi-
tion into a Case assigner.

26 Together with the dative forms found on the suffixed article in Northern Norwe-
gian and Northern Swedish dialects, this visible genitive on the proprial arti-
cle/pronoun will be the only overt morphological case found in Mainland Scandina-
vian. Note that these two visible manifestations of morphological case are found in
roughly the same dialects and is restricted to D in both cases. On morphological da-
tive in Mainland Scandinavian, see further Reinhammar (1973)
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5.3.2. Possessive Pronouns as Heads

In this subsection, I will argue that possessive pronouns are base
generated in the head of a PossP. Such an analysis was, as far as I
know, first proposed by Battye 1989. The proposal was primarily
motivated by the existence of relational nouns in some Romance lan-
guages that seem to take three 'arguments', one subject, one object
and one possessor.?’ This analysis can also be supported by Scandi-
navian data, .

First, the occurrence of agreement on possessive pronouns in
the Indo-European languages is most easily explained if we assume
that possessive pronouns are heads. Recall (from subsection 3.2.2)
that we have argued that agreement is only possible on heads, and
that triggers of agreement are either XPs in an argument position of
that head, or heads within a head chain. Here 1 assume that the pos-
sessive pronoun is participating in the noun phrase internal agree-
ment from head to head.

Second, possessive pronouns cannot take their own attributes,
determining or describing the possessor, in the way that personal
pronouns sometimes do. Compare the Swedish personal pronouns in
(72) to their possessive counterparts in (73).

(72) hela han
whole he [all of him]
han med hatten
he with hat-the

(73)  *[hela hans] hund
whole his dog
*[hans med hatten] hund
his with hat-the dog

Third, possessive pronouns are in complementary distribution
with the determiner (D) head in several languages. This is well
known from the Germanic languages, as shown in the examples be-
low.

(74)  mitt hus (Swedish)
meirlll Haus : Egerrlr}a}rg
my house : nglis

(75) *det mitt hus ’ (Swedish)
*das mein Haus (German)
*the my house (English)

27 In Ttalian, for instance, such triadic constructions are found with picture nouns,
where there seem to be three arguments connected to the head noun.
(i)  la photografia di New York di Warhol della collezione
the photo of New York (obj) of Warhol (subj) of-the collection (poss)
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© Examples like (74)-(75) are easily described if the possessive pro-
noun competes with the article for the same position. In Scandina-
vian the position of prenominal possessive pronouns is obviously the
D-position, as illustrated in (76) below (compare Sigurdsson 1993).

(76) alla de gamla husen
all the old hoses-the
alla mina gamla hus
all my old houses

In other languages, like Italian, possessive pronouns co-occur with
the definite article.

(77) il mio libro (Italian)
the my book

The simplest way to analyse this difference is to postulate a separate
PossP for the possessive pronoun, and to have different restrictions
on raising from Poss to D (cf. also section 5.3.6. below).

Some languages seem to have raising of the possessive pronoun
to the D-position, overtly showing this by attaching the suffixed arti-
cle to the possessive pronoun (in the same way as the article can be
attached to adjectives and nouns, cf. subsection 3.2.6.). Consider the
Bulgarian example in (78) (from Zimmermann 1991).

(78) moi-te chubavi knigi (Bulgarian)
my-the beautiful books

Data like in (78) are most easily understood if the possessive pro-
noun is a head that may raise to D.

The data presented above imply that possessive pronouns should
be seen as heads within the noun phrase. In the rest of this chapter 1
will give an analysis, where possessive pronouns constitute a head
(Poss). I assume that this head takes the possessee as its comple-
ment.28

5.3.3. Prenominal Genitival Possessives

As mentioned above some of the Scandinavian languages have raising
of the possessor DP from the complement position of N to the Spec-
DP-position. This raising is a means for the possessor to be assigned

28 T have not discussed whether Poss is a functional or a lexical category. It seems to
have several functional properties. Poss seems to be a closed class, and it is ofien
stressless (in some languages affixal). On the other hand it may be stranded (in predi-
cative use, which is a typical property of lexical elements. In languages like Italian
(cf. fn 27) where there are three arguments in a noun phrase it would be plausible to
think that one of the arguments is an argument of Poss. Maybe Poss is a lexical cate-
gory in these languages, but functional in the Germanic languages, where three argu-
ments are never allowed. Compare the discussion in Giorgi/Longobardi (1990).
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Case, and it is found in the languages that lack morphological case on
nouns, i.e. the Mainland Scandinavian languages. There are two pos-
sible constructions of this type. It may involve either an auxiliary
pronoun or a genitival -s.

(79)  Per/lzreren sin bil (Norwegian)
Per/teacher-the refl car ,
Pers/lirarens bil (Swedish)

Per's /teacher-the's car

As I mentioned above I will follow Fiva 1987 in assuming that the
reflexive sin and the Mainland Scandinavian genitival -s is the same
category. I will claim that both are generated in Poss, and that they
are inherently definite, and thus must raise to the D-position. I also
assume that they may assign structural Case to a possessor DP in
SpecDP. Thus the structure for prenominal genitival constructions
will be as in (80). -

(30)
/DP\
XP D'
D PossP
SPEC Poss'
Poss NP
SPEC N
N XP
1 i
a Per; sitt; tj ti t hus tj
Per refl house
b Per; -8 t ti t; hus tj
Per s house

Note that the analysis accounts for the group genitivals, which al-
ways have -s/sin at the end of the possessor DP. Furthermore, since
prenominal possessive constructions always involve an auxiliary pro-
noun, the analysis accounts for the fact that the head noun never has
the suffixed article, i.e. raising of N to D is blocked by the posses-
sive pronoun.
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5.3.4. Pronominal Possessives

In this subsection, I will discuss constructions with (simple) posses-
sive pronouns. The three possible constructions are repeated in (81)-
(83).

(81) mitt hus (Swedish)

my house

(82) huset mitt (Norwegian)
house-the my

(83) hiis mitt (Faroese)
house my

It should be emphasised that the construction in (81) is possible in all
the Scandinavian languages. The construction in (82) is used in
Northern Swedish, Norwegian and Icelandic, and in these languages,
it is the unmarked construction. The construction in (83) is only
found in Faroese. In languages that use postnominal possessive pro-
nouns, as in (82) and (83), a prenominal possessive pronoun is al-
ways possible, and normally it is used to put emphasis or contrast on
the possessor. : _

As was shown in section 5.2. the difference between huset mitt
[house-the my] and miit hus [my house] is often taken to be a result
of head movement of the noun from N to D in the former case. I
have shown that such an analysis cannot account for both the binding
facts and prenominal attributive adjectives simultaneously. Further-
more, the alleged movement from an XP-position to a head position,
which this analysis entails, can only be seen as clitic movement. I
have shown that possessive pronouns do not pattern with other in-
stances of clitic/weak pronouns. Here I will propose an'alternative
analysis, suggesting XP-movement of the possessee around the pos-
sessive pronoun. Such an analysis immediately accounts for the fact
that the noun phrase in front of a possessive pronoun is always struc-
tured as if the possessive pronoun were not there; the head noun does
not seem to be moved in relation to any other constituent. Consider
the following examples, where the structure of the phrase is indepen-
dent of the possessive pronoun.

(84) Detta gamla hds (mitt) (Icelandic)
this old house my ’

(85) det store huset (mitt) (Norwegian)
the big house-the my

(86) alle gamm-stor-husa (hans) (Northern Swedish)

all old-big-houses-the his

All instances of noun phrases in front of the possessive pronoun
seem to be DPs, whereas all instances of noun phrases after a pos-
sessive pronoun seem to be NPs, APs or DegPs. I assume that Poss
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may select either NP, AP, DegP or DP as its complement. Recall
from section 3.5. that I have assumed that non-arguments (NP, AP
and DegP) can inherit case, whereas DPs must be assigned case un-
der government. In cases where the complement is NP, AP or DegP,
the Case-features of the phrase may percolate downwards. If a DP is
selected there cannot be any percolation, and the DP will have to be
assigned Case. Thus it must move to SpecDP. Hence, we derive noun
phrases like the ones in (84)-(86) by A-movement of the lower DP
to the specifier of the upper DP. We arrive at the following struc-
. ture for pronominal possessive constructions, illustrated with Nor-
wegian examples.

(87
DP
SPEC D'
D PossP
SPEC Poss'
Poss XIP

a e mitt; e t; (stora) hus

iy . {big) house
b dette huset; mitt; t t; tj

this house-tize my

In (87)a, Poss selects a DegP, an AP or an NP. In (87)b Poss selects
a DP, which cannot receive Case by percolation, but must be as-
signed Case (cf. section 3.5.2). Thus the DP is moved to SpecDP, to
be assigned Case by the upper D.

As can be seen above, this structure enables us to account for
the constructions with possessive pronouns in the Scandinavian lan-
guages. The question remains why the word order huset mitt [house-
the my] is blocked in Danish and Standard Swedish. The simplest an-
swer would be that Poss cannot select DP as its complement in these
languages.??

Let us now see what we have gained with this analysis. First, the
analysis gives the same structural analysis of all possessive pronouns,
both ordinary and auxiliary ones (including the genitival -s).

29 This assumption remains a stipulation. I cannot see that Danish and Swedish devi- -
ate from the other languages in any other respect that could be connecied to this dif-
ference between the languages.
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Second, we have dispensed with the strange clitic movement of
prenominal possessive pronouns, assumed by earlier analyses. As I
showed above, such pronouns do not pattern with other instances of
clitics or weak pronouns.

Third, agreement on possessive pronouns can now be seen as an
instance of noun phrase internal agreement between the heads of the
noun phrase, in the same way as determiners in D agree with the
noun in N (cf. subsection 3.5.1).

Fourth, the problems with adjectives and determiners appearing
in front of the possessive pronoun, now disappears. The whole noun
phrase including its adjectives and determiners moves from the com-
plement position of Poss to SpecDP.

Fifth, making a distinction between possessive pronouns and
genitival attributes in the way that we have done here immediately
explains why possessive pronouns, but not genitivals can co-ouccur
with partitive genitivals. The examples in (88) below is taken from
Magniisson (1984).

(88) minn hluti arfsins
my part heritage-the-gen
*J6ns hluti arfsins
Jons part heritage-the-gen
*hluti J6ns arfsins / *hluti arfsins J6ns

My analysis entails that genitive is assigned to the complement of N.
Two noun phrases cannot be generated in the same position. How-
ever a possessive pronoun is generated in Poss0, and should be able
to co-occur with a genitival 30

Furthermore the analysis enables us to account for some less
central constructions, and additionally it makes some interesting ty-
pological predictions, as I will show in the following sections.

5.3.5. Possessives with Personal Names
In this subsection I will briefly discuss a set of data on personal
names as possessors in Northern Swedish, which has not yet been
analysed.

In 5.3.1, I suggested that a noun may assign genitival Case to a
proprial pronoun/article. Under this assumption we may explain a

30 We would also predict that an ordinary possessive genitival would be able to co-
occur with a possessive pronoun. This is however impossible, so something more will
have to be said. Intuitively such noun phrases should be ruled out by the Theta-crite-
rion, having two overt lexicalisations of possession. It is possibly the case that the pos-
sessive pronoun licenses a pro in SpecPossP, and that there is some sort of chain rela-
tion to the genitival complement, similar to the chain in an existential construction. In
order to be licit pro must be co-indexed both with the genitival and with Poss. The
only occurrences we find of overt lexicalisations of both Poss and the complement is
when they are clearly co-indexed, i.e. they are reflexive possessive pronouns (in the
auxiliary possessive construction).
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rather striking anomaly of some Northern Swedish dialects. Recall
that in these dialects, there is a proprial article on personal names.
Surprisingly, this article is missing when the name is used as a pos-
sessor. Furthermore, in some of these dialects (e.g. in Viisterbotten),
the personal name can be both pre- and postnominal as a possessor,
and in both cases the possessee has the suffixed article. Note that the
suffixed article is otherwise not found on the possessee after
prenominal possessors. In fact, I claimed that a genitival -5 excludes
the suffixed article on the possessee, thus the existence of examples
like (89) seems to contradict my analysis.

(89)a Pers huset
Per's house
b Huset Pers
House-the Per's

However, the contradiction posed by examples like (89) is only su-
perficial, assuming that the -5 in (89) is not a genitival -s, of the type
found in the other Mainland Scandinavian languages, but the geniti-
val form of the proprial article.

In 5.3.1, I assumed that these Northern Swedish dialects have
morphological genitive on the proprial article. Furthermore, 1 as-
sume that they may have raising of the personal name from N to D,
exactly when the D head is genitive. As before, I gloss the proprial
article ART.

(90) [pp [p n [np Erik 117
ART-NOM/ACC Erik

[pp [p Eriki-s [np 4 11]
Erik-ART-GEN

Such an assumption would explain why the proprial article is 'miss-
ing' in possessive constructions. Furthermore we may account for
the fact that the possessee takes the definite article, if we assume that
possessive pronouns only can turn D into a Case assigner. If so, an
ordinary article in D does not assign Case to SpecDP, i.e. SpecDP
will be counted as an A'-position. Thus it should be possible to move
the Case-marked personal name to SpecDP. Consider the structure in
(91) below.

1) Ipr1 [pp2 [p'2 Eriki-s [np t; 111j [p1 huset [np tk tj 111
Erik-ART-GEN house-the

In (91) SpecDP1 is an A-bar position. DP?2 is the possessor base gen-
erated in the complement of the possessee, where it is assigned geni-
tive case, and it has been moved by A'-movement to SpecDP1. The
reason that this structure is not possible in, for instance, standard
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Swedish is that the personal name cannot get Case in postnominal
position. Hence it must be assigned Case in SpecDP1, and for this
purpose a genitival -s must be generated in Poss and moved to D,
thus blocking head movement of N to D. '

A priori, it seems strange that a language would have raising of
N to D only when D is assigned genitive case. However, a similar
phenomenon is found in Western Jutlandic. Recall that these dialects
have prenominal definite articles with ordinary nouns. In these di-
alects, there are traces of suffixed articles, but only in genitive.
Thus, most of these dialects have fixed genitival forms such as by-
sens [village-the-GEN], livsens [life-the-GEN], but they lack other
sorts of reminiscences of suffixed articles (cf. Schiitte 1922:99).

Hansen (1927:119-150) has investigated some Old Jutlandic
texts, and he shows that suffixed articles are used almost only with
genitives, and that the texts show no instances of genitive forms of
the prenominal article. Thus, Hansen (1927:147) concludes that Old
Jutlandic used a suffixed article in genitive and a prenominal article
when the noun phrase was nominative, accusative or dative. The Old
Jutlandic definite article would then pattern with the proprial article
in Visterbotten, having. head raising in genitive, but lacking it in
other cases.

The assumption that proper names in some Northern Swedish
dialects raise to D, if D is genitive, may also be used to explain some
other surprising data of these dialects. Some dialects of Visterbotten
have family names which may take either an ordinary suffixed arti-
cle or a prenominal proprial article, as illustrated in (92) below.
When such family names are used as possessors, there is complemen-
tary distribution of the suffixed article on the possessor and the pos-
sessee, as illustrated in (93), cf. Astrom (1893:16f.).

(92) Norstrom-en
Norstrom-the
n Norstrém
ART Norstrom

(93) Norstromens hist

' Norstrém-the's horse
Norstrdms histen
Norstrém's horse-the

I claim that the two different constructions in (93) are directly
derivable from the fact that family names may take both sorts of ar-
ticles (definite and proprial). The data will fall out from our analy-
- sis.
Let us first see what happens if an ordinary definite article is
generated in the D-position of the possessor (the family name). First,
we assume that the family name is raised to the D-position, attaching
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the article to the name as a suffix. Second, we do not expect the pos-
sessor to receive genitive case, since that is only possible with the
proprial article. Thus we expect the possessor DP to move to the up-
per SpecDP position in order to receive Case. The only way to make
the D into a Case assigner is to raise an auxiliary pronoun from Poss
to D (in this dialect the genitival -s is used as the auxiliary pronoun).
We then arrive at an ordinary s-genitival structure as illustrated in
(94) below. '

(94)  [pp1 [pp2 Norstrom-en]; [ -si [possp ti [Np [ hiist t; 1111]
Norstrém-the s horse

If, on the other hand, the proprial article is generated in D of
the possessor, we expect it to be assigned genitive case. The family
name must then be head moved to the D-position. The possessor DP
has now Case and may be left in situ (cf. (89)b above), or it may be
moved to the upper SpecDP position. The DP has already received
Case, and the upper D position cannot be filled by the Case assigning
genitival -s, but an ordinary suffixed definite article is in order.
Thus, we derive the structure in (95).

(95) I[pp1 [pp2 Norstrém-s]; [ histien [np [N 4 tj 11
Norstr6m-ART-GEN  horse-the

In (95) the family name is assigned genitive in the complement of N,
and the phrase is moved to SpecDP1, which is an A'-position if ihe
article is generated in D1. The surprising complementary distribu-
tion of articles on either possessor or possessee could then be attri-
buted to the possibility of generating either a proprial or an ordinary
definite article with family names.

As we have seen the special use of proprial articles in some
Scandinavian languages can be used to explain the more free word
order found with personal names, since the proprial article seems to
have morphological genitive. Another Scandinavian language that
treats personal names in a special way is Faroese (compare the data
given in subsection 5.1.4.). It is fully possible that the special prop-
erties of Faroese personal names should also be analysed along these
lines. The -sa(r) ending of Faroese personal names is similar to the
proprial article in the way that it is compatible with personal names
and with some kinship nouns, such as mamma, pabbi [mother, fa-
ther]. 1 therefore propose that the -sa(r) ending is the genitival form
of the proprial article in Faroese.3! Note that this analysis may also

31 Admittedly, Faroese does not show any overt representations of preproprial articles
or pronouns in other cases. If we state that the -sa(r)-ending is a suffixed proprial ar-
ticle we must assume that the proprial article is covert in nominative, dative and ac-
cusative.
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be extended to the special prenominal s-genitive in German. Both
have the same properties: they are only possible with proper names
and kinship nouns, they are only used prenominally, the form is the
same in masculine and feminine, and they are not possible with
group-genitives.

5.3.6. Typological Implications

We will now turn to some typological implications of our analysis.
The analysis outlined in this section puts us in a position to analyse
possessive constructions in other languages as well. There are three
heads in the proposed structure, and we expect languages to vary
with regard to head movement from one head to another. Theoreti-
cally, there are four possible alternatives: no head raising,. head
raising from N to Poss, head raising from Poss to D, and head rais-
ing from N to Poss and further to D. All four alternatives seem to be
found, cross-linguistically, as illustrated in (76).32

(96)
DP
SPEC D'
D PossP
SPEC Poss'
P(iss )I(P
a il mio libro (Italian)
the my book
b az vendégi-em ty (Hungarian)
the guest-poss.1sg
c min; ti bok (Swedish)
my book
d kudoj-m; t t; (Mordvin)

house-poss.1.sg

In the Italian and Hungarian examples, I assume that the possessive
pronoun/affix is marked [-definite], and the definiteness of the
phrase is signalled by insertion of a definite article in D. In the
Germanic languages (illustrated by Swedish in (96)) all possessive
pronouns are marked [+definite], and this causes raising of the pos-
sessive pronoun to the D-position. Similarly, in Mordvin, I assume

32 1 am aware that something more will have to be said about each language when the
noun phrase contains further material, such as quantifiers and adjectives.
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thgt the possessive affix is marked [+definite], and must be raised to
D033 34 i

The distinction made here between (agreeing) possessive pro-
nouns and full genitival DPs also helps us to understand an astonish-
ing typological fact, namely the fact that it is quite usual among lang-
uages to have pronominal and genitival possessors on opposite sides
of the noun. As we mentioned in the introduction of this chapter this
pattern is found in German, Russian and many Romance languages,
and judging from Koptjevskaja-Tamm's (1987) typological investi-
gation of action nominals, this phenomenon is quite frequent. In (97)
below, the languages in her sample are distributed over the four pos-
sible types of word orders. (N=head noun, G=genitival possessor,
Pr=pronominal possessor).3

97) N-G G-N
N-Pr 16 1
Pr-N 13 32

As can be seen in (97), most languages take genitival and pronominal
possessors on the same side of the noun, but it is quite common to
have prenominal possessive pronouns and postnominal genitives.36
This latter type involves many Indo-European and Austronesian lan-
guages, which seem to reflect the D-structure that I have proposed in
this section. '

The distinction that we have made here between pronominal and
genitival possessives also helps us to explain another striking typo-
logical anomaly. One of the strongest universals of language is the
correspondence between prepositions and postnominal genitives.
Consider Greenberg's Universal 2 (Greenberg 1966:78)

33 The assumption that the possessive suffix is definite in Mordvin is based on the
fact that it is in complementary distribution with the (suffixed) definite article, just
like the possessive pronouns in Germanic, and that objects with the possessive suffix
trigger object agreement on the verb. Object agreement is otherwise only triggered by
definite noun phrases in this language (Trond Trosterud, p.c.).

34 The paradigm illustrated in (96) should probably be enlarged with languages that
have a suffixed article generated in D combined with head raising of Poss to D, We
would then predict two other types of languages, one with the word order my-the
house and one with the order house-poss.l sg-the. A language that seems to be of the
former type is Bulgarian (cf. example (78) above). 1 have not found any language
that corresponds to the last predicted type.

35 The sample includes 64 languages. The two languages (English and Latin) that are
classified as having both pre- and postnominal genitives are not included in the table.
36 It has been noted before that the opposite order (prenominal genitives and post-
nominal possessive pronouns) is quite rare (e.g. Ultan 1978:24). The only language
that has this marked order in Koptjevskaja-Tamm's study is Kobon (New Guinea).
Ultan mentions Assiniboine (North America) as another example of this marked type.
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(98) Greenberg's Universal 2
In languages with prepositions, the genitive almost always fol-
lows the governing noun, while in languages with postposi-
tions it almost always precedes.

In generative terms (98) states that [-V] categories select their com-
plements on the same side of the head. In Greenberg's basic sample
(30 languages), only one language, namely Norwegian, appears to be
a counterexample to the universal, having prepositions but prenomi-
nal genitival noun phrases (Greenberg classifies Norwegian as hav-
ing only prenominal genitives.3?). In Greenberg's appendix II, where
he lists nearly all the languages of the world with regard to some
central syntactic properties, we find only six prepositional languages
with prenominal genitives, among them are the three Mainland
Scandinavian languages. Additionally three prepositional languages
have both pre- and postnominal genitives, among them English.38

Thus, several of the counterexamples to Greenberg's Universal
2 are found in Germanic languages that use the special s-genitive. If
our analysis of Mainland Scandinavian and English s-genitive as an
auxiliary pronominal possessive construction is correct, we can ex-
plain why these languages seem to deviate from the general pattern
described in the Universal. The possessor DPs are generated to the
right of the noun, as predicted by Greenberg's Universal 2, but due
to a marked combination of syntactic properties they turn up to the
left of the noun. These properties involve lack of morphological case
and lack of standard prepositions (in Danish and Swedish), which
makes postnominal genitives illicit. They also involve the article
system (entailing a D-position) and prenominal possessive pronouns,
which in combination can assign structural Case to the possessor DP.

Our analysis makes a further strong prediction. According to
Greenberg's Universal 2, [-V] categories, i.e. nouns and preposi-
tions, always take their complement on the same side of the head. If
Poss is also a [~V] category, which seems natural to assume, we
would expect Poss to take its complement on the same side as N and
P. Thus if N takes its complement (the genitive) to the right, then
Poss will take the. possessee to its right. Above I assumed that lan-
guages with agreeing possessive pronouns had them generated in
Poss. We then arrive at the following prediction.

(99) In languages with (agreeing) possessive pronouns, genitives
and possessive pronouns appear on opposite sides of the noun.

37 In an additional note Greenberg adds that Norwegian actually has both word or-
ders for genitives.

38 Apart from the three Mainland Scandinavian languages, Milpa Alta Nahuatl
(Mexico), Arapesh (New Guinea) and Ambharic (Ethiopia) have prepositions and
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Recall that pronouns denoting possession in, for instance, the Finno-

-Ugric languages do not agree with their head nouns, and that they
take the same sort of genitival ending as ordinary nouns. Therefore,
such pronouns were assumed to be parallel to full genitival DPs (and
not generated in Poss). Thus we arrive at the following prediction.

(100) In languages with non-agreeing pronouns (which may take gen-
itival inflection), genitival and pronominal possessors appear
on the same side of the noun.

If we accept the analysis of s-genitivals as auxiliary pronominal pos-
sessive constructions, these predictions seem to hold for all the Euro-
pean languages.

5.3.7. Residual Problems

In this section, I have presented an analysis that enables me to ac-
count for the central possessive constructions with absolute nouns in
Scandinavian. However, I have left several interesting constructions
and problems aside.

First, I have not said anything about relational nouns. Most of
them can easily be accounted for with the analysis presented here,
but for nominalisations, which may take two arguments, something
more has to be said. With such nouns it seems as if the noun takes
both its arguments to the right in several languages, as illustrated in
(101)-(103) below. :

(101) bessi greining Jéns 4 vandamdlinu »(Icelandic)
this analysis Jon-GEN of problem-the

(102) der Wut des Mannes auf sich (German)
the fury the-GEN man-GEN at himself

(103) Tlaggressivita di Gianni contro se stesso (Italian)

the aggressivity of Gianni against himself

The fact that the subjective genitive may bind the objective genitive
(as illustrated in (102)-(103)) and the fact that the head noun is
found to the left of both arguments have caused several linguists to
assume that the noun (or verbal stem) is head moved from its basic
position to a head to the left. Such an analysis has been proposed by
e.g. Valois (1991), Sigurdsson (1993). They label the phrase that the
noun moves to Nominalisation Phrase and Kase Phrase, respectively.
Here, 1 have not discussed such constructions at all.

Second, I have not discussed how predicative possessive pro-
nouns and genitivals should be analysed. An interesting difference in
this respect is discussed for English by Anderson (1983): relational

prenominal genitives. Apart from English, Tigrinya (Ethiopia) and Tagalog
(Philippines) are prepositional languages with both pre- and postnominal genitives.
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nouns cannot take their possessors as predicates. This restriction
works the same in the Mainland Scandinavian languages as well.

(104) Den hir boken dr min/Kalles
This book-the is my / Kalle's

(105) *Den hér baksidan 4r bokens
This back-the is book-the's
*Forstorelsen var stadens
Destruction-the was city-the's

In French, predicative possessives are fine with the preposition 4,
whereas they are not allowed with the preposition de (cf. Tremblay
1991). In German, a predicative possessive pronoun can be unin-
flected, thus behaving as a predicative adjective, but it may also take
strong agreement. Interestingly, Icelandic seems to lack predicative
possessives. ‘ _

Within an optimal analysis of possessive constructions, these
questions should be given some interesting answers. [ have not given
~ such answers here, and I leave this for further research.

5.4. Conclusions

In section 5.1, I have presented the various Scandinavian possessive
constructions, showing the great diversity of constructions in these
languages. The properties of these constructions are dependent both
on the semantics of the head noun (absolute or relational), and prop-
erties of the possessor (pronoun, personal name or ordinary DP).
Furthermore I have shown that the constructions differ with regard
to word order, use of articles and morphology.

In section 5.2, I presented sorne previous analyses of those con-
structions. Most of them were seen to be concerned with the differ-
ence between pre- and postnominal possessive pronouns, and all of
them have tried to analyse this difference as the presence versus ab-
sence of head movement of the noun. I have pointed out some short-
comings of such an analysis. For instance, it does not give any an-
swer to the agreement occurring on possessive pronouns in Scandi-
navian, it implies a clitic movement of prenominal possessive pro-
nouns, which is not compatible with other instances of clitic/weak
pronoun movement.-It is also hard to make such analyses parallel to
auxiliary pronominal constructions.

I have argued that pronominal possessive constructions should
be separated from genitival possessive constructions because they
have different head status and different S-structure distribution. I
further argued that all possessive pronouns, including auxiliary pro-
nouns found in various Germanic languages, should be treated alike,
and that the genitival -5, found in Mainland Scandinavian and English
should also be analysed as an instance of pronominal possessives.
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I have argued that all possessor DPs are base generated in the
complement of N, and that they may receive Case in that position in
some of the Scandinavian languages and constructions. Case on the
possessor DP can be realised as morphological case or it can be as-
signed by a preposition. In some languages both these means of Case
assignment are missing, and the possessor can then only be assigned
(structural) Case by movement to SpecDP.

In my analysis, possessive pronouns are generated as heads of a
PossP situated in-between D and NP/DegP/AP. Possessive pronouns
are definite in the Scandinavian languages, and for this reason they
always have to move to D, a position which they turn into a
structural Case assigner. Thus a Case-less DP possessor may move to
SpecDP in order to be assigned structural Case. '

I have shown that the proposed analysis can account for all the
central possessive constructions in Scandinavian, and that it has in-
teresting typological implications.

Finally, I have pointed out two constructions that I have not
dealt with here, namely relational nouns taking two arguments and
the predicative possessive constructions. I leave these matters for
further research.
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CHAPTER 6
QUANTIFICATION

In this chapter, I am going to discuss in some detail the properties of
quantification in the noun phrase. This is a broad field of investiga-
tion, with several semantic, morphological and syntactic problems.
Here I will concentrate on some syntactic and morphological prop-
erties of quantified noun phrases.! There are basically two types of
quantifiers compatible with noun phrases in Scandinavian: pronouns
and full noun phrases (DPs). Pronouns may take either a bare noun
or a definite DP. In the latter case the DP can directly follow the
pronoun, or it can be embedded within a PP, as illustrated for
Swedish in (1) below.

(1)  Pronominal quantification
a négra bilar
some cars
b béda bilarna / bada de gamla bilarna
both cars-the / both the old cars-the
nagra av bilarna / nagra av de gamla bilarna
some of cars-the / some of the old cars-the

A noun phrase (a DP) may also be used as a quantifier. Again
the quantified element may be either a single noun or a definite DP,
the latter embedded within a PP.

(2)  Phrasal quantification
a ett antal bilar
a number cars
b en antal av bilarna / ett antal av de gamla bilarna
a number of cars-the / a number of the old cars-the

As can be seen above, both pronominal and phrasal quantification in-
volve one construction with an indefinite noun (the a-examples
above) and another with a definite noun phrase (the b-examples
above). I will call the former type of construction the pseudoparti-
tive construction and the latter one the (genuine) partitive construc-
tion. These terms (originally due to Selkirk 1977) are normally only
used about phrasal quantification, but I will extend the use of the
terms to pronominal quantification. These terms are convenient to
describe the surface string of quantified noun phrases, but as I will

! As shown by Milsark (1976:120ff.) most quantifying pronouns are ambiguous
between a cardinal and a quantifying reading in a phrase like many girls in English.
These different interpretations are sensitive to the S-structure position of the noun
phrase. Milsark shows that they become unambiguous in existential sentences,
whereas they are ambiguous in subject position. de Hoop (1992) shows that scram-
bling also disambiguates them in Dutch. I will not discuss such matters here.

185



show, the pseudopartitive construction will have to be analysed as
ambiguous, having two different structures. It is also practical to use
special names for the two elements in the examples (1)-(2) above. I
will simply talk about the quantifying elements (pronouns or DPs) as
quantifiers and the noun or noun phrase that is quantified over as the
quantified noun or the quantified phrase.

Both sorts of quantifiers can be inherently specified for the
countability of the quantified noun. A quantifier like ett antal [a
number] always quantifies countable nouns, whereas en mdngd [an
amount| always quantifies over uncountables. Recall from section 2.3
that both singular and plural nouns may be used as uncountables. As
in chapter 2, I will use the term uncountables about inherently un-
countable nouns, like mjélk [milk], and countable nouns used in the
uncountable function, that is the singular of potaro-class words and
the plural of carrot-type words.

To determine which word is the head of the noun phrase, I will
use agreement of predicative adjectives as a test. I will make the
trivial assumption that predicative agreement is triggered by the
head chain of the noun phrase (containing D and N), and that speci-
fiers and complements of the noun may not trigger agreement on a
predicative. Since all quantifiers precede their quantified nouns, the
most natural way to analyse the variation of agreement would be to
assume that a quantifier that does not trigger agreement on a pred-
icative is a specifier and that its quantified noun constitutes the head
of the phrase. When the predicative agrees with the quantifier we
would have to assume that the quantifier constitutes the head of the
phrase, and that its quantified noun is generated in its complement
position. This is the line of reasoning that I will pursue.

Sometimes quantifying elements are assumed to involve a spe-
cial functional projection, a Quantifier Phrase (QP). However, I see
no need for such a phrase in the Scandinavian languages (compare
section 3.4 and subsection 6.1.3. below). I assume that quantifying
elements may be properly analysed within a structure with only the
heads N and D. In section 6.1, I will assume that quantifying pro-
nouns can be generated in two positions, either in N or in D. In sec-
tion 6.2, I will propose that quantifying DPs can also be generated in
two different positions. Either the quantifying noun is generated in
N, taking the quantified noun phrase as its complement, or the
quantifying noun phrase is a specifier of the quantified noun. I will
show that several syntactic properties of pseudopartitive con-
structions fall out from this difference. In section 6.3, I turn to a
comparison between pronominal and phrasal quantification, and in
6.4, I summarise the chapter.
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6.1. Pronominal Quantification

In this section, I will distinguish between partitive and pseudoparti-
tive pronominal constructions. As mentioned above the difference
between the two constructions is determined by the definiteness of
the mass denoting noun phrase. In the Scandinavian languages, one
pseudopartitive and three genuine partitive constructions are found.
All of them are represented in Icelandic, as illustrated in (3)-(4) .

3) Pronominal pseudopartitive construction:
sumir bflar
some cars
(4)  Pronominal partitive constructions:
a  sumir bilarnir
some-masc.pl.nom cars-the-masc.pl.nom
b sumir af bilunum
some-masc.pl.nom Of cars-the-masc.pl.dat
¢ sumir biflanna
some-masc.pl.nom cars-the-masc.pl.gen

All the examples in (4) have partitive meaning, they mean 'some of
the cars'. The construction in (4)a involves a definite DP that takes
the same case, number and gender as the pronoun. I will call it the
DP-partitive construction. The construction in (4)b involves a PP
with af [of], which governs a definite DP in dative case. The pro-
noun has the same gender as the noun. I will call this the PP-partitive
construction. In (4)c there is a definite DP in genitive plural directly
following the pronoun. The pronoun has the same gender as the
noun. I will call this the genitival partitive construction.?

Partitivity always involves a presupposed set of items (given by
the situation or the context), from which another set is selected. Un-
der this definition also constructions with universal pronouns, like
the ones in (5), are partitive constructions.

(5)  allir / b4dir bilarnir
all / both cars-the

In (5) the selected set happens to be equivalent to the presupposed
set, and thus we do not normally call this relation partitive, but in a
logical sense it is exactly the same relation as the one that holds in
other expressions of partitivity. Therefore I will extend the use of
the term partitive also to such constructions.?

2 The three different partitive constructions differ stylistically in Icelandic, when the
quantified phrase has a prenominal determiner. In such cases, the PP-partitive (einn af
pessum bilum, one of these cars) and the genitival partitive (einn pessara bila)are
normally preferred to the DP-partitive (einn pessi bill) (Sigurdsson 1993:128).

3 In principle pronouns also have a presupposed set in the pseudopartitive construc-
tion. Most pronouns in this construction are ambiguous between the quantificational
and the cardinal reading (cf. fn.1); in the former they have a presupposed set.
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The aim of this section is twofold. First, I want to present some
relevant data about the various quantifying constructions in Scandi-
navian (subsection 6.1.1). Second, I will propose an analysis of the
different constructions. I will discuss the pseudopartitive construc-
tion in subsection 6.1.2, where I take pronouns to be generated in the
D-position, and in subsection 6.1.3, 1 discuss the three to the
genuine partitive constructions.

6.1.1. Quantifying Pronouns

The Scandinavian languages behave differently with regard to the
different constructions mentioned above. Generally, the Mainland
Scandinavian languages have one system and Icelandic another,
Faroese taking an intermediate position. Here, I will illustrate the
Swedish and Icelandic systems. The numerals and the words mdnga,
fa, bada, alla [many, few, both, all] will be considered to be quanti-
fying pronouns in the same way as indefinite pronouns like ndgon,
ingen, varje [some, no, each].# Most pronouns agree with the noun,
but there is also a construction with non-agreeing pronouns (in the
default form, which is neuter singular).

There are three important distinctions that have to be made if
we want to classify quantifying pronominal constructions in Scandi-
navian, one semantic, one syntactic and one morphological.

First, pronouns are inherently specified for the number of the
presupposed set of the partitive relation. This (semantic) number is
uincountabie o couniable. In ihe laiter case pronouns can be speci-
fied for singular, dual or plural of the presupposed set. For instance,
a pronoun like bdda [both] always presupposes a set of two items.5

Second, pronouns can be part of the four quantifying construc-
tions that were presented above: the pseudopartitive, DP-partitive,
PP-partitive and genitival partitive constructions. Pronouns differ
with regard to which of these constructions they may occur in.

Thirdly, pronouns are inherently specified for their own mor-
phological number (singular or plural), which is normally in agree-
ment with the number of the quantified noun. A pronoun like var/
varje [each] is only found in singular, whereas a pronoun like bdda is
only found in plural. Most pronouns however have both a singular
and a plural form,

It should be emphasised that morphological number must be
kept apart from the (semantic) number of the presupposed set. The
noun phrases ingen man [no man] and inga mén [no men] have dif-

4 Words like mdnga, fd, bada, alla [many, few, both, all] and the numerals may also
appear in between the D and N positions. As I showed in section 3.4, they have spe-
cial properties in that position and should be treated as adjectives.

5 The inherent specification for dual number of the presupposed group is the only
instance of dual number in Modern Scandinavian.

188



ferent morphological number, but the presupposed set from which
no man | no men are picked is countable plural in both cases. Simi-
larly, vart/varje hus [each house] is always morphologically singular,
but it always has a plural presupposed set.

Below, I will present the basic data of Swedish and Icelandic,
making notes on the other languages. I will concentrate on the num-
ber of the presupposed set and the possibility of using the different
quantifying constructions, since these two factors seem to be corre-
laied. Morphological number is normally only indicated indirectly in
the examples.

Swedish uses the pseudopartitive construction and two partitive
constructions with pronouns, the DP-partitive and the PP-partitive
(the lack of morphological genitive making the genitival partitive
construction impossible). Among the universal pronouns there is one
that is specified for both uncountable and countable plural of the
presupposed set, namely all/alla [all]. Its singular form is only com-
patible with an uncountable presupposed set. It may be part of both a
pseudopartitive and a DP-partitive.

6) Pseudo- DP- PP-
partitive partitive partitive
all mjolk all mj6lken  *all av mjolken
all milk all milk-the  all of milk-the
alla flickor alla flickorna ??alla av flickorna
all girls all girls-the  all of girls-the

The other universal pronouns are specified for countable number:
hela | halva [whole, half] (singular), bdda [both] (dual), var/varje
[each], varenda en /vartenda ett [every one], samtliga [all] (plural).s

(7) Pseudo- DP- PP-
partitive partitive partitive
a) *hela bil hela bilen *hela av bilen
whole car whole car-the whole of car-the
b) *bada bilar bada bilarna *bada av bilarna
both cars both cars-the both of cars-the
¢) varje bil *varje bilen *varje av bilarna
each car each car-the each of cars-the
?varenda en bil  *varenda en bilen varenda en av bilarna
every-one car every -one car-the every-one of cars-the
samtliga bilar ??samtliga bilarna ?7?samtliga av bilarna
all cars all cars-the all of cars-the

6 The words helalhalva [whole, half] may also be used as adjectives, but then they
are in agreement with the noun as an ordinary adjective: hel/helt/hela [undamaged,
not half], halvihalvtihalva [parted in two]

The pronoun varenda [every] patterns with varje [each], whereas var och en /
vart och ett [each and (every) one] patterns with varenda en [every one].
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Among the existential pronouns ndgon [somelany], ingen [no],
vilken [which] may be combined with uncountable or with countable
plural in the presupposed set. The same is true for somlig [some], dt-
skillig [a considerable amount/several], but their singular form may
only be combined with an uncountable presupposed set. The other
pronouns have more restricted use. The pronoun mycken [much] is
only singular and it has an uncountable presupposed set.” A special
group of pronouns ending in -dera can morphologically only be sin-
gular and they are inherently specified for dual: ndgondera [any of
two], ingendera [neither] etc. Others are just specified for countable
plural (of the presupposed set): mdngen [many aj, mdnga [many], fd
[few], and the numerals. Below, the typical pattern is illustrated for
uncountable (a), countable dual (b) and countable plural (c). 8

(8) Pseudo- DP- PP-
partitive partitive partitive

a nagon mjslk *nagon mjdlken *nagon av mjolken
some milk some milk-the some of milk-the

b *ingendera pojke ingendera pojken ingendera av pojkarna
neither boy neither boy-the neither of boys-the

c en/nigon pojke  *en/*nigon pojken en/ndgon av pojkarna
one/some boy one/some boy-the one/some of boys-the

ménga/tvd pojkar *manga/*tvd pojkarna manga/tv av pojkarna
many/two boys  many/two boys-the many/two of boys-the

The pronouns that we have discussed so far all agree with the
quantified noun. There is also a small group of existential pronouns
that do not agree, namely mycket [much], lite(t) [little] and
marginally vad [what]. These pronouns are specified for an uncount-
able presupposed set. Recall that uncountables can be morphologi-
cally both singular and plural.?

7 The use of agreeing mycken/mycket [much-uter.sg/neuter.sg] is archaic, and nor-
mally only found in high style or in fixed expressions. Normally, the neuter.sg form
mycket is used without agreement with the noun (sec below).

8 The three Mainland Scandinavian languages pattern in the way exemplified by
Swedish here. Generally the DP-partitive is disallowed with existential pronouns spec-
ified for a plural presupposed set. There are however a few exceptions.

First, the Mainland Scandinavian languages may marginally accept the DP-
partitive construction with the singular numeral en [one], if the quantified noun
phrase has a possessor, or if the DP contains a superlative adjective (cf. Teleman
1969:87f. and Perridon 1989:186f.)

(i)  ?en min bil (i) en den vackraste prinsessa

one my car ‘one of my cars’ one the prettiest princess

Second, some variants of Norwegian allow en/ein [one] to participate in a DP-
partitive if the noun has the suffixed article (see further Hulthén 1947:97).

(iii) en dagen

one day-the ‘one day / one of these days’
9 Similarly, a reduced neuter singular form of ndagon [some], ingen [no], may be
used in colloquial Swedish, if it occurs in a negated or interrogative sentence.

(i)  Har du nd' rena kldder? (ii) Jag har inge' pengar

Have you any clean clothes I have no money
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(9)  mycket mjolk/mordtter
much-neuter.sg milk-uter.sg/carrots-uter.pl

These pronouns may marginally allow the preposition med
[with] to intervene between the pronoun and the noun.

(10)  ?Hér finns det mycket med grejer
Here is there much with stuff
9Vad med slipsar du har!
What with ties you have 'So many ties you have]

The non-agreeing pronouns also deviate from agreeing pro-
nouns that take an uncountable presupposed set, in being possible in
the PP-partitive construction (compare (8)a above).

an Pseudo- DP- PP-
partitive partitive partitive
mycket mjolk *mycket mjélken mycket av mjolken
much milk much milk-the much of milk-the

Consider next the Icelandic system of pronominal quantifiers.
The system is similar to the Swedish one, but it differs in several re-
spects.!® Among the universal pronouns, allur [all] is specified for
uncountable as well as countable singular and countable plural of the
presupposed set, (thus functioning both as all/alla and hela in
Swedish). Other universal pronouns are specified for one specific
countable number. The pronouns bddir [both] and hvor (um sig)
[each of two] are inherently specified for a dual presupposed set,
whereas hver and sérhver [every and each] are specified for a plural
set. They pattern as follows.1!

(12) Pseudo DP- PP- Genitival
partitive  partitive partitive partitive
a allirbflar  allir bilarnir  *allir af b{lunum *allir bilanna
all cars all cars-the all of cars-the all cars-the-GEN

b *badir bilar badir bilarnir *badir af bilunum *bddir bilanna
both cars  both cars-the both of cars-the both cars-the-GEN

¢ hver bill *hver billinn *hver af bilunum *hver bilanna
every cart every car-the every of cars-the  every cars-the-GEN

10 Faroese is similar to Icclandic, for instance it allows the DP-partitive construction
with existential pronouns like onkur [ any] (see Hultman 1967 and Lockwood
1964:132ff.). However, since Faroese lacks genitive case, there is no genitival partitive
construction at all.

11 There is some variation among the distributive pronouns. Sérhver [each] and hvor
(um sig) [each of two] are somewhat better than hver [every}, bddir [botk] in the
genitival partitive and perhaps also in the PP-partitive construction.
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Turning to the existential pronouns, we find that Icelandic dif-
fers from Swedish primarily in the respect that Icelandic has existen-
tial pronouns specified for a plural presupposed set that occur in the
DP-partitive construction. The pronouns enginn [no], hver [which],
einhver [some], neinn [negation-dependent any] and nokkur
[question-dependent any] are specified for uncountable and countable
plural of the presupposed set. So are sumur [some] and viss [certain],
but their singular form is only compatible with an uncountable pre-
supposed set. The pronoun hinn [the other of two, the rest of many]
is compatible with both dual and plural of the presupposed set. There
are also pronouns specified only for one number of the presupposed
set: annar [one of two]!2, hvorugur [neither] and hvor [which of two]
are specified for dual, and margir, fdgir [many, few] and the numer-
als for plural. There is a great deal of variation between different
pronouns. Judgements sometimes vary, and different choice of noun
and context changes the judgements, but I think the following is a
fair generalisation.!3

(13) Pseudo- DP- PP- Genitival
partitive partitive partitive partitive
a sum mjélk *sum mj6lkin  *sum af mj6lkinni *sum mjélkurinnar
some milk some milk-the  some of milk-the some milk-the-GEN
b *hvorugur bill hvorugur billinn hvorugur af bilunum  hvorugur bflanna
neither car neither car-the  neither of cars-the neither cars-the-GEN
¢ einn bill einn billinn einn af bflunum einn bilanna
one car one car-the one of cars-the one cars-the GEN
d einhver bill *einhver billinn einhver af bilunum einhver bflanna
some car some car-the some of cars-the some cars-the-GEN

Note that some of the pronouns specified for a countable plural pre-
supposed set, cf. (13c) above, may be part of the DP-partitive,
whereas others cannot. According to Sigurdsson (1993), morpho-
logical plural is better than singular in the DP-partitive construction
with some pronouns (einkhver belongs to this group).

Icelandic may (like Swedish) use non-agreeing pronoun, like
mikid, litid [much, little] in the pseudopartitive construction, but
then there must be a preposition af [of].

(14)  mikid af jardaberjum
much of strawberries

12 The pronoun gnnar has also two other meanings. It can mean 'another one' (than
the one of interest in the discourse) or 'second'. In these two meanings I consider it a
to be an adjective. .

13 1t is useful to compare the data given by Jénsd6ttir (1991) and Sigurdsson (1993).
Most of the Icelandic data given here are the result of long discussions with Halldér
Armann Sigurdsson during the autumn of 1991. He should not be blamed for any
mistakes.
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As should be clear from the presentation above, quantifying
pronouns often have their own individual pattern of allowing the dif-
ferent quantifying constructions. However, some generalisations can
be made. In both Swedish and Icelandic, the following holds.

—Pronouns specified for a singular or dual presupposed set are al-
lowed in the DP-partitive construction, but disallowed in pseu-
dopartitives.

~Universal pronouns are normally disallowed in the PP- and geni-
tival partitive constructions.

The main differences between Swedish and Icelandic is that Icelandic
(but not Swedish) allows existential pronouns specified for a plural
presupposed set to appear in the DP-partitive. Furthermore Icelandic
has the genitival partitive, which is lacking in Swedish.

We will now turn to an analysis of the different quantifying
constructions presented above. The structure of the pseudopartitive
construction is normally considered unproblematic (this also goes
for the PP-partitive construction to some extent). The other con-
structions have been shown little interest in previous research.

6.1.2. Pseudopartitive Pronominal Constructions

Indefinite pronouns have the same function as definite determmers
since they always make a noun phrase licit in argumental position.
An ordinary pseudopartitive noun phrase containing an indefinite
pronoun and a bare noun seems straightforward to analyse. The in-
definite pronoun will be generated in D and the noun in N, as de-
picted in (15) below.

(15)
/DP\
xe B
D /NP\
S
| T
en/nagon bil
one/some car
manga/tva bilar
many/two cars

The agreement between D and N is accounted for in the usual way,
by percolation of ¢-features. In cases like (15), I assume that both N
and D contains a [+count] feature. As a feature in the head of DP it
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makes the whole phrase countable. The feature may also be specified
[—count]. The feature in D can be licensed by a lexical pronoun like
en/ndgon that is [+count] or by [-count] pronouns, for instance all or
mycken [all or much] or the partitive article which is overt in
Northern Swedish but null in the other Scandinavian languages (cf.
section 2.3). As we proceed, we will see that the [tcount] feature in
D can also be licensed by spec-head agreement with a quantifying
noun phrase (see further section 6.2.2).

The problematic pseudopartitive constructions are the ones with
non-agreeing pronouns. When the pronoun has the default form and
the noun has an inflected form, like in (16), it is not entirely clear
that the structure in (15) is optimal.

(16) mycket mj6lk/potatis/mordtter
much-neuter.sg milk-uter/carrots-uter.pl/potato-uter.sg

It could be argued that the non-agreeing pronoun expresses the de-
fault form, and that this form actually represents agreement with un-
countables, since predicative adjectives often show this default form
with uncountable subjects (compare examples (56)-(57) of chapter
2). However, if the non-agreeing pronoun in (16) were to be
generated in D, it would be the head of the whole noun phrase, and
we would expect it to trigger agreement on a predicative adjec-
tive/participle, but this is not borne out.

(17)  Vid rdnet blev mycket pengar ?7stulet/stulna
At robbery-the was much money stolen
[neuter.sgj[uter.pl] [*neuter.sg]/[pl]

A possible analysis of phrases like the one in (16) compatible
with the agreement data in (17) would be to have the pronoun gener-
ated (as a maximal phrase) in the specifier of NP, and to raise it to
SpecDP.

(18)
Dp
/\
XP D'
/\
D NP

mycket; [-count] t;  mordtter
much carrots
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In (18) the pronoun mycket must move to SpecDP in order to enter
into a spec-head relation with the [-count] feature in D. I assume that
a quantifying element like mycket must raise to SpecDP, in roughly
the same way as wh-elements must raise to SpecCP in the clause.
This analysis will be able to account for the agreement with the
quantified noun (cf. (17) above), but it is not obvious that it explains
anything else. I will leave the question for further research.4

6.1.3. Partitive Pronominal Constructions

Different pronouns have different possibilities of occurring in the
three partitive constructions. In the PP-partitive and the genitival
partitive, we have clear indications that the quantified noun phrase is
dependent (it is embedded in a PP or assigned genitival Case). In the
DP-partitive, it is much less clear which element constitutes the head
of the expression. I assume that the latter construction has the same
structure as the other two, and that the three constructions represent
different ways for the quantified noun phrase to receive Case. In the
genitival partitive, the quantified phrase is assigned case by the pro-
noun, in the PP-partitive a preposition is inserted to assign case, and
in the DP-partitive there is Case percolation from the pronoun.

Let us begin by making some structural generalisations about
the DP-partitive construction in Icelandic, where it is most frequent-
ly used. First, the pronouns that allow a noun with the suffixed def-
inite article normally also allow a full DP. The pronouns that do not
allow a noun with the suffixed article do not allow a full DP.

(19) allir strdkarnir / allir pessir strdkar
all boys-the  all these boys
sumar stelpurnar / sumar pessar stelpur
some-pl girls some-pl these girls
(20) *einhver billinn / *einhver bessi bill
some-sg car-the some-sg. this car
*nokkrir bilarnir / *nokkrir pessir bilar
several cars-the  several these cars

14 The pseudopartitive constructions with non-agreeing pronouns and a PP (found in
Icelandic and marginally also in Swedish; compare (10) and (14) above) would
probably have to be given another analysis. In Swedish, these constructions become
even more marginal in subject position, but it is quite clear that the quantified noun
controls agreement.
(i) mycket med grejer hade blivit *stulet/?stulna
much-neuter.sg with stuff-pl had been stolen [neuter.sg | pl]

In Icelandic, the verb and a participle may have either quantifier or mass agreement
(cf. (i) and (ii) respectively). Normative grammarians recommend the form with
quantifier agreement, that is (iii).

(i) mikid af jardaberjum var horfid (ii) mikid af jardaberjum voru horfin
much of strawberries was disappeared much of strawberries were disappeared
[neuter.sg] [neuter.pl]  [neuter.sg] [neuter.sg] [neuter.pl] [neuter.pl]
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The examples above indicate that the pronouns do not select a special
form of the noun, but a certain kind of phrase, in (19) a DP.

Second, constructions with both a possessive pronoun and a
quantifier show that the pronoun selects DP. A pronoun like
hvorugur [neither] is only compatible with a noun with the suffixed
article, but not with a bare noun (compare (13)b above). As we
showed in chapter 5, some relational nouns cannot appear with a
possessive pronoun if they have the suffixed article.

(21)  *hvorugur brédir
hvorugur brédirinn
neither brother(-the)

(22) brédir minn
*brédirinn minn
brother(-the) my

If we combine these two constructions, we find that the form of the
noun is restricted by the possessive pronoun, not by the quantifying
pronoun.

(23) hvorugur brédir minn
neither brother my (neither of my two brothers)
*hvorugur brédirinn minn
neither brother-the my

From (21)-(23) we may conclude that the noun and the possessive
pronoun make up a DP together, and that the quantifying pronoun is
situated outside this DP.

(24) hvorugur [pp brédir minn]
neither brother my

Third, adjectival inflection also indicates that the quantifying
pronoun in a DP-partitive construction is situated outside the DP.
Recall that the strong form of adjectives is used in indefinite noun
phrases, whereas the weak form is used in definite noun phrases. In a
quantifying structure with an indefinite pronoun and a definite noun,
the adjective always takes the weak form, implying that the pronoun
does not affect the form of the adjective.

(25) *hvorugur gamall madurinn
neither old[str] man-the
hvorugur gamli madurinn
neither old{wk] man-the

Thus we would analyse the noun and adjective together in the same
way as we have previously analysed Icelandic definite noun phrases,
i.e. with an empty D-position (cf. the discussion in 4.2).
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(26) hvorugur [pp [p' ¢ [AP gamli [Np madurinn]]]]
neither old[wk] man-the

A last observation about the DP-partitive construction is that
pronouns that are allowed in this construction often appear separated
from the DP. This is normally known as floating quantifier con-
structions in the generative literature. In a language like Swedish,
universal pronouns, like alla, bdda [all, both], which may appear in a
DP-partitive construction may also appear in floating quantifier
constructions.15

(27) Lérarna har alla samlats i kafferummet
Teachers-the have all gathered in coffee-room-the
Bréderna har bada fatt godkint pa provet
Brothers-the have both got approved on exam-the

In Icelandic, there is a similar correlation between the pronouns
that may appear in a DP-partitive construction and pronouns that
may be floated. This is pointed out in Sigurdsson (1993:128f.). Con-
sider his examples in (28)-(29).

(28) margar/einhverjar/allar pessar kenningar
many / some / all  these theories
Pessar kenningar hafa margar/einhverjar/allar verid raddar
These theories have many /some /all been discussed
(29) fjbrar bessar nyju kenningar
four these new theories
*Pessar nyju kenningar hafa fjoérar verid reddar
These new theories have four been discussed

The data presented above imply that the DP-partitive construction is
connected to the floating quantifier construction. I will assume that
the DP-partitive construction represents the D-structure of the
floating quantifier construction.16

In the PP-partitive construction the quantifier may also be
floated, but in the genitival partitive construction it may not. Con-
sider Sigur8sson's examples in (30).

15 For some reason, the universal quantifiers with an uncountable or a countable sin-
gular noun in the presupposed set: all / hela | halva [all-sing. | whole | half] may not
be floated.
(i) *mjolken har all blivit uppdrucken
milk-the has all been up-drunk
(ii) *huset har hela/halva brunnit ner
house-the has wholelhalf burned down
16 There are however exceptions from this generalisation, According to Jénsdottir
(1991), a pronoun like annar [one of two] can occur in a DP-partitive construction,
but it may not be stranded. On the other hand Aver may not be part of a DP-partitive,
but may be stranded. I have no explanation for this behaviour.
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(30) Af bessum nyju kenningar hafa sumar verid reddar.
Of these new theories have some been discussed
*Pessara nyju kenninga hafa sumar verid reddar.
These-GEN new-GEN theories-GEN have some been discussed

In recent analyses of quantifying pronouns, the DP has often
been assumed to be introduced by a functional Q-projection (cf. e.g.
Shlonsky (1991), Valois (1991), Giusti (1992) and Sigurdsson
(1993)). These analyses entail a Q that takes a DP as its complement,

(€2Y)
P
SPEC /Q\
Q DP
SPEC D'
NP
alla dessa bocker
all these books

........ \LJ}A [P 2SRRI I Sorew

may move to the SpecQP derlvmg the postposed position of the
quantifier in this language. Cons1der the structures in (32).

(32) [gp [¢ kol ha-yeladim]] (Hebrew)
all the-boys
[op ha-yeladim; [ kulam t; ]]
the-boys all-them

Furthermore, Shlonsky connects this structure to the floating quanti-
fier construction, illustrated in (33), where the DP moves from the
complement position of QP (through SpecQP) out to the subject po-
sition of the clause (a similar analysis is proposed for Icelandic by
Sigurdsson 1993).

(33) ha-yeladim; axlu {gp ti [o'kulam t; ] lexem
the-boys  ate all-them bread

Shlonsky argues that all the examples in (32)-(33) have the same D-
structure. The floating quantifier construction is then seen as strand-
ing of the quantifier. The analysis has several advantages, but never-
theless it meets with certain problems.
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Shlonsky's analysis creates a redundancy, since all noun phrases
may now be either DPs or QPs. All categories selecting noun phrases
must now have two alternative specifications. Maybe we could live
with such a redundancy, but there are also other drawbacks with the
analysis. First, if Q is a functional category, floating quantifier con-
structions will be seen as stranding of the Q-projection. This would
go against the observation made by Abney that functional categories
are never stranded (see section 3.1; cf. also the discussion in section
3.5). Second, some of the elements that appear in Q may take either
an agreeing DP or a genitive DP. Thus it seems as if the pronoun in
Q does assign Case to the complement. Recall that in 3.5. we made
the generalisation that functional categories do not assign Case to
their complements. A last possible problem is that quantifying ele-
ments are very often used independently without a lexical noun. This
would probably have to be described as an intransitive Q having no
DP-complement. However, functional categories are otherwise al-
ways transitive. To avoid these problems with the QP-analysis, an
alternative analysis would be to generate quantifiers in partitive
constructions as lexical heads in N.17

Quantifying pronouns have several properties that suggest that
they are lexical (rather than functional) heads. They can be stranded,
they assign case and they seem to appear as intransitives. For the
sake of argument, let us assume that quantifying pronouns are
generated in N and raised to D, to license the D-position, and that
they take a DP complement. This assumption is outlined in (34).

(34)
D'
SPEC N’
N /DP\
SPEC /D\
i Dl
sumarj ti bzekurj-nar tj
some books-the
sumarj ti bdkaj-nna t;
some books-the-GEN

17 Personal pronouns are often given a similar analysis; they are assumed to be in-
trangitive D:s. I assume that they are either Ns or transitive Ds. See the discussion in in
subsection section 3.5.3.
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The same structure could be assigned to PP-partitives except for the
difference that the N selects a PP instead of a DP,

The analysis proposed in (34) solves some of the problems
raised above. All noun phrases (quantified or not) will now be DPs.
Quantifying pronouns are now lexical heads, and they may assign
case, be stranded and be intransitive.18

Note that the agreement facts point to the pronoun as the head
in the PP-partitive and the genitival partitive construction. Recall
that the element that triggers agreement was assumed to be the head
of the phrase.

(35) en av broderna har blivit flintskallig/*flintskalliga  (Swedish)
one of boys-the has become bald-headed-sg./*pl

einn af bredrunum var barinn / *voru bardir (Icelandic)
one of brothers-the was beaten-sg. / *were beaten-pl.
einn braedranna var barinn / *voru bardir (Icelandic)

one brothers-the-GEN was beaten-sg. / *were beaten-pl.

However, the analysis in (34) creates a new problem. In the DP-
partitive construction, the pronoun and the DP share all features, and
we would expect that this is a result of percolation from N to DP.
This would however mean that a DP receives Case by percolation,
which we would not expect, since DPs should be assigned Case (cf.
subsection 3.5.2). In fact we would not expect any language to have
both case-assignment and case inheritance in the same construction.
Thus Icelandic, with both DP-partitives and genitival partitives, is a
paradox. A language should simply not allow both. I will leave the
question for further research.

6.2. Phrasal Quantification

In Scandinavian, there are two constructions, where a phrase (a DP)
quantifies over a noun. As with pronominal quantification, phrasal
quantifiers can be part of a partitive or a pseudopartitive construc-

18 As we mentioned in section 4.3 the Standard Swedish demonstrative
dennaldettaldessa [this uter! neuter/plural] has several special properties. One of them
is that it appears in front of the D-position.
(i)  detta det #ldsta huset i Malmd
this the oldest house-the in Malmé
(i) dessa mina minga bdcker
these my many books
The property to appear in front of the D-position is reminiscent of the behaviour of
quantifying pronouns. I assume that Swedish denna may be used in the same manner
as quantifying pronouns. However it differs from other quantifying pronouns in that
it may be preceded by another quantifying pronoun.
(iii) alla dessa de #ldsta husen i Genua
all these the oldest houses-the in Genua
This might be because the demonstrative is underspecified for the number of presup-
posed set and thus compatible with any other quantifier taking a DP.
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tion, which are distinguished by the definiteness of the quantified
noun or noun phrase. Consider the Swedish examples in (36)-(37).

(36) Partitive construction:
ett antal av dpplena
a number of apples-the
en liter av mjdlken
a liter of milk-the
(37) Pseudopartitive construction
en grupp ungdomar
a group youngsters
en l4da (med) #pplen
a box (with) apples

The difference between the construction above is that the genuine
partitive construction in (36) has a definite quantified noun, whereas
the pseudopartitive in (37) has an indefinite one. Another difference
in the Swedish examples is of course the preposition. In Swedish the
preposition av [of] is always used in genuine partitive constructions,
whereas the pseudopartitive construction optionally uses the
preposition med [with] in many cases, especially in spoken
language.1?

In Icelandic, both constructions require the preposition af [of],
as shown in (38) below.

(38) eitt kil af pessu smjori (Icelandic)
a/one kilo of this butter
eitt kil af smjori
a/one kilo (of) butter

Faroese behaves like Icelandic, but in the pseudopartitive construc-
tion either of the prepositions vid [with] and af [of] may be used.

(39) eitt kilo av smgrinum (Faroese)
a/one kilo of butter-the
eitt glas av brennivini / ein flgska vid mj6lk
a glass of vodka /  a bottle with milk

In this section, I will concentrate on the Mainland Scandinavian
pseudopartitive construction (cf. (37) above), where it is particularly

19 Sometimes the preposition av [of] may be used in pseudopartitive constructions:
en grupp av ungdomar [a group of youngsters], mdngder av snd [lots of snow].
Semantically partitive are also phrases like the ones in (i)-(ii). However, they
lack quantificational properties, and I consider them to be instances of relational
nouns with possessors.
(i)  benet pa kalven (ii) insidan av flaskan
leg-the on calf-the inside-the of bottle-the
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hard to decide which noun is the head.20 Such constructions are am-
biguous in several ways. Semantically, a phrase like en flaska vin [a
bottle (of) wine] may be the object both of verbs that typically take
bottles and of verbs that typically take liquids as their objects.

(40) Jag krossade/drack en flaska vin
1 broke/drank a bottle wine

Likewise, the agreement facts for pseudopartitive constructions
are often ambiguous. Mainland Scandinavian lacks subject-verb
agreement, but predicative adjectives and participles agree with the
subject in number, (in singular they also agree in gender). In many
cases the predicative may agree with either of the noun phrases in a
pseudopartitive construction. When it agrees with the quantifying
(the first) noun I will talk about quantifier agreement, and when it
agrees with the quantified (the second) noun, I will talk about mass
agreement. Consider the example in (41), where both quantifier and
mass agreement are possible. Since the verb never agrees, I will al-
ways translate the finite verb with the English singular.

(41) en lada dpplen har blivit stulen/stulna
a box apples has been stolen
[uter.sg] [neuterpl] [uter.sg/pl]

In the Modern Mainland Scandinavian languages, there is nor-
mally no morphological marking in pseudopartitive constructions,
but in Old Scandinavian there was.2! One of the nouns could take ge-
nitive, and we would then assume that the non-genitive part of the
phrase would be the head. However, genitive morphology is some-
times found on the quantifier and sometimes on the quantified noun,
as the phrases in (42) show (see further Schwartz 1878:123ff.).

20 An investigation of the properties of the pseudopartitive construction in Northern
Swedish would of course be relevant to the issues discussed here (compare the prelim-
inary data given in subsection 2.3.2, where a partitive article is sometimes used). I
have, however, not been able to conduct such an investigation. This is partly due to
the fact that agreement is poor in this dialect. Predicative agreement is missing with
participles, which are the most natural predicatives with pseudopartitive constructions.
Furthermore, predicative adjectives have only two distinct forms, one in uter singular
and in plural and the other in neuter singular.
21 In Modem Icelandic genitive may be used in certain relations. A quantifying noun
phrase may often be genitive, and the quantified noun or noun phrase is possible in
genitive, at least with quantifying nouns like hopur [crowd] that normally take a
countable quantified noun as its complement.

In Mainland Scandinavian, there are sometimes quantifying nouns which seem
to have a genitival ending, as illustrated in (i) below.

(i)  hundratals ménniskor

hundred-number’s people ‘hundreds of people’

The construction is not productive; for instance, tiotals [ten-number’s] is not possible.
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(42) fiure pyni korns (0Old Swedish)
four barrels grain-GEN
prigiz pyniz gle
three-GEN barrels-GEN beer

The semantic, syntactic and morphological ambiguity of Main-
land Scandinavian pseudopartitives seems to call for two different
structures. It will be the main aim of this section to give a structural
analysis of the two possibilities in Mainland Scandinavian, and to
analyse the special properties of these choices.?2

Recall from the introduction of this chapter that I assume predi-
cative agreement to be triggered by the heads D and N, but never by
specifiers or complements of N. As a consequence quantifier agree-
ment will be taken as evidence for generating the quantifier in N,
whereas mass agreement will be taken as evidence for generating the
quantified noun in N, and the quantifier will then be assumed to be
generated in SpecNP.

In the first subsection (6.2.1) I will discuss different quantifying
nouns in Swedish, claiming that they may be classified into two
groups with different syntactic behaviour. I will then turn to the ba-
sic structural proposal for pseudopartitive constructions (subsection
6.2.2), and in 6.2.3, I show that several of the differences between
the two types of quantifying nouns fall out from the analysis. Then,
in subsection 6.2.4, I turn to some observations about countability in
the pseudopartitive construction, and in 6.2.5, I discuss the be-
haviour of definite quantifiers in the pseudopartitive construction.
Last, I give turn to the genuine partitive construction in 6.2.6.23

6.2.1. Quantifying Nouns

In this subsection, I will claim that quantifying nouns may be classi-
fied into two different groups. The first group is constituted by
nouns prototypically used as quantifiers, like antal, dussin, kilo, liter
[number, dozen, kilo, liter], whereas the second one includes ordi-
nary nouns that are temporarily used as quantifiers, like flaska, ldda,
bunt, hop [bottle, box, bunch, crowd]. 1 will call the first type gen-
uine quantifiers and the second type pseudoquantifiers. These
two types of nouns differ syntactically in several respects.

22 Traditional Swedish grammarians have often tried to attribute one structure to all
pseudopartitive constructions, and hence they have been forced to include many ex-
ceptions in their analyses (cf. e.g. Komer 1933). Others have explicitly assumed two
alternative structures (cf. e.g. Teleman 1969:26).

23 Much of the data and analyses presented in this section have already been pub-
lished in Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax, (Delsing 1991b). There are how-
ever some differences. In particular, this section does not assume any Q-projection.
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First, genuine quantifiers may not normally be part of a pseu-
dopartitive construction with a med- (with-) phrase, whereas this is
normally possible with pseudoquantifiers.

(43) *ett antal/flertal med méinniskor
a number/majority with people
2%ett dussin/tjog med &dgg
a dozen/score with eggs
?%en liter/ett kilo med jordgubbar
a liter/a kilo with strawberries

(44) en grupp/hop med ungdomar
a group/crowd with youngsters
en bukett/ett fing med blommor
a bouquet/an armful with flowers
en lada/flaska med vin
a box/bottle with wine

Second, genuine quantifiers do not take the normal plural end-
ing in pseudopartitive constructions, whereas pseudoquantifiers do.
Many of the genuine quantifiers are uncountable or neuter, and such
nouns do not normally have a plural ending in Swedish. However,
uter nouns and neuter ones ending in a vowel should have plural
morphology. In pseudopartitive constructions they do not.24

(45) tva liter/*litrar vin
two liter/liters wine
fyra kilo/*kilon smér
- four kilo/kilos butter
fem meter/*metrar ylletyg
five meter/meters woollen cloth
(46) tva *grupp/grupper ungdomar
two group/groups youngsters
fyra *bukett/buketter blommor
four bouquet/bouquets flowers
fem *flaska/flaskor vin
five bottle/bottles wine

Third, genuine quantifiers are very hard to compound with the
noun that they quantify, whereas pseudoquantifiers are normally
easy to compound in this way.?

24 These genuine quantifiers may only take the plural form when they are used as
ordinary nouns without a quantified noun (or when the they are definite, cf. 6.2.5.)
(i)  hon har gitt ned fyra kilon
she has gone down four kilos [=lost four kilos]
(i) han orkade inte springa de sista kilometrarna
he managed not run the last kilometers-the
(iii) hon hillde ut de sista decilitrarna
she poured out the last deciliters-the
25 The compound does not have exactly the same meaning as the pseudopartitive
construction, though. The pseudopartitive en flaska vin [a bottle wine] entails that
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47)

(48)

*ett turistantal, *ett minniskoflertal
a touristnumber, a peoplemajority
?7%ett tallriksdussin, *ett dggtjog
a platedozen, an eggscore

*en vinliter, *en tygmeter

a wineliter, a clothmeter

en turistgrupp, en minniskohop

a touristgroup, a peoplecrowd

en blombukett, ett blom(ster)fang
a flowerbouquet, a flowerarmful
en vinflaska, en vinlidda

a winebottle, a winebox

Fourth, an attributive adjective of the pseudoquantifier may oc-
casionally qualify both the quantifier and the mass noun, in the sense
that a good cup of coffee entails that the coffee, or the whole cup of
coffee, is good. This seems to be impossible with genuine quantifi-
ers. The difference is most obvious if the quantified noun has an at-
tributive adjective of its own that contradicts the first adjective. Con-
structions with genuine quantifiers are fine, whereas constructions
with pseudoquantifiers sound like contradictions (indicated by %).

(49)

(50)

ett imponerande antal (futtiga) detaljer

an imposing number futile details

en lang rad (korta) yttranden

a Jong row short utterances

en god kopp (%daligt) kaffe

a good cup bad coffee

en kompetent samling (%odugliga) jurister
a competent assembly incompetent lawyers

Fifth, genuine quantifiers seem to be incompatible with a pos-
sessor phrase, whereas pseudoquantifiers are not.

6D

(52)

*Kalles antal/flertal bocker
Kalle's number/majority books
?7Pelles dussin/tjog kriftor
Pelle's dozen/score crayfish
7?0lles kilo/liter jordgubbar
Olle's kilo/liter strawberries
Kalles grupp/hop studenter
Kalle's group/crowd students
Pelles bukett/fang blommor
Pelle's bouquet/armful flowers
Olles flaska/lada vin

Olle's bottle/box wine

there is wine in the bottle, whereas the compound en vinflaska [a wine bottle] can de-
note an empty bottle suited for wine.
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Sixth, genuine quantifiers may quantify overanother quantifier,
whereas pseudoquantifiers may not. A genuine quantifier may quan-
tify a pseudoquantifier or marginally another genuine quantifier.26

(53) ett antal/flertal flaskor vin
a number/more-number bottles wine
??ett dussin/tjog lador kriftor
a dozen/score boxes crayfish
(54) *ett fang buketter blommor
an armful bouquets flowers
*en 1ada flaskor vin
a box bottles wine

Phrases like the ones in (54) are easy to interpret, but they are not
grammatical.

There are obviously several differences between genuine quan-
tifiers and pseudoquantifiers. However some of the quantifiers seem
to be ambiguous between the groups. This ambiguity seems to be
connected to whether the quantifiers are countable themselves, and
whether they take countable quantified nouns. The genuine quanti-
fiers are inherently specified for the feature [+count] of the quanti-
fied noun, whereas it is more doubtful whether pseudoquantifiers
are. Some of them normally take a countable (plural) noun, whereas
most of them normally take uncountable nouns. We will return to
this question in section 6.2.4. To give a proper classification of
quantifying nouns, we will have to consider countability, both with

regard to the quantifier and to the quantified noun. 27

(55) Genuine uncountable quantifiers requiring:
[+count] nouns: antal, fatal [number, few-number]
[—count] nouns: méingd, massa, summa [amount, mass, sum]
Genuine countable quantifiers requiring:
[+count] nouns: stycken, par, dussin [piece, pair, dozen]
[—count] nouns: kilo, liter, meter
Pseudoquantifiers (all countable) requiring:
[+count] nouns: grupp, hop, gédng [group, crowd, gang]
[~count] nouns: flaska, ldda, bunt [bottle, box, bunch]

Below we will see that these three types of quantifying nouns behave
differently in the pseudopartitive construction. We will also see that
pseudoquantifiers behave in two ways, depending on whether they

26 Ladrup (1989:85) states that quantifier recursion is nearly ungrammatical in Nor-
wegian, giving examples with what I call psedoquantifiers. In a footnote he notes that
some examples are good, this time with (what I have called) a genuine quantifier.

27 Note that countability of the quantifier must be kept apart from the countability
that it requires for the quantified noun. A quantifier like antal [number] is in itself
uncountable, whereas it requires the quantified noun to be countable. The opposite is
true about most pseudoquantifiers, e.g. flaska, ldda [bottle, box].
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appear with unambiguous [—count] nouns or with nouns that can be
interpreted as [+count].

Some genuine countable quantifiers, like liter or kilo may
sometimes be interpreted as pseudoquantifiers, i.e. as 'liter-bottle' or
'kilo-package'. On the other hand pseudoquantifiers may be inter-
preted as genuine quantifiers if they denote an appropriate measure
for the quantified noun. This is especially probable with container
nouns that are standardly used to measure an item denoted by a mass
noun, e.g. flaska [bottle] may be interpreted as a genuine quantifier
for wine, especially if wine is normally sold and drunk in bottles of
a particular size.

In the following subsections, I will show that the distinction be-
tween genuine quantifiers and pseudoquantifiers is important for the
interpretation and syntactic behaviour of pseudopartitive construc-
tions, although I will not be able to account for all of the differences.

6.2.2. Pseudopartitives with Indefinite Quantifiers

Here I am going to present the basic structural proposal for pseu-
dopartitive construction. The proposal is based on indefinite quanti-
fiers; definite quantifiers are discussed separately in 6.2.5. As men-
tioned above pseudopartitive constructions in Mainland Scandinavian
may often appear with either quantifier agreement or mass agree-
ment. A wide range of factors affect the choice of agreement, and
judgements often vary. Here I will address the three main types of
quantifying nouns (presented in (55) above) in turn.

Consider first genuine uncountable quantifiers, such as an-
tal, fdtal, méngd, [number, few-number, amount]. These quantifiers
never trigger agreement; the pseudopartitive construction always ap-
pears with mass agreement, i.e. the predicative agrees with the quan-
tified noun. Consider the examples in (56).

(56) Genuine uncountable quantifiers:
Nyligen har ett antal rika turister blivit *rdnat/rdnade
Recently has a number rich tourists been robbed
[neuter.sg] [uterpl] [*neuter/pl]
Nyligen har en mingd dyra bdcker blivit *stulen/stulna
Recently has an amount expensive books been stolen
[uter.sg] [uter.pl] [*uter.sg/pl]

I take the fact that the quantifiers in (56) do not trigger agreement to
indicate that they are generated in a specifier position. They are al-
ways DPs, and thus we assume that they are arguments (compare the
discussion in chapter 2). I claim that they are base generated in the
specifier of NP. Nevertheless, it seems as if the S-structure position
of these quantifiers is SpecDP, since they always precede attributive
adjectives. Therefore I will assume that the quantifier moves out to
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SpecDP. As for pronominal quantification, I assume that D and N
hosts a [+count] feature. The feature in D can be licensed if an ap-
propriate quantifier is moved to SpecDP, entering into a spec-head
relation with D. Such a quantifier must be inherently specified for
countability of the quantified noun. Hence, the proposed structure
for quantified noun phrases like those in (56) will be as in (87).28

(57
DP
SPEC D’
i /AP\
A’ NP
SPEC N’
i ’ 1 T
ett antalj [+count] rika ti turister
a number rich tourists
en méngdj [-count] dyra ti  bocker
an amount expensive books

Consider next pseudopartitive constructions with genuine

countable quantifiers. These constructions normally prefer mass
agreement to quantifier agreement, as illustrated in (58).

(58) Genuine countable quantifiers
Igér blev ett dussin kriftor ??uppitet/uppiétna
yesterday was a dozen crayfishes eaten
[neut.sg] [uter.pl] [??neut.sg/pl]
Dessutom blev ett kilo dpplen ??stulet/stulna
Besides was a kilo apples stolen
[neut.sg] [neut.pl] [?7neut.sg/pl]

Recall the assumption that a quantifying noun that triggers agree-
ment is generated in the N-position, whereas a quantifying noun that
does not trigger agreement is generated in SpecNP. Then, the data in
(58) indicate that genuine countable quantifiers behave very much
like the corresponding uncountable quantifiers (exemplified in (56)
above). Basically they are interpreted as if they were generated in
SpecNP. However, it seems as if pseudopartitive constructions with

28 1 also assume that the feature [£count] in DO requires to be licensed. As mentioned
in 6.1.2. above, this may be done by spec-head agreement or by lexicalising the fea-
ture with a pronoun or article. It is also conceivable that a noun or a pronoun in N
may lexicalise the feature by head-to-head-movement to D (sec subsection 6.2.4)
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this kind of quantifiers may marginally trigger quantifier agreement,
i.e. they may marginally be interpreted as if they were generated in
N. The unmarked mass agreement would be analysed as in (59)a,
whereas the more marked cases where we find quantifier agreement
would be analysed as in (5§9)b.

(59
DP
SPEC /D'\
D NP
SPEC /N'\
I\ll XP
I
a ett dussinj[+count] tj  kriftor
a dozen crayfish
b ett dussin kriftor
a dozen crayfish

The different choices of agreement in (58) affect the interpretation.
In the examples with mass agreement (analysed as in (59)a), the
quantifier is interpreted as a measure. On the other hand, in the ex-
amples with quantifier agreement (analysed as in (59)b), the quanti-
fier is interpreted as container: a 'dozen package' or a 'kilo package'.

Consider next pseudopartitive constructions with pseudoquan-
tifiers. These constructions seem to be equally good with the two
different sorts of agreement (quantifier and mass agreement), as il-
lustrated in (60) below.29

(60) Pseudoquantifiers:
I Oslo blev en grupp pensiondrer ?ranad/rénade
In Oslo was a group pensioners robbed
[uter.sg] [uterpl] [uter.sg/pi]
Under tiden  blev en lada dpplen stulen/stulna
In the mean time was abox apples stolen
[uter.sg] [neuter.pl] [uter.sg/pl]

29 1t is a bit harder to get quantifier agreement with pseudoquantifiers like grupp or
hop [group, crowd], than with other pseudoquantifiers. As pointed out to me by Lena
Ekberg, this might be connected to the fact that the former are made up of their
quantified noun, and would not exist without them. Pseudoquantifiers like ldda,
flaska [box, bottle] on the other hand, exist even without their quantified noun. In
other words a box may be stolen even if it is empty, but a group must be a group of
something before it can be robbed.
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Contrary to the situation with genuine quantifiers (illustrated in (56)
and (58) above, pseudopartitives with pseudoquantifiers (illustrated
in (60)) seem to be equally good with quantifier agreement and mass
agreement. This is probably connected to the semantic ambiguity of
the quantifiers. The pseudoquantifier may be interpreted either as a
measure noun and hence in a way similar to genuine quantifiers, in
which case it is generated in SpecNP. It may also be interpreted as a
container noun and then it will be generated in N, taking the
quantified noun as its complement. The pseudopartitive constructions
in (60) may then be assigned either the structure in (61a) or the one
in (61b).

(61)
Dp
SPEC D’
D NP
SPEC /N\
' ] i
I
a en lada; [+count] tj &dpplen
a box apples
b en lada dpplen
a box apples

Notice that we should treat the quantified noun in a structure like
(61)b as an NP. This position seems to lack a D-projection, and all
nouns in this position seem to be interpreted as [—-count] (see further
6.2.4 below). If the complement of N could be a DP we would as-
sume that there could be an overt quantifying pronoun, inherently
marked for countability, but this is impossible (compare Lgdrup
1989:84 for the same observation for Norwegian).

(62) *en ldda manga/mycket pplen
a box many/much apples

(63) *en grupp femton/ndgra ungdomar
a group fifteen/some youngsters

The main result of this subsection is that I have assigned phrasal
pseudopartitive constructions two different structures. The proposed
analysis will give a plausible explanation both to the semantic inter-
pretation of pseudopartitives in Mainland Scandinavian and to the
agreement variation in these constructions. Normally, a genuine
quantifier is generated in SpecNP and raised to SpecDP. The quanti-
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fied noun is generated in N and its gender and number features per-
colates up to D, the head of the phrase. Thus the quantified noun
triggers agreement. Pseudoquantifiers, on the other hand, may either
be generated in SpecNP (like genuine quantifiers), or they may be
generated in N and the quantified noun in the complement of N. In
the latter cases the quantifier triggers agreement.

It seems as if all quantifiers that are generated in SpecNP are
interpreted as measure nouns, whereas the ones that are generated in
N are interpreted as container nouns. In constructions with pseudo-
quantifiers generated in N, I assume that Case percolates to the com-
plement NP, AP or DegP. This is in accordance with the Percolation
Principle stated in section 3.5; those categories should receive Case
by percolation.

In the following sections, we will look at the consequences of
this structural proposal, and we will discuss in some more detail the
countability restrictions of quantified nouns and the behaviour of
definite quantifiers.

6.2.3. Consequences

The analysis elaborated above gives a clue to several of the differ-
ences between genuine quantifiers and pseudoquantifiers. Here I will
point out some of them.

A first fact that falls out from my analysis is the different pos-
sibilities of compounding the quantified noun with the quantifying
noun, illustrated in (47) and (48) above. If these compounds are gen-
erated in the syntax as a result of incorporation (in the sense of
Baker 1988), we would expect complements to compound with their
head, whereas a head would not compound with its specifier. This is
exactly what we find. Pseudoquantifiers take their quantified nouns
as complements, and they may compound with them. Genuine quan-
tifiers are specifiers of their quantified noun, and they may not com-
pound.30

The difference with regard to scope of adjectives (illustrated in
(49) and (50) above) is also straightforward, if we assume that an
adjective takes everything that it m-commands in its scope (cf. May
1985:34). Consider the structure in (64).

30 Other lexical categories, like derived nominals, verbs and adjectives are often
compounded with their complement, whereas cases where they are compounded with
unambiguous specifiers are very hard to find.
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(64)

Dp
SPEC /D\
! /AP\
A’ NP
SPEC N'
] l I T
a  en ldng rad[+count] korta  tj yttranden
a Iong row short utterances
en god kopp kaffe
a good cup coffee

In (64)a, the genuine quantifier projects a DP, which is in a specifier
position, The adjective ldng [long] is embedded within that DP, and
thus it does not m-command anything else than the quantifier rad
[row]. In (64)b on the other hand, the pseudoquantifier is generated
in the basic N position. The adjective god [good] will then m-com-
mand both the pseudoquantifier and its complement, that is the
quantified noun.

The difference with regard to possessor phrases (illusiraied in
(51) and (52) above) is straightforward, as well. Recall from chapter
5 that all prenominal possessive DPs in Mainland Scandinavian are
moved to SpecDP in order to receive Case. Here we have assumed
that a DP containing a genuine quantifier phrase must also move to
SpecDP. The reason that the two types of phrases cannot co-occur is
that they compete for the same S-structure position.

With regard to the possibility of having doubly quantified noun
phrases (compare (53)-(54) above), my analysis does not explain
why this is only possible with a genuine quantifier as the first noun.
However the analysis gives the correct agreement facts. Since the
first quantifier is a genuine quantifier, we expect it to be generated
in SpecNP, we further expect the second quantifier to be generated
in N. Thus the second noun should control agreement. This is borne
out.

(65) Nyligen har ett flertal 1ador/liter vin blivit stulna/*stulet
Recently have a majority boxes/liter wine been stolen
[neut.sg] [uter.pl] [neut.sg] (pll/*[neut.sg]

Furthermore the proposed description enables us to give a rea-
sonable analysis of the Old Swedish pseudopartitive constructions,
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where either of the nouns may be genitive (compare (42) above).
The Old Swedish facts seem to be fully compatible with the analysis
presented above. Normally words that correspond to genuine quan-
tifiers, especially measure nouns, are genitive, whereas pseudoquan-
tifiers are not, and then the mass noun turns up in genitive.

(66) priggia famna wargha nzt (Old Swedish)
three-GEN fathoms-GEN wolf net
halfwan span corns
half bucket grain-GEN

The structure proposed here predicts that we would find double
quantifier constructions with two genitives in Old Swedish, similar
to the examples in (65), where the first quantifier and the quantified
noun would both be assigned genitive. However, genitive disappear-
ed early in Old Swedish, and the examples rare (cf. Delsing 1991a).
To the best of my knowledge, there are no Old Swedish examples
with two genitives simultaneously. Modem Icelandic, however, has
retained both genitives (at least with some pseudoquantifiers), and
here the prediction is borne out. Consider the example in (67).

(67)
Dp
SPEC //D'\
D NP
SPEC N'
I\|I XP
I
tin mannaj [+count] ti  hopur strédka og stelpna
ten people crowd boys and girls
[GEN] [NOM] [GEN]

In (67) we have one genuine quantifier expressing the size of the
crowd, a pseudoquantifier as the head noun, and a quantified noun as
the complement of that head.

6.2.4. Countability in Pseudopartitives

In this subsection, I will further discuss the countability restrictions
of the quantified noun in pseudopartitive constructions. First, it
should be noted that the examples that I gave of pseudoquantifiers in
subsection 6.2.2 all had plural quantified nouns. Recall from section
2.3 that plural is often ambiguous between a countable and an un-
countable reading. If we look at examples where we have a pseudo-
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quantifier with a quantified noun that is unambiguously uncountable,
such as vin [wine] or mjolk [milk], we find that such constructions
always show quantifier agreement and never mass agreement.

(68) Nyligen har en 1ada vin blivit stulen/*stulet
Recently has a box wine been stolen
[uter.sg] [neuter.sg] [uter.sg/*neuter.sg.]
(69) Nyligen har en hela brinnvin blivit stulen/*stulet
Recently has a whole-bottle vodka been stolen
[uter.sg] [neuter.sg] [uter.sg/*neuter.sg.]

Thus it seems as if a pseudoquantifier with an unambiguously un-
countable quantified noun always has the quantifier generated in N
and the quantified noun in the complement of N. In other words, it
seems as the quantified noun must be in the complement of N if it is
uncountable, and that it cannot be generated in N. Before, we ob-
served that genuine quantifiers did not have any problems with an
uncountable noun in N, provided the quantifier was inherently spec-
ified for [~count]. All this suggests that the [+count] feature in D is
assigned the positive value as a default. In order for a [-count] value
to be licit, either D must be lexicalised by a determiner specified [—
count] or in a spec-head relation with a (genuine) quantifier specified
[~count]. This would mean that pseudoquantifiers are underspecified
for this feature. Given that my analysis is on the right track, we have
arrived at two generalisations about countability. The countability
feature in D is assigned [+count] by default, and the complement NP
of N is assigned [-count] by default.

The discussion above predicts that we would interpret the quan-
tified nouns differently in clauses with different types of agreement.
Consider first the case when a pseudoquantifier is generated in
SpecNP and is moved to SpecDP. The [+count] feature in D does
agree with the specifier (since pseudoquantifiers are not inherently
specified for this feature). The feature would then by default be in-
terpreted as [+count]. On the other hand if the pseudoquantifier is
generated in N, and the quantified noun in the complement of N, the
quantified noun will by default be interpreted as [—count]. Thus we
would find this distinction in sentences like the ones in (70).

(70)  Quantifier agreement:
?Igér blev en grupp turister rinad
Yesterday was a group tourists robbed-uter.sg
Igér blev en 1dda dpplen stulen
Yesterday was a box apples stolen-uter.sg
(71) Mass agreement:
Igér blev en grupp turister ranade
Yesterday was a group tourists robbed-pl
Igér blev en 1ada 4pplen stulna
Yesterday was a box apples stolen-pl
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At least to my ear, it is clear that the examples in (70) means that the
tourists were robbed collectively, as a whole, and that the apples are
considered as a mass. In the examples in (71) on the contrary, I in-
terpret the tourists as robbed more individually, and the apples are
also interpreted as individual apples.

I am not able to give a principled account for the different de-
fault values of the [fcount] feature in the two structures.

6.2.5. Pseudopartitives with Definite Quantifiers

Constructions with definite quantifiers behave differently from con-
structions with indefinite quantifiers. It seems as if all definite quan-
tifiers (genuine as well as pseudoquantifiers) are base generated in
the N position. This is, for instance, indicated by the agreement
facts; in Swedish, definite quantifiers normally trigger agreement.
Consider the examples in (72), where one example from each of the
different groups of quantifiers, presented in (55) above, is given.
The first variant denotes quantifier agreement, and the other one
mass agreement.

(72)

a Efter valet blev antalet riksdagsledamoter reducerat/*reducerade

After election-the was number-the members-of-parliament reduced

b P& sidan 16 har tyvirr méngden smor blivit fordubblad/*férdubblat
On page 1 6 has unfortunately amount-the butter been doubled

¢ Diarfor 4r det sista dussinet tallrikar alltid svarsalt/*svarsilda
Therefore is the last dozen-the plates always hard-to-sell

d Dirfor 4r den sista litern vin aldrig lika god/*gott
Therefore is the last liter-the wine never as good

¢ Sedan blev den besvirliga hopen ungdomar arresterad/arresterade
Then was the messy crowd youngsters arrested

f Diérefter blev den undangémda ladan dpplen framtagen/*framtagna

Then was the hidden box apples taken-out

The data in (72) indicate that genuine quantifiers behave as if they
were generated in the N-position, with the possible exception of
pseudopartitives with countable quantified nouns, like in (72)e. This
exception indicates that the nature of definite quantifiers is not fully
understood.3! I will not be able to present an analysis of the proper-

31 There are also other things that are hard to explain with regard to definite quanti-
fiers. Some genuine quantifiers, e.g. massa, stycken may not be definite at all.
Another surprising fact is that genuine uncountable quantifiers, like antal and
mdngd are fine with only the suffixed definite article, whercas other quantifiers nor-
mally require an adjective.
(i)  *kilot smor har blivit salt
kilo-the butter has been sold
(ii)  det sista kilot smor har blivit salt
the last kilo-the butter has been sold
(iii) *1&dan smor stdr i homet
box-the butter stands in corner-the
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ties of all definite quantifiers, I will only show that most of them are
best analysed as elements generated in N. This assumption predicts
that the differences between genuine quantifiers and pseudoquanti-
fiers, which were attributed to the different possibilities of generat-
ing quantifiers either in N or in SpecNP, should be absent with def-
inite quantifiers. This is true for most of them. In the following I
will show that definite genuine quantifiers behave as if they were
generated in N.32

First, my description predicts that quantifiers that may not take
any plural ending in indefinite form (compare (45) and (46) above)
would be able to do so in definite form. This is borne out.

(73)  de sista kilometrarna motorvig
the last kilometers-the highway
de forsta litrarna vin
the first liters-the wine
de sista kilona smér
the last kilos-the butter

Second, quantifiers generated in N are possible to compound
with their complement, i.e. the quantified noun (compare (47)-(48)
above). If definite quantifiers are generated in N, we expect that they
should also be able to compound with the quantified noun. This is
borne out. Many compounds with genuine quantifiers are consider-
ably better when they are definite. Consider the examples in (74).33

(iv) den sista 1ddan smor stdr i homet
the last box-the butter stands in corner-the
A solution in terms of adjacency seems likely. In chapter 4, I assumed that the noun
is raised to D in examples like (i) and (iii), whereas it is not raised in (ii) and (iv).
The same adjacency requirements seem to hold for several plural quantifiers.
Bare plural quantifiers seem to require a preposition, whereas this not so if there is a
determiner or an attributive adjective (as noted by Teleman 1969:34).
(v) *mingder snd / *Iidor vin
lots snow boxes wine
(vi) mingder av sn¢ / 14dor med vin
lots of snow | boxes with wine
(vii) A&rskilliga méngder sné / ndgra 1ador vin
several lots snow | some boxes wine
(viii) stora mingder sn6 / stora 1ador vin
great lots snow | big boxes wine
Under the assumption that a plural quantifier must raise to D, and that the comple-
ment requires adjacency to N, we may explain why prepositions, determiners and ad-
Jectives save the construction. The preposition provides for Case to the quantified
noun in an alternative way, whereas determiners and adjectives force the noun to re-
main in N, either by occupying the D-position or by blocking head movement,

2 1 have assumed that pseudoquantifiers are generated in the head N position. This
assumption is also made for definite pseudoquantifiers. Definite genuine quantifiers,
on the other hand take different D-structure positions depending on whether they are
definite or indefinite. Thus I will only discuss genuine quantifiers in the following.

3 The measure nouns liter, kilo etc. seem to be as bad in the definite form as in the
indefinite form. I have no explanation for this.
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(74) indefinite definite
*ett turistantal turistantalet touristnumber
*en smOrméngd smorméngden butteramount
?7ett tallriksdussin  det sista tallriksdussinet platedozen

Third, we predict that attributive adjectives with definite gen-
uine quantifiers would be able to take scope over both the quantifier
and its quantified noun (compare (49)-(50) above). This is possible,
at least for some genuine quantifiers, in cases where it is bad with
indefinite quantifiers. As before, the '%' indicates that the example
sounds like a contradiction.

(75) den stokiga dussinet (%stillsamma) studenter
the noisy dozen-the calm students

b det svarta paret (%vita) handskar
the black pair-the white gloves

Fourth, the analysis of definite quantifiers also predicts that def-
inite genuine quantifiers should not be able to participate in double
quantifier constructions (compare (53)-(54) above).

(76) *antalet flaskor vin
number-the bottles wine
*det sista dussinet lador vin
the last dozen-the boxes wine

Finally, a special property of uncountable genuine quantifiers
like antal, méngd [number, amount] is that their complement may be
made into a genitival attribute (cf. Teleman 1969:35).

(77) antalet myror
number-the ants
myrornas antal
ants-the's number

(78) mingden bilar
amount-the cars
7bilarnas méngd
cars-the's amount

The examples in (77)-(78) imply that uncountable genuine quanti-
fiers are generated in N in definite noun phrases. The quantified
noun is a complement that may be raised to SpecDP as we assumed
for ordinary possessor DPs in chapter 5.

As shown above most of the tests that are used to determine
whether a quantifier is a genuine one or a pseudoquantifier, suggest
that definite genuine quantifiers are to be analysed as N-heads, con-
trary to indefinite ones. I am not able to give a principled reason for
this restriction. It seems as if definite DPs are banned from the
specifier position of NP.
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To conclude, I have shown that the pseudopartitive construc-
tions in Mainland Scandinavian are best analysed if we assume that
the indefinite quantifiers may be generated either in SpecNP or in
the head N of the noun phrase, where genuine quantifiers take the
first option, and are moved to SpecDP in order to get Case. Pseudo-
quantifiers may take both options. If a quantifier is definite it is
normally generated in the head N of the noun phrase.

6.2.6. Genuine Partitive Constructions

In this subsection, I will briefly sketch an analysis for genuine parti-
tive constructions. This construction also shows a difference between
genuine quantifiers and pseudoquantifiers. The latter normally re-
quire a more specified quantified noun to be pragmatically good.

(79) ett antal av pojkarna
a number of the boys
en mingd av mjélken
an amount of milk-the
(80) en grupp av de nya studenterna
a group of the new students
en flaska av ert bista vin
a bottle of your best wine

Semantically, genuine quantifiers (like in (79)) seem to be un-
ambiguous. We may only combine partitive constructions containing
genuine quantificrs with veirbs that take the quantified noun as an
object, as illustrated in (81)a. If we try to combine a partitive con-
struction with a verb that typically takes the quantifier as an object,

as illustrated in (81)b, the examples becomes semantically odd.

(81)a Polisen arresterade ett antal av medlemmarna
Police-the arrested a number of members-the
b %Foreningen minskade ett antal av medlemmarna
Union-the decreased a number of members-the

In (81)b above the only possible interpretation is that the members
have been decreased (or rather diminished).

Pseudoquantifiers on the other hand are possible with verbs that
typically take the quantifier as its object, as well as with verbs that
typically take verbs with the quantified noun as their objects.

(82) Hon slog sonder tva flaskor av deras bista whisky
She broke PARTICLE two bottles of their best whisky
Hon drack upp tva flaskor av deras biista whisky
She drank pARTICLE two bottles of their best whisky
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Syntactically, it is clear that genuine quantifiers are not heads of
the phrase. Consider the example in (83) where the predicative ad-
jective seems to agree with the complement of the PP,

(83) Ett antal av broderna har blivit *flintskalligt/flintskalliga
a number of brothers-the have become baldheaded [*sing/pl]

Pseudoquantifiers on the other hand seem to be ambiguous. Both the
quantifier and the quantified noun may trigger agreement.

(84) Tva lador av restaurangens bista vin hade blivit stulna/?stulet
Two boxes of restaurant's best wine had been stolen
[uter.pl] neuter.sg [pl/7neuter.sg]

Thus the partitive construction is similar to the pseudopartitive con-
struction. Both semantically and syntactically, genuine quantifiers
are unambiguous; they are not heads of the construction. Pseudo-
quantifiers, on the other hand, are ambiguous both semantically and
syntactically.

I will therefore assign genuine partitive constructions the same
basic structure as pseudopartitive constructions. Genuine quantifiers
are generated in Spec-NP (and raised to SpecDP), whereas pseudo-
quantifiers may either be generated in SpecNP or in N. The differ-
ence is that the quantified noun in genuine partitive constructions is
always a DP, and that it is always generated in the complement of N.
As a DP it must be assigned Case. Therefore, the preposition is
obligatory in this construction in Mainland Scandinavian.

A last question is posed by the agreement in constructions like
(83) above, where the predicative seems to agree with the comple-
ment of the preposition. We would not, however, want to say that
the complement of the PP is the head of the noun phrase, because the
status of the preposition would then be very hard to understand.
Many linguists, both traditional grammarians and generative gram-
marians have therefore assumed that partitive constructions have an
empty noun (cf. Teleman 1974, Jackendoff 1977, ch. 5.3, and Abney
1987:344). I will make the same assumption here. The content of the
empty noun corresponds to the complement of the PP: a number
(brothers) of the brothers. Consider (85), where the empty noun is
represented by small pro, which I assume has to be raised to D.
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(85)

DP
SPEC /D'\
i /AP\
Al /NP\
SPEC /N\
O I T
ett antalj  proi tj ti av bréderna
a number [+count] of brothers-the

In (85) I assume that small pro is generated in N, and that it is li-
censed by an agreement relation between D and SpecDP. This as-
sumption may also give a clue to another problem, namely that attri-
butive adjectives are not possible.

(86) ett antal (*snilla) av pojkarna
a number (nice) of boys-the

Assuming that pro has to move to D, in order to license the [*count]
feature, we may explain why an attributive adjective is not possible.
in such a case pro would be the head of a chain from D to N, and the
head A would interfere between pro and its trace.

6.3. Pronominal and Phrasal Quantification

The analyses that I have proposed for quantifying pronouns and
quantifying DPs in the previous sections have several properties in
common. In both cases I have differentiated between pseudopartitive
and genuine partitive constructions, as illustrated in (87)-(88).

(87) Pseudopartitive constructions:
négra bilar
some cars
ett antal bilar
a number cars
(88) Partitive constructions
nigra av bilarna
some of the cars
ett antal av bilarna
a number of the cars

The two construction types are distinguished by the definiteness of
the quantified noun. Both pronominal and phrasal quantifiers have
the property in common that they may be inherently specified for
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countability the quantified noun or noun phrase. Pronominal quanti-
fiers additionally distinguish three countable numbers (singular, dual
and plural) of the presupposed set, whereas phrasal quantifiers al-
ways has a plural presupposed set if it is countable.

Furthermore, I have distinguished two types of pronominal
quantifiers, universal and existential, and two types of quantifying
nouns, genuine quantifiers and pseudoquantifiers. However the four
groups cannot be directly mapped onto each other. There are no
quantifying nouns, such as en rotalitet {a totality], which correspond
to universal pronouns, and there do not seem to be any pronouns that
correspond to pseudoquantifiers. Thus, I will distinguish the follow-
ing groups of quantifiers in Scandinavian. The countability feature
denotes the countability of the quantified noun.

Quantifiers in Mainland Scandinavian.

Pronouns Nouns
Universal [+count] | varje [each] -
quantifiers [~count] | all [all] -
Existential (genuine) [+count]|ménga [many] |[ett antal [a number]
quantifiers [—count] | mycken [much] | ett kilo [a kilo]
Pseudoquantifiers [+count] | — en hop [a crowd]
[~count] | — en 14da [a box]

The analyses that I have proposed are depicted in (89) below.

221

(89)
DP
SPEC /D'\
D NP
SPEC /N‘\
’ 1 il
|
a ettt antal; [+count] t;  bocker
a number books
b ménga bocker
many books
c ett antal  pro; t; av bdckerna
a number of books-the
manga; t; av bockerna
many of books-the
en lada bocker
a box books



As can be seen in (89), existential quantifiers, both pronouns and
nouns, may be part of both pseudopartitive (a and b) and partitive
constructions (c and d). Pseudoquantifiers can also be part of a
pseudopartitive construction, but this string can be given two
different analyse; one analysis is equal to the pseudopartitive
construction with genuine quantifiers (a), and the other one is
different (e), having the quantifier generated in N. In (89), there is
no pronominal counterpart to the construction in (89)e, having the
pronoun base generated in N and the mass noun in the complement
of that N. It is however not impossible that such a structure could be
argued for. I leave it to further research to find out whether the
ambiguity of pronominal pseudopartitive constructions between the
quantifying and cardinal reading (cf. footnote 1 above) could be
analysed in such a way.

Finally, I will raise the question of feature sharing between N
and its complement. In particular it should be accounted for how
Case is transmitted in a pseudopartitive construction. I will not be
able to give a principled answer to this question, but I think it is im-
portant that the questions be raised.

The agreement in pseudopartitive pronominal constructions
(like (89)b above) seems unproblematic, there is ordinary feature
sharing of Case, gender and number between D and N. The prob-
lematic cases are found when a phrase in the complement of N
agrees with N. Such feature sharing appears in pseudopartitive con-
structions with pseudoquantitiers (and definite genuine quantifiers).

(90) [Dp[p'en [Np [N 1ada [NP smor]]]]]
box butter

a
[DP [D' antali-et [Np [N' t; [Np ménniskor]]]]]
number-the people

In the examples in (90) it seems as if Case can percolate from one N
to another, that is from one lexical category to another. In German,
which has morphological case, agreement in case between the quanti-
fying and the quantified element is visible. The quantified element
may either agree with the quantifier or it can be assigned genitival
case.34

(91)a eine Gruppe junge Frauen
one-nom group young-nom women

b eine Gruppe junger Frauen
one-nom group young-gen women

34 Lebel 1989 argues that the quantified noun can get any morphological case, but
this is disputed by Bhatt (1990:56f.).
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Case agreement as in (91)a is sometimes seen as unproblematic.
Bhatt (1990: 57), for instance assumes that either of two strategies
can be applied: case agreement or genitival case assignment by N.
However, this is not unproblematic in a broader comparative per-
spective. There are languages where agreement is not allowed at all
(like Icelandic and English). Consider the different possibilities of
receiving case for the quantified NP in a pseudopartitive
construction for four of the Germanic languages.

(92) ‘*ein flaska vin / ein flaska af vini / 7ein flaska vins (Icelandic)
en flaska vin / en flaska med vin / *en flaska vins (Swedish)

eine Flasche Wein / *eine Flasche von Wein / (German)
?eine Flasche siissen Weines
*3 bottle wine / a bottle of wine / *a bottle wine's (English)

It should be noted that a genitival complement sounds archaic both in
German and Icelandic, unless the pseudoquantifier is a word like
group or crowd.35 The data in (88) may be schematised as follows.

Case strategies in pseudopartitive constructions

Agreement PP Genitive
Icelandic - + (+)
Swedish + + —
German + — (+)
English - + -

The fact that genitive is not possible in English and Swedish is hardly
surprising, since genitive is not a morphological case in these lan-
guages (compare chapter 5). The puzzle is why Icelandic and English
disallow the agreement option. It seems as if percolation of Case is
not possible at all from one lexical noun to another, in these lan-
guages. The question does not seem to be connected to morphologi-
cal case, since Swedish and English (which lack morphological case)
pattern differently, as do German and Icelandic (although both have
morphological case).

6.4. Conclusions

In this chapter I have distinguished pronominal and phrasal quanti-
fiers, thus distinguishing between heads and XPs. I have also distin-
guished pseudopartitive constructions and partitive constructions, the
former having a bare noun as the quantified noun and the second
having a definite DP as the quantified noun phrase. These terms are

35 Some speakers of German and Icelandic do not consider the genitive grammatical
at all with container nouns.
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pre-theoretic descriptions of the superficial string, and I have argued
that both constructions should be assigned two alternative structures.

In section 6.1, I proposed that pronouns can be generated in ei-
ther D or N. When they are generated in D they function as ordinary
determiners taking an NP complement. I also discussed the
possibility that they be generated in N when they are used in genuine
partitive constructions. In such cases the pronoun in N would take a
DP complement, which may receive Case either by percolation,
insertion of a preposition or assignment of genitive case. However,
this solution is not optimal since it would eintail Case assignment and
Case percolation in the same configuration.

In section 6.2, I distinguished two types of quantifying nouns:
genuine quantifiers and pseudoquantifiers, and I showed that the two
sorts of nouns have different syntactic behaviour. It was also pro-
posed that genuine quantifiers are normally generated in SpecNP
(and raised to SpecDP), whereas pseudoquantifiers can either be
generated in the same way as genuine quantifiers in SpecNP, or in N
taking an NP as its complement. Generation in SpecNP yields an in-
terpretation of the quantifying noun as a measure noun, and the
quantifier will not trigger agreement. Generation in N, on the other
hand will yield an interpretation of the quantifier as a container
noun, and the quantifier will trigger agreement.

From these assumptions several of the differences between the
two sorts of quantifiers follow. I have also shown that the semantic,
syntactic, and morphological ambiguity of pseudopartitive construc-
tions in Mainland Scandinavian can be accounted for., Furthermore, I
made two observations, that I am not able to give a principled an-
swer to. First, quantified nouns generated in N are always countable
and quantified nouns generated in the complement of N are always
interpreted as uncountable. Second, I found that definite quantifiers
always seem to be generated in N, implying that a definite DP may
not be generated in SpecNP. For the genuine partitive construction, I
proposed that it should be analysed as the pseudopartitive construc-
tion, with the difference that the quantified noun phrase is always
generated as the complement of the head N. Furthermore I assumed
that there is an empty pronoun: pro generated in N (quite parallel to
overt pronouns in the genuine partitive construction).

In section 6.3, I tried to unify the analyses of pronominal and
phrasal quantification, and to give a taxonomy of quantifiers in
Swedish. Some problems concerning the Case of the complement of
N were also pointed out.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS

In this work I have discussed the internal structure of noun phrases in
the Scandinavian languages, often under comparison to other lan-
guages. I have presented the basic data on noun phrase morphology
and syntax in the Standard languages, and in two dialect groups,
which deviate from the standard languages in interesting ways. I have
proposed a general analysis of noun phrases (chapters 2 and 3), and I
have discussed some more specific constructions (chapters 4 to 6).

In chapter 2, I discussed at length the function of determiners. 1
investigated the instances of determiners found in non-argumental
noun-phrases, i.e. in predicative and vocative noun phrases. I argued
that the indefinite article found in predicative position is different
from the indefinite article found with argumental noun phrases. In
particular I showed that the predicative article has a plural form and is
compatible with uncountable nouns.

I further investigated the cases where argumental noun phrases
do not have an overt article, mainly concentrating on uncountables
and proper names. I argued that all nouns can be used as uncountables
and that bare plurals and bare singulars in an uncountable function are
subcases of uncountables. I elaborated certain tests for identifying this
uncountable function. Then I argued that the extensive use of the suf-
fixed article in Northern Swedish should be seen as an overt realisa-
tion of a partitive article. I furthermore showed that several Scandi-
navian languages use pronouns or articles obligatorily with argumen-
tal personal names. Thus, I assumed that all Scandinavian languages
have overt or covert partitive and proprial article.

I argued that all argumental noun phrases are Determiner Phrases
in the Scandinavian languages. I proposed an Argument Rule, which
requires all noun phrases to have a D-position at S-structure. This D-
position can be licensed either by moving an element to that position
or by inserting an article. I further assumed that the Argument Rule is
parametrised, and that the Modern Scandinavian languages take a
positive value for it.

In chapter 3, I elaborated my basic structural analysis of noun
phrases in Scandinavian. First, I argued in favour of the DP-analysis,
which claims that noun phrases are introduced by a functional projec-
tion D, and that, in accordance with the Argument Rule, all argumen-
tal noun phrases are DPs. I further assumed that there is head-move-
ment inside the noun phrase. At least in Danish there are good evi-
dence that the noun raises from N to D. I proposed that head raising is
parametrised in the grammar, the head-raising parameter. Most Scan-
dinavian languages take a positive value for this parameter, but West-
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ern Jutlandic, together with the other Germanic languages, takes a
negative value for it.

Second, I argued that the attributive adjective should be analysed
as lexical heads of the noun phrase, taking the 'head noun' as its right
hand specifier, the SpecA-analysis. I showed that this analysis is supe-
rior to other analyses of attributive adjectives. In particular I pointed
out that the analysis makes attributive and predicative adjectives par-
allel.

Third, I assumed that adjectival phrases can be introduced by a
Degree Phrase. The assumption was mainly based on the comple-
mentary distribution of comparison affixes and independent degree
element. I argued that Deg is a functional head, which selects AP, and
which adjectives are sometimes head moved to D. I also showed that
the Deg-position can be used to explain certain differences between
descriptive and classifying adjectives.

I also discussed some of the consequences of the analysis. I pro-
posed a Percolation Principle to account for Case on categories that
are not governed by the Case assigner.

In chapter 4, I turned to a classical problem of Scandinavian
noun phrases, namely the double definiteness found in Swedish, Nor-
wegian and Faroese. This construction involves both a prenominal
and a suffixed definite article, and contrasts with Danish, where only a
prenominal article is used. I discussed some previous analyses of the
problem, and I proposed a new analysis, which entails that the double
definiteness languages may have ihe suffixed ariicie base generated on
the noun, whereas this is not possible in Danish. The assumption gets
independent support from noun phrases used in isolation. I further ar-
gued that the prenominal article in the double definiteness languages
is a pure expletive, not marked for definiteness in the double definite-
ness languages. This was supported by the use of this article in the
existential construction. I showed that this analysis accounts for the
variation in Scandinavian, and that it makes correct predictions for the
use of articles with proper names.

I further discussed the cases of postadjectival indefinite articles
found in most Germanic languages. On the basis of the doubled indef-
inite articles, double indefiniteness found in Northern Scandinavian, I
argued that the postadjectival article is the same non-argumental arti-
cle as found in predicative noun phrases.

In chapter 5, I discussed in detail possessive constructions in the
Scandinavian languages, showing the great diversity of constructions
found in the different languages. I discussed previous analyses of the
word order variation found between Danish/Swedish and Norwegian/
Icelandic. The former languages have prenominal possessive pro-
nouns, while the latter often have postnominal possessive pronouns.
In the latter construction, the head noun additionally has a suffixed
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article. I argued against a head raising analysis of this construction.
Instead it was proposed that possessive pronouns should be treated
differently from genitival noun phrases, namely that they should be
seen as heads of a Possessor Phrase, and that the noun moves as an
XP around the Poss head. The proposed analysis proved to be able to
account for most of the data of Scandinavian possession, and to have
interesting typological implications.

In chapter 6, I turned to quantification in the noun phrase, dis-
cussing both pronominal and phrasal quantification. I claimed that
quantifying pronouns with NPs (the pseudopartitive construction)
should be generated in D, and I discussed quantifying pronouns with a
DP (the partitive constructions), proposing that the pronoun should be
generated as lexical nouns taking a DP or PP complement.

I furthermore discussed the headedness of pseudopartitive con-
structions with DPs as quantifiers. In Mainland Scandinavian it is
particularly hard to decide which noun is the head of the phrase. I
argued that there are two sorts of quantifiers in Mainland Scandina-
vian, genuine quantifiers and pseudoquantifiers. The former are nor-
mally unambiguous in pseudopartitive constructions; agreement
shows that they are normally not heads. I proposed that they be gener-
ated in SpecNP. Pseudoquantifiers, on the other hand, seem to be
ambiguous; they may either be generated in SpecNP (like genuine
quantifiers) or they are head nouns. I proposed that the same differ-
ence between the two types of quantifiers should be made in the gen-
uine partitive construction.

Some of the data presented in this book conforms to the common
classification of the Scandinavian languages into Insular and Main-
land that was presented in chapter one. The Insular Scandinavian lan-
guages pattern together with regard to nominal morphology. They are
also alike in taking postnominal possessive pronouns and requiring a
preposition in pseudopartitive constructions. They are however differ-
ent with regard to the article system, where Faroese, which, contrary
to Icelandic, possesses an indefinite article. Faroese rather patterns
with Swedish (and partly also with Norwegian). Quite surprisingly,
Swedish and Faroese share several features of the article system. Both
have a plural form of the indefinite non-argumental determiner, they
have the same double definiteness system, and both can use the suf-
fixed article in vocative noun phrases. These are cases where Danish,
Icelandic and (sometimes) Norwegian pattern differently.

The Mainland Scandinavian languages also pattern alike in some
respects. They all have an indefinite article, prenominal genitival
constructions with ordinary nouns, and they all seem to have the same
system for pronominal and phrasal quantification. However, they dif-
fer quite considerably in other ways, in particular with regard to dou-
ble definiteness and possessive constructions.
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Within the Mainland Scandinavian languages, I have discussed
some dialectal data. It is worth noting that the data presented from
Northern Swedish and Northern Norwegian show many similarities.
Both these dialects groups have an obligatory proprial article, adjec-
tive-noun compounding in definite noun phrases, and double indefi-
niteness. They are also similar with regard to possessive construc-
tions.
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Appendix: Scandinavian Morphology

1. The Scandinavian Gender Systems

Table 1. The nominal gender system

Icelandic Swedish W.Jutlandic
Old Sc gender [masc]| fem | neut [ masc] fem | neut [masc| fem | neut
Modern gender [ mase | fem | neut uter neut | common neuter
singular numeral | einn | ein eitt en ett en 7]
suffixed articel -inn -in -10 -en -t ) ES
demonstrative sa su bad den det den det
strong adjectives -ar -0 -t -0 -t -0 -0
Table 2. The pronominal gender system

Icelandic Swedish W. Jutlandic
Old Sc. Gender [masc| fem [ neut]|masc| fem | neut | masc| fem | neut
animate han | hon | det | han | hun | den
inanimate[+count] | hann | hin | pad den det den
inanimate[—count] det

The Icelandic forms represent nominative. Note that Western Jutlandic gender is indepen-
dent of Old Scandinavian gender, common gender is used with countable nouns, and
neuter with uncountable nouns. The three gender system found in Icelandic is the same in
Faroese, Nynorsk, and Northern Swedish. The two latter have suffixed articles ending in
-en, -a and -et/-e. Standard Danish uses the same two gender system as Swedish. Bokmél
has a mixture of the systems found in Icelandic and Swedish.

II. The Scandinavian Case System

Table 3a Bare Nouns in Icelandic (armur=arm, hdpn=harbour, land=land)

Singular Plural

Case masc fem neut masc fem neut
Nom armur hofn land armar hafnir l6nd
Gen arms hafnar lands arma hafna landa
Dat armi hofn landi ormum hofnum [ londum
Acc arm hotn land arma hafnir lond
Table 3b Nouns with the suffixed article in Icelandic

Singular Plural
Case masc fem neut masc fem neut
Nom |armur-inn [ hofn-in land-id armar-nir | hafnar-nar [ lond-in
Gen |arms-ins |[hafnar-innar |lands-ins |arma-nna |hafna-nna | landa-nna
Dat armi-num | hofn-inni landi-nu | 6rmu-num | héfnu-num | londu-num
Acc arm-inn héfn-ina land-i® arma-na | hatnar-nar | lond-in

The Faroese inflectional system is practically the same as the Icelandic one above. Main-
land Scandinavian lacks case morphology on nouns.
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Appendix: Scandinavian Morphology (continued)

Table 4 The pronominal case system

Icelandic Swedish
Per- Singular Plural Singular | Plural
son | N G D A I N G D A N | Obl | N |Obl
1st |ég | min mér mig {vid {okkar | okkur | okkur |jag | mig vi | oss
2nd {4 | bin bér big | bid | ykkar | ykkur | ykkur [du | dig m Jer
hann | hans honum | hann | peir | peirra | peim | ba han | honom
3rd |hun | hennar | henni |hana | per | beirra | beim [peer |hon | henne |de |dem
bad | pess bvi bad | pau | peirra | peim |bau [det |det

Faroese behaves basically as Icelandic, except that the former lacks genitival forms in
spoken language. Norwegian and Danish have the same system as Swedish, but some of
the pronouns have different stems. Note that the table only gives the forms of pronouns
referring to animate nouns in Swedish. The pronoun den, used with inanimate nouns is
invariant.

ITII. Adjectival inflection

Table 5. Strong adjectival inflection

Icelandic Swedish
singular plural singular plur
masc | fem | neut | mase | fem | neut | uter | neut
N gulur | gul gult gulir  |gular |gul
G guls gulrar | guls gulra |gulra [gulra |gul gult gula
D gulum [gulri  [gulu | gulum {gulum |gulum
A gulan [ onla gult gula gular  1aul

Table 6. Weak adjectival inflection

Icelandic Danish
singular plural singular plur
masc | fem | neut | masc ] fem | neut | uter | neut
Nom |guli gula gula gulu
Gen gule gule gule
Dat gula gulu gula gulu
Acc

Faroese has basically the same paradigm as Icelandic. Norwegian and Swedish have the
same paradigm as Danish. In Swedish though, there are two weak forms, the general
form is gula, and the form gule can be used with aminate masculine nouns. Western
Jutlandic has no inflection for gender, but plural is normally marked by loss of the glottal
stop (). Thus, the strong forms are: gul'-gul"-gul. Likewise the glottal stop is missing in
the weak form, which is invariant: gul-gul-gul. Northern Swedish has gender distinctions
in singular, wheras the plural is homonymous with uter.singular: gul-guit-gul. The weak
paradigm invariably ends in -e: gule- gule-gule.
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- non-argumental indefinite 65f, 145

Domination 16

Double indefiniteness 113, 142-148,
226

DP, Determiner Phrase 1, 15f, 21, 29,
69-77, 82, 100, 108-111, 124ff,
1371f, 140, 1441, 163, 167, 194ff,
207-223, 225

DP-partitive construction 187-193,
195-200

Dutch 149, 185

English 14f, 26, 28, 33, 37f, 47, 40,
42, 60, 801, 94, 101, 128, 130,
1351, 139-142, 147-151, 170,
181ff, 185, 223

-0ld 87,97
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Existential constructions 51f, 128f,
175

Extraposition 97, 150

Faroese 2f, 6ff, 27, 33, 39, 64, 75,
78, 103, 113, 116-120, 123,
120ff, 148f, 155ff, 159, 173,
178f, 191, 201

Finnish 2, 26, 97, 110

Finno-Ugric Languages 83, 149, 182,
see also Finnish, Hungarian,
Mordvin

French 14f, 26, 40, 42, 51, 59ff, 66f,
72, 84f, 87, 94, 130, 183

Frisian, Northern 114f

Functional categories 14f, 69-73, 79,
93f, 100f, 108-111, 163, 171,
198ff, see also ArtP, CP, DegP,
DP, IP, KP, NoP, NumP, QP

Gender 5ff

German 9, 26, 33, 42, 47, 55, 66f,
72, 80ff, 90f, 94, 101, 148f, 151,
161, 170, 178ff,182f, 222f

Germanic languages 4, 65, 67, 78,
85f, 97, 101, 110, 113, 138f, 145,
162, 170f, 179ff, 183, 226, see
also Dutch, English, Frisian,
German, Gothic, Scandinavian

Genitive Case 20

genitive case 7f, 20, 148, 156-159,
168f, 175-178, 187, 195, 199,
202f, 213, 222f

Genitival constructions, see also pos-
sessive constructions, possessors -
genitival

- objective 147, 182

- partitive 187f, 191ff, 195, 197-200

- subjective 147, 182

Gothic 117

Government 16f, 20f, 106, 142

Greek 26, 117

Group-genitivals, see under
possessive constructions

Head movement 23f, 110, 161-165,
169, 171, 177-180

- adjectives 91f, 95, 130

Head movement (cont.)

- nouns 15, 74-77, 90f, 115, 125,
128-131, 179, 182, 199, 219f

- verbs 14f

Head raising parameter 77,90, 132,
226

Hebrew 72, 74, 81, 198f

Hungarian 28, 69ff, 83, 117, 148f,
179

Icelandic 2f, 6-9, 19f, 26, 28, 33,
38f, 45, 54f, 68, 78, 83, 97, 103,
1051, 120f, 123, 128f, 131f, 134,
136f, 148f, 151, 157ff, 164, 166,
168f, 173, 175, 181, 187-189,
191f, 195-198, 201, 213, 223

- Northern 158

- 0O1d 68, 76, 97,

Incorporation 91, 109f, 211

Indo-European 170, 180, see also Al-
banian, Germanic, Greek,
Romance, Slavic, Kurdish

IP, Inflectional Phrase 14f, 69, 71,
108-111

Italian 18, 26, 28, 30, 33, 41, 47, 55,
66f, 72, 81, 90, 170f, 179, 182,

Jutlandic 122, 152

-0ld 177

- Western 4-9, 28, 87, 121f, 130ff,
134, 144, 152f, 159, 177

Kinship nouns 54, 147, 151f, 156ff

Kobon 180

KP, Kase Phrase 182

Kurdish 67

Latin 26, 67, 180

Lexical categories 13ff, 81, 108-111,
171, 199f, see also NP, AP, VP
and PP

LF, Logical Form 10ff, 18, 85

M-command 16, 21, 91, 211f

Macedonian 90, 117

Malagasy 55

Maori 55

Mordvin 90, 179f

Move-a, 11, 23, see also movement

i
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Movement 13, 20, 23, see also A-
movement, A'-movement, clitic
movement, head movement, XP-
movement

Nahuatl, Milpa Alta 181

Nominalisations 1, 18f, 147, 151,
182, 211

Nominative Case 19,

nominative case 20, 70f, 149

NoP, Nominalisation Phrase 182

Norwegian 2f, 33, 38f, 45, 54f, 64,
67, 75, 78, 113, 116-120, 123,
129f, 148-151, 154f, 159f, 162,
166, 168f, 173, 181, 190, 206, see
also Bokmal, Nynorsk

- Northern 4, 54f, 67, 91, 122, 131,
142-145, 151, 154, 169, 228

-0ld2

Numerals

- cardinal 26, 66, 102ff, 116, 188,
190, 192

- ordinal 98, 118f, 121f

NumP, Number Phrase 126,

Nynorsk 2, 6f, 118

Object Shifi 165

Objective Case 19

oblique case 7f

Participles 4, 9, 202

Partitive constructions, see also DP-
partitive, PP-partitive, Genitival
constructions - partitive. Compare
pseudopartitive constructions

- pronominal 185, 187-193, 195-200,
220-222

- phrasal 218-222

Percolation Principle 106ff, 112, 211,
226

Personal names, see under proper
names

PF, Phonetic Form 10ff, 18

Place names, see under proper names

Possession 147-184, see also posses-
sive constructions, pronouns -
possessive

- alienable 147, see also absolute
nouns

- inalienable 71, 147, see also
relational nouns

Possessive constructions 147-160

- auxiliary poss. constr., see pronoun
- auxiliary

- group genitivals 150, 156, 160, 162,

- pronominal, see possessors -
pronominal, pronouns - possessive

- proprial poss. constr 151, 153f,
157-159, 176-179

- s-genitivals 150, 152-156, 159-161,
172, 176, 178

- standard prepositional poss. constr,
see prepositions - standard poss.

Possessive suffix, see agreement -
possessor

Possessors

- accusative 156

- dative 70f, 148

- genitival 29, 73, 148-162, 166-169,
171f, 175-183

- nominative 70f,

- predicative 182f

- pronominal 149, 182, see also pro-
noun - possessive

PossP, Possessor Phrase 167, 170-
175, 179, 181f

Potato-class 44, 46, 56, 186, see also
bare nouns - bare singulars

PP, Prepositional phrase 14, 29, 43,
61-64, 104, 141, 148, 185, 223

PP-partitive construction 187, 189-
193, 195, 197f

Predicates 12, 17, see also adjectives -
predicative, predicative attributes

- individual level 40f

- stage level 40f

Predicative attributes 9

Premodifiers 95, 102



Preposition 13f, 61f, 97, 111, 201,
204, see also PP

- standard possessive 150-159, 169

- standard with nominalisations 62

PRO, big pro 18, 84ff

pro, small pro 18, 86f, 175, 219ff

Projection Principle 17,20

Pronouns 23, 26, 66f, 101, 185,
1871, 195

- auxiliary 149, 153ff, 160f, 166, 172

- demonstrative 26, 98, 115ff, 134-
138

- indefinite, see quantifying

- non-agreeing 190-195

- personal 67, 110, 170, 199

- possessive 75, 147-167, 1701, 173-
175, 179-182, 196f

- quantifying 100-105, 185-200, 220-
223
- existential 26, 190-193, 221
- universal 26, 187, 189, 191, 193,

197, 221

- reflexive 22, 151f, 162

- reflexive possessive 92f, 151f, 154

- weak 54, 67, 165, see also clitic
movement

Prop-word 85ff

Proper names 30, 53ff, 90f, 132ff, -

- personal names 53ff, 66, 151, 153,
156, 158f, 176-179

- place names53

Pseudopartitive constructions

- pronominal 188-195, 221

- phrasal 200-218, 220-223

Pseudoquantifiers 200-204, 207-218,
220-224

Recursion 71

- adjectives 88f, 143

- degree elements 96, 100

- quantifiers 105, 206, 212, 217

Reference 114f

- anaphoric 114ff, 123f

- deictic 114-124

- determinative 114

- generic 43ff, 59, 114f

Relational nouns 59f, 148f, 151, 156-
159, 162, 182, 184, see also
kinship nouns, nominalisations

Relativised Minimality 23f, 91

Romance languages 65, 67, 87, 101,
110, 148, 180, see also Catalan,
French, Ttalian, Romanian, Spanish

Romanian 72, 74, 90ff, 126

Russian 26, 67, 148, 180,

QP, Quantifier Phrase 69, 77, 100ff,
105, 198f

Quantifiers, quantifying nouns, see
also pseudoquantifiers, pronouns -
quantifying

- genuine 203-209, 211-222, 227

- floating 197-200

Quechua 83

S-structure 10f, 14, 212

s-genitival construction, see under
possessive constructions

Scandinavian 2-9, 24f, 28f, 38, 40,
42, 53, 64ff, 72-78, 86-90, 124,
149-153, 165, 171, 185-188, 225-
228

- Insular 3f, 8, 102f, 227 see also
Faroese, Icelandic

- Mainland 3f, 7ff, 19f, 26f, 30, 32,
75, 80-83, 102f, 149f, 162, 172,
181, 183, 188, 190, 201f, 210,
212, 219, 227, see also Danish,
Norwegian, Swedish

- Norther 4, 76, 92, 123, 142, 228,
see also Swedish - Northern, Nor-
wegian - Northern

- Old 5ff, 26, 67, 751, 202f, see also
Icelandic - Old, Jutlandic - Old,
Norwegian - Old, Swedish - Old

Scope 10f, 211f

Selection 76, 96, 98, 108ff, 111, 167,
173f, 181

Semitic languages 74, see also
Ambharic, Arabic, Hebrew,
Tigrinya

Sisterhood 16



Slavic languages 82, 92f, see also
Bulgarian, Macedonian, Russian

Spanish 87, 148,

Strong adjectives, see under adjectives

Superlative 47, 49, 60, 94-98, 118,
129, 136f

- absolute 116, 119f, 128f, 132

Swedish 2ff, 6ff, 15, 30-33, 37, 39,
41-51, 55, 61f, 64, 78, 82, 85f,
92f, 96f, 98, 101, 103, 113, 116-
120, 123, 127-133, 136ff, 148,
152f, 159, 166, 170, 173f, 179,
188-191, 195, 200-203, 223

- Estonia-Swedish dialects 154

- Finland-Swedish dialects 49, 63,
154

- Northern 4, 7, 49-52, 54f, 66f, 75f,
91, 113, 122f, 131, 134, 142-145,
151, 153f, 169, 173, 176-179,
202, 228

- Old 27, 56, 135f, 150, 202f, 212f
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Tagalog 55, 182

Theta-Criterion 17ff, 175

Theta-Theory 17ff

Tigrinya 182

Uncountable nouns, inherently 30,
40, 45ff, 50, 52, 186, 214

Uncountables 30, 40-53, 186, 188-
194, 206f, 214f, see also bare
plurals, bare singulars, uncountable
nouns .

Uralic 82f, 92f, see also Finno-Ugric
languages

Vocatives 38ff, 54f, 109, 152

Was-fiir-construction 35, 144

Weak adjectives, see under adjectives

Wh-movement 70f, 140ff, 195

X-bar-Theory 12-17, 78, 165

XP-movement 23f, 108, 110, 167,
173, see also A-movement and A'-
movement



