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Abstract

A theory of nominal concord
by

Mark Norris

This dissertation develops a novel theory of the kind of agreement that has come to be known as
(nominal) concord, traditionally described as obtaining between a noun and its modifiers, e.g.,
adjectives and determiners. The empirical focus is the concord system in Estonian, and thus
a second goal of the dissertation is to describe and analyze various morphosyntactic puzzles
within Estonian DPs. The core phenomena investigated are: (i) the functional structure of
nominals in Estonian, including the category D and the syntax of cardinal numerals; (ii) number
concord in Estonian and concord more generally; and (iii) case concord in simple DPs as well as
case concord in pseudopartitives and DPs with numerals, which apparently show an alternation
between case assignment and case concord. The dissertation argues for a view of morphological
case wherein some cases are assigned in particular environments when no other case is available
and for a view of nominal concord as an agreement phenomenon that is formally distinct from
subject-verb agreement.

Despite the fact that Estonian lacks definite and indefinite articles—the most common
members of category D—there is evidence that Estonian nominals contain a normal amount
of functional structure, including DP. I argue that we achieve a clearer understanding of the
Estonian possessor system if Estonian has DP, and I show that the category D is not only for
articles, but also indefinite pronouns and the wh-determiner corresponding to ‘which’. I then
argue that cardinal numerals in Estonian can occupy either a specifier position or a position
as a head in the nominal extended projection. I show how this helps explain differences in
number-marking and case-marking that arise in DPs with numerals.

I then turn to an analysis of nominal concord in case and number in Estonian. I argue that
treating nominal concord as a DP-internal correlate of subject-verb agreement does not lead us
to a better understanding of its behavior. Furthermore, I show that nominal concord exhibits
some behavior that is puzzling under an Agree-based analysis: (i) adjectives show concord
despite the fact that they are not in a position to c-command the source of the features, and (ii)

though possessors may intervene structurally and linearly between a putative probe and goal,
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they do not disrupt or affect concord in any way. The novel analysis of concord that I propose
does not treat it as a direct relationship between two syntactic nodes, but as the relationship
between an extended projection and the elements that comprise it. The properties just listed in
(1) and (ii) are exactly what we would expect under such an approach.

Finally, I explore the alternation between partitive case assignment and case concord in
pseudopartitives and DPs with numerals in Estonian. I show that the partitive case assign-
ment pattern only obtains when the entire construction is in a position to receive nominative
or accusative case. I argue against a so-called case-stacking analysis, wherein the alternating
elements are assigned two cases in the syntax, with the outcome determined by the morphol-
ogy. Because Estonian shows the alternation in both DPs with numerals and pseudopartitives,
it poses interesting challenges to the existing analyses of superficially similar phenomena. I
propose instead that partitive is unmarked case inside nominals, assigned only when no other
case is available. The alternation between partitive assignment and case concord then becomes
a matter of timing: nominative and accusative are assigned after the unmarked case assignment
rule comes into effect, but the other cases are assigned early enough that there is no need to

appeal to the unmarked case.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The main puzzle

One of the primary goals of linguistic research is to find similarities and connections between
superficially different linguistic phenomena. When a particular phenomenon is found in a simi-
lar (or identical) guise in language after language, it is worth considering how we might seek an
analysis that is general enough to account for its core properties, yet flexible enough to account
for the variation that we see. One example of such a phenomenon is (NOMINAL) CONCORD,
whereby modifiers (loosely speaking) in a nominal phrase must inflect in a similar way to nouns.

Some examples of concord are shown in (1).

(1) a litl-ir snigl-ar
little-NOM.M.PL snail-NOM.M.PL
‘little snails’ (Icelandic: gender, number, case)

b. vaikse-d teo-d
little-PL.NOM snail-PL.NOM

‘little snails’ (Estonian: number, case)
c. le-s  petit-s escargot-s

the-PL little. MASC-PL snail(MASC)-PL

‘the little snails’ (French: gender, number)

In (1), note that for each example, the adjective bears a suffix that indicates certain morphosyn-
tactic features, which are also marked on the head noun. The traditional way to discuss this
pattern of nominal concord is to say that the adjective “agrees with the head noun” in whatever

features are relevant. The examples in (1) are all from European languages, but note that con-
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cord is not localized to Europe. There are African languages (from at least the Bantu, Chadic,
Khoisan, Niger-Congo, Nilo-Saharan, and (Ethio-)Semitic families) that show concord. There
are also Amerindian languages that show concord (e.g., Algonquian, Nez Perce (Deal 2010)).
This is surely an example of a phenomenon that occurs in language after language in similar
(though not identical) guises.

The descriptive definition of concord (agreement with the head noun) is so self-evident
when looking at examples such as those in (1) that it is easy to take concord for granted. Con-
sidering how well-known concord is, it is has attracted very little theoretical attention when
compared to, for example, subject-verb agreement. The goal of this dissertation is to take con-
cord very seriously and investigate its nature very closely. Let me state at the outset that this is
not a typological dissertation. Rather, I provide a thorough and explicit account of the concord
system of one language: Standard Estonian. As I will show, the concord system in Estonian is
rich in that most modifier types must show concord, but it can also appear quite complicated
in ways that are revealing about the nature of concord. My hope is that the theory I develop
here can serve as a framework for future investigation, both theoretical and descriptive, of the
concord systems of the world’s languages.

More broadly, the investigation of concord directly bears on current debates surrounding
agreement on the one hand and morphological case on the other. With respect to agreement,
much recent research has pursued the hypothesis that morphological agreement is predicated on
a preexisting syntactic relationship (e.g., the relation Agree, on which see section 1.3, though
this view is not endorsed by everyone. I will argue that concord should not be analyzed as the
result of a syntactic Agree relationship, and in so doing, I advocate for the view that Agree and
morphological agreement do not track each other one to one.

With respect to morphological case, much of the focus in recent years has been on precisely
how case is assigned. Thus, one major debate concerns whether case plays a role in the narrow
syntax, the morphology, or both. These questions arise because of the nature of case itself:
it is morphology that seems to be connected in some way to a nominal’s place in syntactic
structure. The kinds of examples that raise questions for these debates are mismatches between
case assignment and how that case is ultimately realized. One class of examples of this is
case concord, where case is not realized once in a single DP but in several places. Another

class of examples come from situations when a single constituent is ostensibly in a position to



be assigned more than one case. The investigation of nominal concord that I carry out here
addresses both kinds of examples, as well as the question of what it means to be a case, both
morphologically and syntactically.

This introductory chapter serves to set the backdrop for the discussion to come: §1.2 pro-
vides necessary background on estonian, §1.3 provides a brief introduction to the theoretical

assumptions as a starting point, and §1.4 provides an outline of the dissertation in its entirety.

1.2 Empirical Background

The Estonian data in this dissertation is represented in the orthography of Standard Estonian.
There is some dialectal variation, but I have not encountered any crucial dialectal divides in
the research I present here. Estonian is a member of the Finno-Ugric language family (see

Figure 1.1) with a little over a 1,000,000 speakers, the vast majority of whom reside in Estonia.

Finno-Ugric

Saamic-Fennic Mordva
/\ Mari
Ugric
Saamic Fennic Permic o
Finnish — T Hungarian Ob-Ugric

Komi Udmurt o
Mansi (Vogul) Khanty (Ostyak)

Karelian
Veps
Ingrian
Votic

Livonian

Figure 1.1: The Finno-Ugric languages, slightly abbreviated (adapted from Abondolo 1998)

Estonian is the national language of Estonia, though Russian is also spoken as a first language

by roughly 30% of the population.



I represent the data in this dissertation with Standard Estonian orthography. For the most
part, the orthography maps fairly transparently to IPA values. The vowels with diaereses are
unsurprisingly fronted: ¢ (/&/), o (/8/), and ii (/y/). Unlike Finnish, Estonian also has a mid
back unrounded vowel /¥/, represented orthographically as 0. Also unlike Finnish, Estonian
does not have a system of vowel harmony.

It may also be important to know that orthographic b, d, g are not the voiced obstruents /b/,
/d/, and /g/, but the shortest versions of voiceless /p/, /t/, and /k/. Estonian is well-known
within the phonological literature for its putative three-way contrast in length. This contrast
is represented orthographically for the stops as b, p, and pp (from shortest to longest). The
segments f (/f/), § (/[/), and Z (/3/) appear only in loan words.

1.2.1 Grammatical sketch

Though clausal word order is somewhat flexible, Erelt 2009 identifies two basic types of clauses,
which he calls normal (SVX, see (2) and (3)) and inverted (XVS, see (4) and (5)). Much word
order variation is pragmatic in nature—old information comes first, and new information comes

later (Erelt 2009, Erelt, Erelt & Ross 2000).

2) Virve omble-s enda-le  uue seeliku.

Virve.NOM sew-PST.3SG REFL-ALL new.GEN skirt. GEN

‘Virve sewed herself a new skirt.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:473)
3) Jaan s00-b noa-ga liha.

Jaan.NOM eat-PRS.3SG knife-COM meat.PAR

‘Jaan is eating meat with a knife.’ (Erelt 2009:10)

4) Aia-s kasva-si-d lille-d.
garden-INE grow-PST-3PL flower-PL.NOM

‘Flowers were growing in the garden.’ (Erelt 2009:7)
®)] Jaani-l  on vend.

Jaan-ADE be.PRS.3 brother.NOM

‘Jaan has a brother.’ (Erelt 2009:7)

The verb can also be final or initial in some circumstances. However, since this dissertation is
about nouns, I will not discuss clausal word order in detail.
Estonian is a nominative/accusative language, both in its case-marking system and verb

agreement system. Transitive and intrasitive subjects are marked with the same case, and tran-



sitive objects are marked with a distinct case. There are two caveats. The first caveat is that
objects can be marked with one of three cases: (i) partitive case, (ii) genitive case or (iii) nomi-
native case. Type (i) objects are traditionally called PARTIAL OBJECTS and objects of type (ii)

and (iii) are collectively called TOTAL OBJECTS.

(6) Partial objects:

a. Heiko luge-s raamatu-t.
H.NOM read-PST.3SG book-PAR

‘Heiko was reading a book.’

b. Heiko luge-s raamatu-id.
H.NOM read-PST.3SG book-PL.PAR

‘Heiko was reading some books.’

(7) Total objects:

a. Heiko luge-s raamatu  l&bi.
H.NOM read-PST.3SG book.GEN through

‘Heiko read a/the book (and he finished it).’

b. Heiko luge-s raamatu-d 14bi.
H.NOM read-PST.3SG book-PL.NOM through

‘Heiko read some/the books (and finished them).’

In (6) and (7), we see some examples of simple transitive clauses. Notice that all kinds of
partial objects are marked with partitive case. For total objects, there is a number-based split in
indicative transitive clauses: a plural total object is nominative, and in these clauses, a singular
total object is genitive.! 1In chapter 4, I will argue that the case-marking that total objects
receive is a syntactic accusative that is syncretic with genitive in the singular and nominative in
the plural.

The second caveat is that, in addition to objects, some subjects can be marked with partitive
case. Only some intransitive verbs allow partitive subjects.

(8) Tdnavanurga-l  seisi-s inimesi.

street.corner-ADE stand-PST.3SG people.PL.PAR
‘On the street corner stood some people.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:470)

In imperatives and passives (or impersonals), all total objects are marked with nominative case. The term fotal
object is descriptive; it may turn out that the optimal analysis does not treat (all) nominative total objects as actual

objects.



9 Kiila-s ela-b ukrainlasi.
village-INE live-PRS.3SG Ukranian.person.PL.PAR
‘Ukranians live in the village.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:470)

The class of verbs allowing partitive subjects contains many verbs that would be unaccusative
in other languages, and that seems like a plausible first hypothesis, but I will not pursue it here.?

The realization of agreement morphology shows many different patterns in Estonian. In
affirmative declarative clauses, finite verbs obligatorily agree with nominative subjects in person

and number.® This is true even in inverted clauses, as shown in (4) and (10).

4 Aia-s *kasva-s / /kasva-si-d lille-d.
garden-INE grow-PST.3SG/ grow-PST-3PL flower-PL.NOM
‘Flowers grew in the garden.’ (Erelt 2009:7)
(10) Kiila-s *ela-b / /ela-vad ukrainlase-d.
village-INE live-PRS.3SG / live-PRS.3PL Ukranian.person-PL.NOM
‘Ukranians live in this village.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:470)

Beyond this clause type, agreement patterns show a range of variation in patterns of exponence
and agreement. I forego examples here, but at least the following possibilities of morphologi-
cal agreement exponence exist: obligatory exponence (affirmative indicatives and imperatives),
optional exponence (affirmative conditionals), no exponence (negated indicatives, negated con-

ditionals) and double exponence (negated imperatives, see Norris & Thompson 2014).

1.2.2 Nominal morphology

Estonian nominals inflect for two features: number and case. There is no gender system in Es-
tonian (even for pronouns). The number system contrasts only singular and plural. Perhaps one

of the most famous facts about Estonian is that it has a sizeable case system, which traditionally

2Observe, for example, that both (8) and (9) could also be translated using there-insertion: There stood some
people on the street corner and There live Ukranians in the village. However, I know of at least one possible
exception to this. The verb méngima ‘play’ can have partitive subjects.
@) Oue-s  miingi-b lapsi.

yard-INE play-PRS.3SG children.PL.PAR
‘In the yard, children played.’

To my ear, play does not permit there-insertion: *There played some children in the garden.
3There is one exception. The modal use of fulema ‘come, (as a modal) need’ is invariant. It always surfaces in

the third-person singular form.



contains 14 cases. A paradigm is given in Table 1.1. I will now take a moment to briefly touch

Case Singular  Plural Translation
NOMINATIVE lind linnu-d ‘(a) bird(s)’
GENITIVE linnu lindu-de ‘of (a) bird(s)’
PARTITIVE lindu linde ‘(a) bird(s)’
ILLATIVE linnu-sse lindu-de-sse ‘into (a) bird(s)’
INESSIVE  linnu-s lindu-de-s ‘in (a) bird(s)’

ELATIVE linnu-st  lindu-de-st ‘out of (a) bird(s)’
ALLATIVE linnu-le  lindu-de-le ‘onto (a) bird(s)’
ADESSIVE  linnu-1 lindu-de-1 ‘on (a) bird(s)’
ABLATIVE linnu-It lindu-de-It ‘off of (a) bird(s)’

TRANSLATIVE linnu-ks  lindu-de-ks  ‘for/into (a) bird(s)’
TERMINATIVE linnu-ni  lindu-de-ni ‘until (a) bird(s)’
ESSIVE linnu-na lindu-de-na  ‘as (a) bird(s)’
ABESSIVE linnu-ta  lindu-de-ta ‘without (a) bird(s)’
COMITATIVE linnu-ga lindu-de-ga  ‘with (a) bird(s)’

Table 1.1: Traditional Estonian declension paradigm for lind ‘bird’

on the uses of these cases.

1.2.2.1 The grammatical cases

The term grammatical case is traditionally applied to the nominative, genitive, and partitive
cases. I covered some aspects of their use in marking subjects and objects in §1.2.1. Genitive is
also the case assigned to prenominal possessors inside DPs.

(11D) Priidu  naine on Mirjami ode.

Priit. GEN wife.NOM be.PRS.3 Mirjam.GEN sister.NOM
‘Priit’s wife is Mirjam’s sister.’

In addition, partitive and genitive case are the most common cases assigned by adpositions.

(12) a. Laps rooma-b mooda pdranda-t.
child.NOM crawl-PRS.3SG along floor-PAR
“The child is crawling along the floor.’ (EKSS, entry for mooda)

b. Laps rooma-b pdranda-t mooda .
child.NOM crawl-PRS.3SG floor-PAR along
“The child is crawling along the floor.’ (EKSS, entry for mododa)



(13) Suvila on jarve aares.
summer.cottage.NOM be.PRS.3 lake.GEN beside
‘The summer cottage is beside a lake.’ (EKSS, entry for ddires)
I mention these two uses here as they are particularly common, but there are other uses of both
the genitive and the partitive. I will explore another use of the partitive case in detail in chapter

4.

1.2.2.2 The semantic cases

The term semantic case is traditionally applied to the rest of the case paradigm in Estonian. I
will take a moment to cover the basic use of these cases, but I note that many of these cases are
also assigned by particular verbs and/or prepositions. I will not cover those uses here.

The illative, inessive, and elative case are collectively called the interior local cases. They

indicate location or direction with respect to the referent of the case-marked DP.

(14) a. Ema soit-is linna /linna-sse.*

mother travel-PST.3SG city.ILL / city-ILL
‘Mother traveled to the city.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:245)

b. Me ole-me linna-s.
we be-1PL city-INE
‘We are in the city.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:247)

c. Tuli-n linna-st.
come.PST-1SG city-ELA
‘I came from the city.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:248)
Illative indicates motion towards or into the DP, inessive indicates static location in the DP,
and elative indicates motion from our out of the DP. This location is sometimes (though not
always) with respect to the interior (e.g., inside) of the case-marked DP and hence they are
called interior local cases.
The allative, adessive, and ablative cases are collectively called exterior local cases. They
also indicate location or direction with respect to the referent of the case-marked DP.
(15) a. Mari soit-is vilismaa-le.

Mari travel-PST.3SG abroad-ALL
‘Mari traveled abroad. (Erelt et al. 2000:249)

“The form linnasse is strictly speaking grammatical, but most speakers would prefer the short-form illative

linna. See section 1.2.3.2 for some brief discussion on short-form illative singulars.

9



Mariela-b  juba  kolmanda-t aasta-t  vélismaa-l.
Mari live-3SG already third-PAR  year-PAR abroad-ADE

‘Mari is already in her third year of living abroad.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:250)
Mari saabu-s iileeile vélismaa-It.
Mari arrive-PST.3SG day.before.yesterday abroad-ABL
Mari arrived from abroad the day before yesterday.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:251)

Allative indicates motion towards or onto the DP, adessive indicates static location in the DP,

and ablative indicates motion from our off of the DP. This location is sometimes (though not

always) with respect to the exterior (e.g., on top) of the case-marked DP and hence they are

called exterior local cases.

Adessive case is used in a number of seemingly non-locative constructions. For space

reasons, [ will mention just one here: possessors in clausal possession constructions are marked

with adessive case.

(16) a.

Jaani-l on vend.

Jaan-ADE be.PRS.3 brother.NOM

‘Jaan has a brother.’ (Erelt 2009:7)
Auto-l1 on neli ratas-t.

car-ADE be.PRS.3 four.NOM wheel-PAR

“The car has four wheels.’ (Erelt 2009:7)

Translative case is most often translated as ‘for’ or ‘into’. One example of its use is resul-

tative adjectival or nominal predicates, as in (17).

(17)

Opilane sai Opetaja-ks.
student become.PST.3SG teacher-TRL
“The student became the teacher.’

The remaining cases (terminative, essive, abessive, comitative) have fairly transparent

meanings, as shown below.

(18)

(19)

P6ld ulatu-s metsa-ni.
field extend-PST.3SG forest-TER
‘The field extends to the forest.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:252)

lama-s haige-na voodi-s.

S/he lie-PST.3SG sick-ESS bed-INE
‘S/he lied sick in bed. (Erelt et al. 2000:252)

10



(20) prilli-de-ta mees
glasses-PL-abe man

‘a man without glasses’ (Erelt et al. 2000:252)
21 Mari liks Juri-ga  kinno.

Mari go.PST.3SG Jiiri-COM cinema.ILL

‘Mari went to the movies with Jiiri.’ (Erelt et al. 2000:253)

These cases are often grouped together and called the last four cases.

1.2.3 Nominal morphophonology

Estonian declension paradigms exhibit complex patterns of morphophonology that should be
mentioned here. This will be only a preliminary description—I will not provide an analysis of
the observations in this section. I mention them here for two reasons. First, having a basic grasp
of the patterns of allomorphy in Estonian nominals will be useful when looking at examples.
Second, this serves as a concise but reasonably complete discussion of the core issues that
future work on the morphology of Estonian nominal inflection must address. More thorough

exploration can be found in Blevins 2008, Miirk 1981, 1991, 1997.

1.2.3.1 Stem gradation

There is an alternation in most declension paradigms between two stems, typically called the
STRONG stem and the WEAK stem. This alternation is traditionally called GRADATION. Two

examples are shown in Table 1.2. The word lind ‘bird’ is traditionally described as having two

CASE SG PL PL.ENDING
NOM lind  linnu -d
GEN  linnu lindu -de
PAR lindu linde /
lindu  -sid

CASE SG PL PL.ENDING

NOM  kott koti  -d

GEN  koti kotti -de

PAR  kotti kotte /

kotti  -sid

Table 1.2: Some example stem distributions in Estonian

stems: strong lindu and weak linnu. Similarly, the word kott ‘bag’ has two stems: strong kotti

11



and weak koti. The stems are clearly phonologically related, and historically, the alternations
were partially or fully conditioned by phonology, but the phonological trigger has been lost in
Estonian. See Miirk 1981, 1991, 1997, Prince 1980 for discussion of the variety of gradation
patterns that can be seen. The singular endings are slightly irregular, but the plural endings are
more regular: nominative plural is always -d, genitive plural is -de/-te, and partitive plural is
-(s)id.

The formation of the semantic cases is much simpler: descriptively, they are based on the

genitive form of the respective number, as shown in Table 1.3. So, the illative singular form of

CASE SG ENDING PL ENDING
ILL linnu  -sse lindude -sse

INE linnu -s lindude -s

ELA linnu  -st lindude  -st

Table 1.3: Formation of the semantic cases in Estonian

lind ‘bird’ is a stem identical to the genitive singular /innu with the illative -sse ending. The
illative plural involves the same ending -sse attached to a form identical to the genitive plural

lindude.

1.2.3.2 Fusional short forms

In addition to the agglutinating forms listed above, there are forms that are typically called short
forms. 1 will mention two of them there: the short illative singular and the short partitive plural.
These short forms are restricted in two ways. First, not every word has a short form. Second,
for some words that ostensibly have short forms, the long form may still be preferred (by some
speakers).
The short illative singular has no -sse ending. It is formed in various ways, depending on
the word in question (Erelt et al. 2000:245-247). Some examples are provided in (22).
(22) maja-sse ~ majja /suu-sse  ~ suhu / suure-sse ~ suur-de
house-ILL  house.ILL / mouth-ILL  mouth.ILL / big-ILL big.ILL
‘into the house’ / ‘into the mouth’ / ‘big (illative case)’
Short-form illatives may contain phonetic strings that do not otherwise exist in the language

(e.g., geminate [j:]) in majja).
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There is also a short-form of the partitive plural. Some examples of short-form partitive
plurals are given in (23).
(23) lindu-sid  ~ linde / seminari-sid ~ seminare

bird-PL.PAR  bird.PL.PAR / seminar-PL.PAR  seminar.PL.PAR

‘birds’ / ‘seminars’
As with the short-form illative singulars, though both versions of the partitive plural are offi-
cially recognized in the standard grammar, they are not in equal usage for every lexical item.
For example, lindusid sounds archaic when compared to linde, but seminarisid is still usable
according to Erelt et al. (2000). The formation of the short-form partitive plural is a bit more
complicated. It is traditionally characterized as based on the partitive singular form with a vowel

change. There are six possibilities, shown in Table 1.4 with examples.

PAR.SG PAR.PL CHANGE TRANSLATION
lille —  llli e—i ‘flower’

roosi —  roose i—e ‘rose’

laulu —  laule u—e ‘song’

ouna —  ounu a—u ‘apple’

koera —  koeri a—i ‘dog’

muna —  mune a—e ‘egg’

Table 1.4: Formation of the short-form partitive plural in Estonian

1.2.4 Data sources

The data in this dissertation comes from three main sources: (i) the most complete descriptive
grammars of Estonian (Erelt, Kasik, Metslang, Rajandi, Ross, Saari, Tael & Vare (1993a), Erelt,
Kasik, Metslang, Rajandi, Ross, Saari, Tael & Vare (1993b), Erelt et al. (2000)), (ii) fieldwork
conducted with Estonian speakers in the San Francisco Bay Area and Tartu, Estonia, and (iii)

various sources of naturally-occurring data, including two corpora and two dictionaries:

e BALANCED: a balanced literary corpus containing equal parts journalism, fiction, and

scientific writing (15 million words).

e PARLIAMENT: stenographic records from Estonian parliamentary discussions between

1995 and 2001 (13 million words).
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e EKSS: Eesti Keele Seletav Sonaraamat (Estonian descriptive dictionary), the largest dic-

tionary of Estonian.

e OS: Oigekeelsussonaraamat 2013 (Estonian normative dictionary), another dictionary of

Estonian.

All these resources are accessible online at http://www.keeleveeb.ee/.

Estonian has been well-studied by Estonian linguists, and while research within the gen-
erative tradition once flourished there, it has fallen out of favor. There is a vibrant community
of researchers at the University of Tartu (Tartu Ulikool) and a number of linguists elsewhere in
Europe as well. I rely heavily on the two-volume Eesti keele grammatika ‘Grammar of Esto-
nian’ (Erelt et al. 1993a,b) as well as the shorter Eesti Keele Kdisiraamat ‘Handbook of Estonian’
(Erelt et al. 2000). Eesti Keele Kdisiraamat is also available online from the Eesti Keele Instituut
(Estonian language institute): http://www.eki.ee/books/ekk09/. These grammars
are written in Estonian.

In addition to the examples from those resources, some of the data here comes from pri-
mary fieldwork with Estonian speakers living in the San Francisco Bay Area as well as speakers
still living in Estonia. The Estonian represented here is Standard Estonian. There is dialectal
variation in Estonia, but the judgments I report here are those that were consistent among my
three main consultants. Most of my consultants are from Tartu and the surrounding areas; those
that are not have spent significant time there. When a source for data is not given, the data
comes from my fieldwork. However, there are times when I will indicate that a particular ex-
ample was volunteered by a particular consultant. I will use that consultant’s initials to indicate
this.

Whenever possible, I have confirmed results from fieldwork by seeking out similar exam-
ples in the various corpora that I listed. The Descriptive dictionary of Estonian (Eesti keele
seletav sonaraamat, EKSS) contains both definitions and multiple examples for each entry. It
has been invaluable. The normative dictionary of Estonian (Qigekeelsussonaraamat, OS) has
also been useful in that regard. Both dictionaries are hosted by the Eesti Keele Instituut, and
examples from them are cited along with the appropriate entry. In addition, some examples
come from a balanced literary corpus containing equal parts journalism, fiction, and scientific
texts, and some examples come from a corpus of parliamentary speech. Estonian morphology

is complicated, which can make it difficult to use string-based corpora. However, these corpora
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are annotated, containing a wealth of grammatical information.

1.2.5 The case for Estonian

Estonian is a language prime for theoretical investigation. Though it has a vibrant community of
linguists and a wealth of careful descriptive and typological work, Estonian has largely escaped
theoretical attention. One notable exception is its phonology, notable for its putative three-way
contrast in consonant and vowel length (see Prince 1980 and references there). Finnish has for
its part received some attention; though Estonian is closely related to Finnish, it is also different
in interesting ways. Thus, while data from Estonian itself should be brought to bear on current
theoretical debates, there is also interesting microcomparative work to be done between Finnish
and Estonian. My hope is that this dissertation will become part of a growing recognition and

theoretical investigation of Estonian in the years to come.

1.3 Theoretical Background

The primary focus of this dissertation is the development of a theory of nominal concord, but
along the way, evidence from Estonian will be brought to bear on theoretical issues concerning
the relationship between the syntax and morphology of nominals. It will thus be important
to fix a set of theoretical assumptions for the studies that follow. The general framework of
this dissertation is the approach to syntax which has come to be known as THE MINIMALIST
PROGRAM, as advanced initially by Chomsky (1995, 2000, 2001, 2008). This is paired with
the approach to morphological phenomena known as DISTRIBUTED MORPHOLOGY, advanced
initially by Halle (1990), Halle & Marantz (1993) and extended by much subsequent work
(Embick & Noyer 2001, Embick & Marantz 2008, Embick 2010, i.a.).

My proposals are based on the inverted Y-model in Figure 1.2. According to this model,
there are syntactic operations (MERGE, MOVE, AGREE), which build representations encod-
ing both constituent structure and relations between constituents. At certain designated points
during the course of a syntactic derivation, portions of the syntactic structure are packaged and
sent to the the sound interface (Phonetic Form) and the meaning interface (Logical Form) to
be further interpreted. The component of the grammar that is called MORPHOLOGY is taken

to be a subcomponent of the grammar along the PF branch where morphological operations
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Figure 1.2: The inverted Y-Model

occur. This is the general picture, but I will now take a moment to touch on the aspects of these

theories most relevant for what follows.

1.3.1 Some important syntactic assumptions

There are three phrase-structural relations which will figure into the discussion of what fol-
lows. Consider the toy representation given in (24), where traditional node labels (XP, X’) are

provided to aid in reading the tree.

(24) (/\/ /X\P\z\ AN ._ < Complex node XP
YP NUXP )
/7\
7P X'
/\
X WP

The first relationship to note is domination. I assume that a node dominates itself as well all
nodes its daughters dominate. This is a transitive relation. XP; thus dominates XP; (itself), ZP,
X/, X0, and WP. X° dominates only itself.

There is one exception to the domination relation: I assume adjuncts are not dominated

by their adjunction sites. This is in line with the SEGMENT THEORY OF ADJUNCTION, which
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holds that adjunction does not create two separate instances of the adjunction site (XP), but
it results in an expanded, more complex instance of XP (Chomsky 1986, May 1985). This
complex node (in the dashed box in (24)) is made up of two segments, represented here as XP;
and XP,. Nodes that are not adjunction sites, like ZP, contain only one segment. The notion
of domination that emerges is one where XP dominates YP if and only if every segment of XP
dominates YP. Because one segment of XP—namely, XP,—does not dominate YP, then XP
(which spans XP, and XP;) does not dominate YP.

In order to talk about relationships between adjuncts and their hosts, we must use different
terminology. Instead of domination, the proper label for the relationship between XP, and YP
is INCLUSION. A node « includes a node 5 if and only if [ is the daughter of o or dominated
by a daughter of a.. Returning to (24), the segment XP, includes YP, because the segment YP is
the daughter of XP,. In most cases, domination and inclusion will coincide, precisely because
most nodes will be made of only one segment. In the case of adjunction, they pull apart. I will
make use of inclusion in Chapter 3, so it is important to note it here. The converse of inclusion
is EXCLUSION. A node « excludes a node § if and only if 3 is not (dominated by) a daughter
of a. Thus, XP; excludes YP. The takeaway point is that an adjunction site (or more properly,
its topmost instance) includes its adjuncts, but it does not dominate them.

One relation defined on the basis of dominance that will be relevant is C-COMMAND.
Though this relation is commonplace in syntactic research in the Minimalist Program, its defi-
nition is not always identical from one analysis to another. The definition of c-command I will

assume in what follows is given in (25).

(25) C-COMMAND: « c-commands f3 iff
a. « does not dominate /3

b. the first node which dominates « also dominates /3.

With respect to (24), we can say that ZP c-commands X', X°, and WP.

Of the three syntactic operations Merge, Move, and Agree, the discussion in this disserta-
tion will bear primarily on the nature of Agree. This operation is responsible for relating sets of
features in the syntactic component. It is triggered by the need of some head, called a PROBE.
This is generally represented by endowing the probe with an uninterpretable (sometimes called
unvalued) feature that must find an interpretable counterpart in order for the derivation to con-

verge. The element bearing these interpretable features is called the GOAL. The definition I
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assume for Agree is given in (26).

(26) A probe X establishes an Agree relation with a goal YP, where:

a. X c-commands YP,

b. X lacks values for uninterpretable features that can be supplied by the values of
matching features on YP,

c. YP lacks values for uninterpretable features that can be supplied by X,

d. No potential goal intervenes between X and YP,

e. X and YP are in the same phase.
Agree supplies the values of each category’s uninterpretable features from matching
features of the other category, with the two features coalescing into a single shared

feature.

The conditions in (26) are the standard set of assumptions for an Agree relation that results
in Feature Sharing, following Frampton & Gutmann (2006), Pesetsky & Torrego (2007). 1

attempt to represent this visually in Figure 1.3 from Frampton & Gutmann (2006). There are two

A B
[ [l [

T
[31 [pl]
i}
A B
[3] [pl] [

Figure 1.3: Agree between A and B resulting in feature sharing

categories, A and B, whose feature bundles include different instances of the features Per and
Num (among possibly other things). The values for these features are written below in brackets.

The result of Agree is shown underneath that diagram: A’s and B’s Num and Per features
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become single Per and Num features, with their values coming from B’s original values.?
Returning to the definition of Agree in (26), the first three conditions fix the directionality
of Agree—the probe must c-command the goal—and define when it can apply. Note that (26c),
called the ACTIVITY CONDITION, has been challenged on empirical grounds and is not always
assumed. I present it here for completeness. The condition in (26d) is known as the INTERVEN-
TION CONDITION. It requires that the goal that is chosen is the closest goal available, defined in
terms of c-command. Finally, the condition in (26e) is the larger locality constraint, predicated
on the assumption that the syntactic derivation proceeds in piece-by-piece fashion. The pieces
are called PHASES. These are the portions I referred to earlier when discussing the Y-Model.
It is thus Phases that are sent to the interfaces to be interpreted. After this point, phases are

assumed to be opaque to further operations, and this includes Agree (26e).

1.3.2 Some important morphological assumptions

In addition to the syntactic framework outlined above, this dissertation also adopts some of the
assumptions of Distributed Morphology. For this work, there are two assumptions that are most
relevant: (i) the terminal nodes in syntax do not contain phonological material and (ii) syntax
is the only generative engine for word-building. The first of these assumptions is sometimes
known as the SEPARATION HYPOTHESIS, following Beard (1966). Under this assumption, the
syntax manipulates bundles of formal features only. Within Distributed Morphology, the formal
definition of a MORPHEME is simply a bundle of morphosyntactic features as far as the syntax
is concerned.

The second assumption, that there is no generative word-builder separate from the syntax,
will be strongly present in the work that follows. This means that words are not ever “built”
in the lexicon, but they result from the insertion of vocabulary items into terminal nodes that
have been created and manipulated first by syntactic processes. In investigations of agreement
phenomena (like nominal concord), this assumption generally entails that the agreeing element
will acquire the features it expresses during the derivation. This will form a part of the analysis

I propose.

SFrampton & Gutmann (2006) propose that two unvalued features may also be part of feature sharing relation-

ships. I do not disagree, but I have chosen not to represent such a relationship in Figure 1.3.
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1.4 Organization

The dissertation is organized into three main content chapters that gradually deepen the un-
derstanding of the morphology and syntax of Estonian nominals. In chapter 2, I provide the
empirical and analytical background on the syntax of nominal phrases in Estonian which serves
as the starting point for the discussion in the rest of the dissertation. There are two empirical ar-
eas I focus on in this chapter. First, I address the status of the category D in Estonian, a language
which lacks the lexical items most commonly associated with the head of DP: (in)definite arti-
cles. I nevertheless claim that Estonian nominals are DPs, and I claim that indefinite pronouns
like miski ‘something” and wh-determiners like milline ‘which’ occupy D°. T also investigate
the syntax of cardinal numerals, ultimately arguing that they are involved in two constructions
in Estonian. In one construction, they are heads in the nominal extended projection. In another,
they are specifiers. The choice of construction leads to particular consequences for number- and
case-marking in Estonian DPs.

The focus of chapter 3 is the development of a novel theory of concord. I show that concord
is different in important ways from subject-verb agreement. Consequently, I argue that analyz-
ing concord with modern theories of subject-verb agreement poses a number of difficulties. I
pursue the hypothesis that concord is primarily morphological. It is not indicative of a partic-
ular syntactic relationship. Rather, in some languages, like Estonian, some categories within
the DP must express number and case features in order to be well-formed words. I propose the
features they express come from the closest source that has them, with closest defined in terms
of inclusion. 1 propose explicit mechanisms of feature percolation that allow case, number (and
in many languages, gender) features to be accessed by the elements showing concord. In the
morphological component, those elements acquire the features they ultimately express. This
is when the language-particular morphological requirements come into play. I show how the
analysis predicts exactly the patterns of number and case concord patterns seen in Estonian DPs
with numerals, where there are two number values and two case values in a single DP.

In chapter 4, I turn to a deeper investigation of the patterns of case concord in Estonian. In
pseudopartitive constructions and DPs with numerals, there is an alternation between apparent
(partitive) case assignment and case concord (i.e., bearing the same case value). The case
concord pattern obtains in most instances. Partitive case only surfaces when the entire DP is

assigned nominative case or accusative case. This is clearly a natural class: it is those cases
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that are only assigned by clausal functional heads. Superficially similar phenomena in Russian
and Finnish have attracted attention in recent years, and I show that those analyses cannot be
easily extended to Estonian. Estonian is, to my knowledge, unique in that it shows this case-
alternation pattern in DPs with numerals and in pseudopartitives. This allows Estonian to shed
light on the way these phenomena can be analyzed. I ultimately propose that the partitive case
in these situations is a morphological default, assigned to complements of nouns when they do
not already have a case value. It only surfaces in nominative and accusative contexts because
they are assigned later than the other cases.

Finally, in chapter 5, I sketch the picture of Estonian DP morphosyntax that emerges from
the chapters and point towards directions for further research. This takes two forms. On the
one hand, the proposal that nominal concord is a distinct form of agreement makes one wonder
about the possibility of a verbal version of concord. I discuss several possibilities. On the
other, since this dissertation focuses on a detailed analysis of concord in one language, there are
some typological issues about concord that are left as open questions. I close this chapter by
identifying some domains that have the potential to lead to interesting examples to further shed

light on the crosslinguistic character of concord.
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Chapter 2

Estonian Nominal Morphosyntax

2.1 Introduction

There are some aspects of Estonian nominal phrases that are unsurprising, and their analysis is
thus relatively uncontroversial. For example, adjectives precede nouns, and possessors typically

precede adjectives, as we can see in (27).

27) a. Peetri vana maja b. Kirdi ilus maal
Peeter.GEN old house Kirt.GEN beautiful painting
‘Peter’s old house’ ‘Kirt’s beautiful painting’

To account for these orders, I assume that adjectives are adjoined to NP and possessors are spec-
ifiers of a functional projection above NP, which I assume is Ritter’s (1991) NumP. Specifiers

are leftward in Estonian, and adjuncts typically precede their hosts as well.

(28) DP
/\
D NumP
DP/>\
Num NP
Peetri /\
[sG]
AP NP

N maja
vana
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In the higher functional domain, the strong quantifiers kgik ‘all’ and iga ‘each’ precede demon-
stratives (both standard see and colloquial t00). These elements together typically precede
adjectives and possessors:

(29) koik nee-d  Kirdi punase-d auto-d

all DEM-PL Kirt.GEN red-PL  car-PL
‘all these red cars of Kirt’s’

(30) iga see neetud riidetiikk
each this cursed cloth.piece
‘each of these cursed pieces of fabric’ (BALANCED)

The order exemplified in Estonian nominals (see (31)) is common crosslinguistically, and syn-

tactic analyses of it are plentiful (see, for example, Abels & Neeleman 2012, Cinque 2005).

(31) Neutral order of elements in the Estonian noun phrase
Q > Dem > Poss > Adj > N

Such accounts almost invariably make use of functional projections above the noun phrase,
which have grown in number since the comparatively conservative earlier proposals made by,
e.g., Abney (1987), Jackendoff (1977), Szabolcsi (1983). For example, Ritter (1991) has argued
for the presence of an additional functional projection in between D° and N’— Ritter (1991) la-
bels it Num(ber)?, Déchaine & Wiltschko (2002) label it ¢°. The existence of such a projection
is often assumed in modern investigations of nominal morphosyntax.

The nominal morphology of Estonian distinguishes two numbers and modern traditional
grammars identify 14 cases in the language. These are provided in Table 2.1. There is no
gender system in Estonian— the third-person singular pronoun fema can refer to both men and
women.! I will look more closely at how number features are represented and manipulated in
this chapter and the next chapter. A more in-depth study of the case system will be the focus of
chapter 4.

The goal of this chapter will be to investigate two aspects of the morphosyntax of Estonian
nominals that are not as clear-cut. This chapter is necessarily only the prelude to a detailed

investigation of Estonian DPs, but it will serve as a useful basis for later chapters on concord.

IThe closest thing to an exception that I can think of is the derivational suffix -nna, which can attach to nation-
alities and some occupations to indicate a female version of that nationality/occupation (e.g., eestla-ne ‘Estonian

person’ ~ eestla-nna ‘Estonian woman’, dpetaja ‘teacher’ ~ opetaja-nna ‘female teacher’).
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Case Singular Plural Translation

NOMINATIVE inimene inimese-d ‘a person/people’
GENITIVE inimese inimes-te ‘of a person/people’
PARTITIVE inimes-t inimesi ‘a person/people’
ILLATIVE inimese-sse inimes-te-sse  ‘into a person/people’
INESSIVE  inimese-s inimes-te-s ‘in a person/people’
ELATIVE inimese-st  inimes-te-st  ‘out of a person/people’
ALLATIVE inimese-le  inimes-te-le  ‘onto a person/people’
ADESSIVE  inimese-1 inimes-te-1 ‘on a person/people’
ABLATIVE inimese-It inimes-te-It ‘off of a person/people’

TRANSLATIVE inimese-ks  inimes-te-ks  ‘for/into a person/people’
TERMINATIVE inimese-ni  inimes-te-ni  ‘until a person/people’
ESSIVE inimese-na inimes-te-na  ‘as a person/people’
ABESSIVE inimese-ta  inimes-te-ta  ‘without a person/people’
COMITATIVE inimese-ga  inimes-te-ga  ‘with a person/people’

Table 2.1: Estonian declension paradigm for inimene ‘person’

In section 2, I will address the nature of the D” head in Estonian, situating the language within
the recent literature investigating functional structure in articleless languages. Estonian is an
interesting case study, because, to the extent that the generalizations uncovered in the literature
on articleless languages are robust, Estonian behaves in many ways like a language with articles.
In sections 3 and 4, I turn to an investigation of cardinal numerals in Estonian, which will serve
as the starting point for the next chapter’s investigation of number-marking inside Estonian
nominals. I will ultimately propose that Estonian numerals can be used in two different syntactic

structures, and the choice between those structures has morphosyntactic consequences.

2.2 The DP layer in Estonian

Estonian is a so-called “articleless language,” meaning (i) the language has nothing like the
more familiar definite or indefinite articles from Indo-European languages, and (ii) bare nouns?
have a relatively free syntactic distribution and a variety of possible semantic interpretations.

They can be interpreted as indefinite, as in (32a), or definite, as in the continuation (32b).

2 At the moment, the term BARE NOUN is descriptive: I do not mean to claim that these elements are simply N°
heads as opposed to NPs. The question I am concerned with here is whether bare nouns have functional structure

that is covert.
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(32) a Oue-s on kassja koer. b. Koer aja-b kassi  taga.

yard-INE be.3 cat and dog dog drive-3SG cat.PAR back
‘There is a cat and a dog out- ‘The dog is chasing the cat.’
side.

Bare nouns in existential sentences like (32a) are interpreted as indefinite, but those same bare
nouns are interpreted as definite in (32b). Bare nouns can also be predicates in copular clauses,

as in (33) and (34).

(33) Nee-d naise-d on advokaadi-d.
those-PL woman-PL be.3 lawyer-PL
‘Those women are lawyers.’

(34) Naine on kirjanik.
woman be author
“The woman is an author.’

Bare nouns can have generic interpretations, as in (35) and (36).

(35) Amblik / Ambliku-d on Jumala looming.
spider.NOM / spider-PL.NOM be.2 God.GEN creation.
‘The spider is God’s creation.” / ‘Spiders are God’s creation.’

(36) Jadkaru / Jadkaru-d on hévimisohus.
polar.bear / polar.bear-PL be.3 endangered
‘The polar bear is endangered.” / ‘Polar bears are endangered.’
There are two kinds of analyses one might propose for the kinds of nominals that Estonian
has. Under one view, which I will call the NULL-D° analysis, Estonian nominals still contain
DP, and the Estonian lexicon contains an element of category D with no phonological content.

For example, the nominal jédkaru ‘a/the polar bear’ would be represented as in (37).

(37) The Null-D? analysis:

DP
/\
D N(P)
0 _
Jddkaru

This analysis is in line with the widely assumed (Universal) DP Hypothesis (Abney 1987,

Szabolcsi 1983, 1994, among many others), which holds that nominals always project some
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amount of functional structure. In this view, the difference between nominals in Estonian and
nominals in a language like French is lexical. Estonian has a freely available D° with no phono-
logical content and a particular semantics, but French does not.

Recently, the adoption of the DP Hypothesis for articleless languages has come under
increased scrutiny. In particular, research by Boskovi¢ (2005, 2008, 2009) and Despi¢ (2011,
2013, To Appear) has argued that nominals in another articleless language, Serbo-Croatian,
lack a DP layer. I will refer to this analysis as the NO-D? analysis, and a representation of the

Estonian nominal jéckaru under the no-DY analysis is given in (38).

(38) The No-DU analysis:
N(P)

_

Jjddkaru
Under the no-D? analysis, the difference between Estonian and English is syntactic— Estonian
lacks a particular functional projection that English has. We would expect this differing syntax
to yield different behavior in other corners of the grammars of these languages. In fact, the main
thrust of the work by Boskovi¢ and Despic is that there are indeed syntactic consequences that
emerge as a result of the no-D? analysis of articleless languages. Though their work focuses on
Serbo-Croatian, Boskovi¢ (2005, 2008) suggests that articleless languages may universally lack
a DP layer.?

(39) Small Nominal Hypothesis (SNH): Nominals in all articleless languages are simply

NPs (i.e., they do not project functional structure).

The two competing analyses are repeated in (37) and (38) below.

(37) The Null-D? analysis: (38) The No-D° analysis:
DP NP
——— —_
D NP Jjddkaru
—_
0 Jddkaru

3Bogkovié (2008) calls this hypothesis the ‘stronger and more interesting’ hypothesis. A weaker hypothesis
would be that some articleless languages lack DP. Though Despi¢ (2013) follows Boskovié’s research program, he
stops short of claiming that the lack of DP is universal for articleless languages, though in later work (To Appear)

he states: “whether or not a language has DP crucially depends on whether or not it encodes definiteness overtly.”
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In this section, I will argue in favor of a null-D° analysis of Estonian by way of two
related explorations. First, Estonian does not show any of the properties of articleless languages
outlined by the work on Serbo-Croatian. Furthermore, the claim that Estonian lacks DP would
require an unmotivated analysis of possessors in Estonian. Second, though Estonian lacks clear
correlates of Indo-European articles, there are indeed elements which, I will argue, occupy the
DY position. In other words, the set of elements that can occupy DU is not identical to the the

set of elements we canonically call ‘articles’.

2.2.1 Estonian does not exhibit properties of articleless languages

The SNH is a hypothesis about the syntax of nominals in articleless languages, and thus, we
expect there to be syntactic consequences for adopting the SNH for a particular language. As
mentioned, the focus of the work on the NP/DP divide since Boskovié¢ (2005) has been on these
posited syntactic consequences. Because it is such a strong hypothesis, the SNH makes very
clear predictions about nominals in articleless languages, and indeed, it has led to an investiga-

tion of nominals in several other articleless languages.
e Russian: Pereltsvaig 2007, 2013
e Lithuanian: Gillon & Armoskaite 2012, To Appear
e Bulgarian: Dubinsky & Tasseva-Kurktchieva 2014
e West Greenlandic: Langr 2014

Here, I will explore the predictions of the SNH in Estonian, focusing on the domain of posses-
sors. I will argue that the no-D° analysis of Estonian fails to illuminate any of its properties
(aside from the lack of articles). What’s more, it requires unmotivated assumptions regard-
ing the syntactic structure of possessives in the language. Thus, while a no-D° analysis may
provide some leverage in understanding the behavior of nominals in a language like Serbo-
Croatian, such an analysis of Estonian would predict a degree of similarity between nominals

in the two languages. I contend that few similarities of this kind exist.
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2.2.1.1 Estonian nominals can have (at least) two genitive modifiers

Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012) reveals a variety of properties that he claims are shared by many arti-
cleless languages, and he proposes that these differences come from an NP/DP distinction. A
summary of the implications discussed in Boskovi¢ 2008 and applied to Estonian is given in

Table 2.2.

CRITERION ESTONIAN CONCLUSION
Left branch extraction — NP  no Left branch extraction —
Adjunct extraction — NP no Adjunct Extraction —
» Double genitives — DP Yes DP
Majority for ‘most” — DP Yes/unclear DP/—

Superiority in
multiple wh-fronting — DP  N/A (no MWF) —

Negative Raising — DP N/A (no NPIs that I know of)* —
Clitic Doubling — DP N/A (no clitic doubling) —
Locality in IHRCs — NP N/A (no IHRCs) —
Polysynthesis — NP N/A (not polysynthetic) —

Table 2.2: Languages with and without articles (Boskovié¢ 2008)

Note immediately that all of the criteria are structured in terms of one-way implications.
For example, the criterion that inspired this work (the availability of Left Branch Extraction)

is one way— if a language allows Left Branch Extraction, then it must be an NP language.’

“Estonian does have a number of elements that look like NPIs, but I have yet to find one that is clearly an NPL
For example, the word iikski ‘a single/any’ is only grammatical in a negated clause.
@) Laps *(ei) so6-nud tihtegi porgandi-t.

child NEG eat-PST.PCPL single.PAR carrot-PAR
“The child didn’t eat a single carrot (=any carrots).’

However, iikski can also appear in subject position of a negated clause, which is different from English NPIs (in-
cluding the proposed translation of iikski):
(i) Ukski inimene *(ei) tul-nud.

single person NEG come-PST.PCPL
‘Not a single person came.’

Until a deeper investigation of Estonian negative items is conducted, we cannot conclude anything from this diag-

nostic.
5The way the generalization is written, it predicts the existence of a language that lacks both LBE and the DP

layer, but it is not clear to me that the analyses Boskovi¢ (2005) presents straightforwardly allow such languages. In
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However, the fact that Estonian does not allow Left Branch Extraction of any kind (see (40) and

(41)) does not tell us anything about the structure of its nominals:®

40) a. Heiko miiii-s uue auto maha.
H.NOM sell-PST.3SG new.ACC car.ACC PRTCL
‘Heiko sold a/his new car.’

b. Uue auto miiii-s Heiko ___ mabha.
new.ACC car.ACC sell-PST.3SG H.NOM ¢t PRTCL
‘The new car, Heiko sold.’

c. * Uue mii-s Heiko ___ auto maha.
new.ACC sell-PST.3SG H.NOM ¢ car.ACC PRTCL
‘The new car, Heiko sold.’

41) a. Sa luge-si-d Kérdi raamatu-t.
you read-PST-2SG Kirt.GEN book-PAR
“You read Kirt’s book.’

b. * Kelle sa luge-si-d ___raamatu-t?
who.GEN you read-PST-2SG t  book-PAR
Intended: “Whose book did you read?’

c. Kelle raamatu-t sa luge-si-d 7
who.GEN book-PAR you read-PST-2SG ¢

the phase-based analysis, the absence of DP means the absence of a phase boundary, which obviates the need for an
initial movement to a nominal escape hatch. But Boskovi¢ (2005) argues that it is precisely this movement that leads
to the ban on LBE in a DP language like English, because it is too short and thus violates a principle of anti-locality.
In other words, it is because of the presence of DP that LBE is not possible.

Boskovi¢ also discusses an analysis that is not rooted in phases, but on the basis of proper movement targets. He
tentatively adopts the analysis of adjectives where an A head takes an NP as its complement, and then he argues
that LBE of that adjective is out because, on the assumption that LBE can only be phrasal movement, movement of
the adjective to the exclusion of NP would not be possible. If LBE is phrasal movement, then it must be targeting
at least the AP layer, but there is no way to target AP to the exclusion of NP. The only way to move the A° to the
exclusion of the NP is if it is just the A? head.

Yet in a language with only NP, the AP-over-NP structure is presumably not possible, because nominal phrases
would sometimes be APs and sometimes be NPs. Furthermore, it cannot be this structure that is responsible for the
ban on LBE in Estonian, because this structure can be ruled out on independent grounds. Estonian adjectives can
have complements of their own, which would be difficult to reconcile with a structure where they must take the NPs

they modify as complements.
®I have glossed maha as PRTCL because it seems to have a similar use to the other verbal particles in Estonian,

such as dra and libi. They all seem to serve a perfectivizing role, entailing that the event in question is complete.

Historically, maha most likely comes from the word maa ‘earth/ground’, whose illative singular form is maha.
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‘Whose book did you read?’

An implication that is revealing for Estonian is the possibility of having multiple genitive
arguments. By genitive argument, I mean a nominal element (a DP/NP) that occurs in the noun’s
functional structure and bears some semantic relation to it. These elements are sometimes the
POSSESSORS of the head noun, and I will use these terms interchangeably. As noted by Willim
(2000), some languages with articles allow two nominal genitive arguments, but articleless

languages disallow this (see also BoSkovi¢ 2008:n7).

42) a. Hannibals Eroberung Roms
Hannibal.GEN conquest Rome.GEN
‘Hannibal’s conquest of Rome’ (German, Boskovié¢ 2008)

b. * podbicie Rzymu Hannibala
conquest Rome.GEN Hannibal.GEN
Intended: Hannibal’s conquest of Rome’ (Polish, Boskovi¢ 2008)

Example (42a) is grammatical with each argument of Eroberung ‘conquest’ in genitive case.
The Polish version in (42b) is ungrammatical, regardless of word order. Boskovi¢ (2008) thus
suggests that the availability of multiple genitive arguments is tied to the presence or absence
of articles. If a language allows two genitive arguments, then it is a DP language.’

This follows straightforwardly from the no-D analysis on the assumption that the rela-
tionship between case-assigning heads and case-bearing nominals is one-to-one. If we assume
that N has the ability to assign genitive case, but only once, any structure involving a nominal
with two “genitive” arguments will be ruled out, because one of them will have an unvalued

case feature. This is schematized in (43):

"Bogkovi¢ (2008) restricts this diagnostic to genitive arguments— in his words, he excludes “possessives.” By
this, I believe he intends to rule out examples such as the Polish example in (i) given by Willim (2000, p. 334).
@) kolekcja znaczkéw Piotra
collection stamps.GEN Piotr.GEN

‘Peter’s collection of stamps’

In (i), the role of Piotra is a “semantically-restricted Possessor.” It is possessors like this that Boskovi¢ intends to

exclude.
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43) NP

/\
NP N’
/\
/\

[CASE:GEN]

XP

In Estonian, bare nominals can have two genitive modifiers (pace Erelt 2009). Examples

are accepted by speakers and are also attested in corpora.®

(44) lapse pidev panni-de  166-mine
child.GEN continuous.NOM pan-PL.GEN hit-NMLZ
‘the child’s constant banging of pans’

(45) emis-te pdevane proteiini tarbi-mine
sow-PL.GEN diurnal.NOM protein.GEN consume-NMLZ
‘the sows’ diurnal consumption of protein’ (BALANCED)

In each of the examples above, we have nominalizations of transitive verbs (lo6ma ‘hit’ and
tarbima ‘consume’) with two arguments. The genitive arguments are separated by adjectives
that show concord with the head noun, so we can be sure that the genitives are both arguments
of the nominalization. Without an adjective, the nominalizations with two prenominal genitives
(like (46)) are ambiguous.

(46) lapse panni-de  166-mine

child.GEN pan-PL.GEN hit-NMLZ
‘the child’s banging of pans’ / ‘the banging of the child’s pans’

This example can be bracketed in one of two ways.

(47) [child.GEN [pan-PL.GEN hit-NMLZ]] ‘the child’s banging of pans’

(48) [[child.GEN pan-PL.GEN] hit-NMLZ] ‘the banging of the child’s pans’

8Erelt (2009) says this is impossible, but he provides no ungrammatical examples, and one of the sources he

cites (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993) provides a grammatical example with two genitives.
@) Peetr-i maja-de ehita-mine

Peter-GEN house-PL.GEN build-NMLZ
‘Peter’s building of houses’ (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993:294)
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In (47), each genitive is an argument of the nominalization. In (48), the first genitive is a
possessor of the second. In (48), the two genitives are a constituent to the exclusion of the
nominalization. The intervening adjective in (44) shows concord with the nominalization itself,
which makes it clear that the two genitive modifiers do not form a constituent to the exclusion
of the nominalization. If they did, the intervening adjective would have to show concord with
one of the possessors, not the nominalization. Thus, the second kind of interpretation of (46) is
not possible for (44). The genitive modifiers in (44) are both arguments of [odmine.

If the SNH is correct for Estonian, then the examples in (44) and (45) should be impossible.
Estonian is an articleless language, but this is the behavior of languages with articles. Under a
DP analysis of Estonian, we could say that the extra genitive is made possible by the presence

of D (with one genitive presumably made available by N°).° This is represented in (49) for

example (44).
(49) DP
/\
D FP
—
DP F NP
[CASE: @ ] .
lapse AP NP
pidev _
o / N
[CASE:GEN] 1606mine
pannide

In (49), the inner DP is assigned case by the N° head itself. The higher possessor is introduced
by a functional projection below DY, which assigns case to that possessor under c-command.

By this diagnostic, Estonian must be a DP language.

°In fact, it seems that Estonian has more than two possible syntactic positions for possessors. The NP-internal
position is typically more restricted than the external positions— it most readily hosts words indicating an origin,
which are rendered as adjectives in many other languages, e.g., eesti keel ‘Estonia.GEN language’. I will not construct
a complete analysis of all possessor positions in Estonian here, although we will come back to possessors in section

2.3.
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2.2.1.2 Binding by possessors in Estonian

Another difference between NP languages (exemplified by Serbo-Croatian) and DP languages
(exemplified by English) is discussed by Despi¢ (2011, 2013). This difference concerns the
binding possibilities of possessors of nouns in subject position. The Serbo-Croatian examples
in (50) and (51) are ungrammatical, but their English translations are grammatical.

(50) a. * Kusturicin; najnoviji film ga; je zaista razocarao.

Kusturica’s latest ~ film him is really disappointed
‘Kusturica;’s latest film really disappointed him;.’

b. * Njegov; najnoviji film je zaista razoCarao  Kusturicu;.
His latest  film is really disappointed Kusturica
‘His; latest film really disappointed Kusturica;.’

(51) a. * Jovanov; papagaj ga; je juce ugrizao.
John’s parrot him is yesterday bitten
‘John;’s parrot bit him; yesterday.’

b. * Njegov; papagaj je jue ugrizao Jovana;.
John’s parrot himis yesterday bitten
‘His; parrot bit John; yesterday.’

Despi¢ analyzes the distinction in grammaticality by appealing to binding. The claim is that
possessors in Serbo-Croatian (but not English) are capable of binding elements outside of the
possessum. In each of the examples in (50) and (51), Despi¢ claims the possessor of the subject
can bind the object pronoun. Thus, if the possessor is coreferent with a following name or non-
reflexive pronoun, the construction is ungrammatical (due to Condition B for (50) and Condition
C for (51)). For space reasons, I will not spell out all of the details of Despi¢’s analysis, but

these are the structures the analysis is based on:

(52) English: (53) Serbo-Croatian:!'?
DP NP
/\ /\
D PossP XP NP
0 />\ Jovanov N
DP papagaj
Poss NP
John’s ~
parrot

19T represent the possessor as an XP here, because it is unclear whether Despié believes they are NPs or APs—

he consistently refers to them as ‘adjectival’, but he neve§ gxplicitly says they are of category A°.



Despi¢ adopts a definition of c-command whereby adjuncts to a phrase XP can c-command
elements that XP itself c-commands.!! Under this definition, the adjoined possessor XP in (53)
c-commands everything that its adjunction site NP c-commands. More concretely, Despic’s
claim is that possessors in Serbo-Croatian can c-command elements “outside of NP.” For a
possessor modifying an NP in subject position, this includes any NPs lower in the structure.

Despi¢ does not provide an example of a full clausal structure in Serbo-Croatian; I sketch one

possibility in (54).
(54) TP
NP
NP ...g8aj je juce ugrizao . ..
Jovanov; A

papagaj

I consider it to be uncontroversial that the subject NP Jovanov papagaj ‘Jovan’s parrot’
(in the dotted box in (54)) c-commands the object NP ga ‘him’. Furthermore, under Despic’s
assumptions, the XP possessor Jovanov (boxed in (54)) c-commands everything the possessum
NP c-commands. This means that Jovanov c-commands the object NP ga ‘him’ as well. Be-
cause the object pronoun is subject to Condition B, the binding represented in (54) rules out
coreference. Such examples are thus ungrammatical with the intended coreference.

In contrast, note that the structure Despié assumes for English possessors (and, I assume,
possessors in DP languages more generally) buries the possessor below the DP layer.!> As a re-
sult, while a subject DP in a language like English c-commands the object DP, the possessor of a

subject DP does not.!3 It is the proposed differences in the syntax of possessive constructions in

X c-commands Y iff X and Y are categories, X excludes Y and every category that dominates X dominates Y

(X excludes Y if no segment of X dominates Y) (Despi¢ 2013:244).
12The reason Despi¢ assumes possessors are not in Spec,DP (but in Spec,PossP below DP) is that he assumes

specifiers are adjuncts, following Kayne (1994). Thus, if a possessor were in Spec,DP, it would also be able to
c-command elements outside of its own DP, and the contrast between English and Serbo-Croatian would require a

different explanation.
B Though Despié¢ does not discuss the issue, it seems that in some instances, it is possible for the possessor of

the subject DP to c-command elements internal to the VP in English. For example, consider the example in (i).

(55) Every boy;’s mother dislikes his; friends.
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English and Serbo-Croatian that Despic¢ identifies as the heart of the grammaticality distinction
between the Serbo-Croatian examples in (50) and (51) and their English translations. Thus, if
examples parallel to (50) and (51) are grammatical a given language, then Despi¢ would pre-
sumably analyze possessive structures in that language as something close to (52). If they are
not grammatical, then the language’s possessive structure must be like that in (53).

Estonian appears to behave like English in this respect— sentences like those in (56) and
(57) are perfectly grammatical (modulo the normal difficulties regarding backwards anaphora). '

(56) a. Tiidu;  viimane film inspireeri-s teda; palju.

Tiit.GEN last film inspire-PST.3SG s/he.PAR a.lot
“Tiit;’s last film greatly inspired him;.’

b. Tema;  viimane film inspireeri-s Tiitu;  palju.
s/he.GEN last film inspire-PST.3SG Tiit.PAR a.lot
‘His; last film greatly inspired Tiit;.’

(57) a Kiardi;  koer hammusta-s teda;.
Kirt.GEN dog bite-PST.3SG s/he.PAR
‘Kirt;’s dog bit her;.’

b. Tema;  koer hammusta-s Kirti;.

s/he.GEN dog bite-PST.3SG Kart.PAR

‘Her; dog bit Kirt;.’
Despic¢ ties the observations about Serbo-Croatian directly to the structure of Serbo-Croatian
nominals— possessors can c-command “outside of NP” as a direct result of the nominal struc-
ture in Serbo-Croatian. Based on Despi¢’s analysis, I do not see any way that Estonian posses-
sors could have the same structure as possessors in Serbo-Croatian yet yield different results
in this empirical domain. If Despi¢’s conclusions are correct, then proposing a structure like
(53) for Estonian would predict that (56) and (57) are ungrammatical, and of course, they are

not. Thus, the most natural interpretation of the data in (56) and (57) for Despi¢ is that the

I am interested specifically in the reading where his covaries with every boy. Assuming variable binding requires
c-command, the possessor every boy must be able to c-command the pronoun Ais in order to get the bound reading.
It is not clear to me how Despi¢’s analysis of English would allow this reading, since the difference between English
and Serbo-Croatian is supposed to be that the English possessor does not c-command material in the VP. Thanks to

Sandy Chung for raising this issue— see also Reinhart 1981.
4By this, I mean that my speakers at times expressed a preference for the (a) versions— the versions where the

name came first— when discussing examples such as these side by side. None of my speakers suggested that the (b)

examples were ill-formed.
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Serbo-Croatian structure in (53) cannot be right for Estonian. One possibility is that Estonian

possessors have a similar structure to English possessor as in (52).

(58) Estonian possessors (a la Despi¢ 2013)

DP
/\

D PossP

0 />\
DP

Poss NP
Kirdi C
koer

If Serbo-Croatian is held up as a typical of example of an articleless language, then this is

another way in which Estonian does not behave like an articleless language.

2.2.1.3 Estonian possessors are not adjectival

A consequence of the no-D° analysis proposed by Boskovi¢ (2005), Corver (1992), Despié
(2013) is that demonstratives and possessors are analyzed as being synactically close to adjec-
tives. This descriptive statement is formalized in various ways. For BoSkovi¢ (2005), following
Corver (1992), possessors and demonstratives actually are A heads. Otherwise, they are as-

sumed to be NP adjuncts (59) or multiple NP specifiers (60).

(59) [~np Dem [np Poss [np Adj [np N 111

(60)  [np Dem [y Poss [y Adj [y N111]

I believe this conclusion about the syntax of possessors and demonstratives to be non-
standard, but Boskovi¢ (2005) argues (pp. 6-7) that it is actually a strength of the no-D° anal-
ysis, as possessors are ‘adjectival’ in Serbo-Croatian based on a number of arguments. I will
discuss three of them here.'>

First, possessors (and demonstratives) are “morphologically adjectives,” meaning that they
show concord just like adjectives, and their declensions are identical (or perhaps, very similar)

to the declension of adjectives (Zlati¢ 1997):

5Though T focus on possessors, some of the arguments he presents are also intended to support an adjectival

analysis of demonstratives.
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(61) a. Milanovim zelenim knjigama
Milan’s.FEM.PL.INSTR green.FEM.PL.INSTR books.FEM.PL.INSTR
(Adapted from Despié¢ 2013)

b. Milanovih zelenih knjigama
Milan’s.FEM.PL.GEN green.FEM.PL.GEN books.FEM.PL.GEN
(Adapted from Despi¢ 2013)

In the examples in (61), the adjective and the possessor Milanov have similar endings (indicated
by the underlining). The argument is that the fact that possessors show adjectival morphology
and behavior (i.e., the fact that they show concord) is what we expect if possessors are A? heads.

Second, possessors in Serbo-Croatian can occur in typical adjectival positions. For exam-
ple, they can occur in the predicative position of a copular clause. In this way, they contrast
with English, where possessive determiners cannot occur in predicative position.

(62) Ova knjiga je moja.
this book is my
“This book is mine.” (c¢f. ‘*This book is my.") (Boskovi¢ 2005:6)

In Serbo-Croatian, the same element that is used for possession DP-internally can also be used
in predicative position. This contrasts with English, where the way to express predicative pos-
session is with words like mine, yours, and so on. If possessors are A heads, we expect them
to be able to be used as adjectival predicates. In contrast, if the English possessive determiners
are D heads, then it is unsurprising that they cannot occur as adjectival predicates.'®

Finally, possessors in Serbo-Croatian are very small— they cannot be modified by other
possessors or by adjectives.

(63) * Moj bratov prijatelj spava.

my.NOM brother’s.NOM friend.NOM sleeps
Intended: ‘My brother’s friend (=friend of my brother) sleeps.” (Boskovi¢ 2005:7)

(64) bogati susedov  konj
rich neighbor’s horse
‘rich [ neighbor’s horse |’, *[ rich neighbor ]’s horse’ (Boskovi¢ 2005:7)

11t is not clear to me that we can explain this contrast on the basis of category label alone, as D(P)s (whether or
not they are pronominal) are perfectly capable of being predicates in English. Thus, it cannot be that English my is
ungrammatical in a predicative position in virtue of the category that Boskovié¢ assumes for it (i.e., D°).
Furthermore, the my/mine contrast is not isolated to predicative position. Any time a pronominal possessor occurs
alone in a DP, it must be realized as the longer form (e.g., mine, not *my). 1 will not attempt to clarify Boskovi¢’s

claim further here, as Estonian does not behave like Serbo-Croatian in any case.
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In (63), we see that it is not possible to have a complex prenominal possessor; the intended
reading, where my brother is the possessor, is not possible. More generally, possessors appar-
ently cannot even be modified by an adjective, as seen in (64). This is grammatical, but only
on the absurd reading where it is the neighbor’s horse who is rich. According to Boskovi¢, the
ungrammaticality of (63) and (64) follows automatically under the assumption that an adjective
(i.e., the possessor) cannot be modified by another adjective.!”

To recap, the no-D° analysis of Serbo-Croatian leads its proponents to conclude that pos-
sessors (and demonstratives) are adjectival, because their usual positions—specifiers of higher
functional material—are not present. Therefore, there is no space outside of NP for functional
heads or their specifiers. If we were to adopt the no-D° analysis of Estonian in line with the
SNH, a specifier analysis of possessors and demonstratives would likewise not be possible.
There are thus two basic analytical options for prenominal possessors under a no-D analysis
of Estonian. Either they are adjunct or complement PPs, as in Romance languages (Giorgi &
Longobardi 1991)—an option not considered in the work on Serbo-Croatian—or they must be
analyzed in the same way as possessors in Serbo-Croatian.

I will not provide a detailed analysis of PPs in Estonian, but there is at least one prima facie
difference between PPs that I take to be complements and DP-internal possessors in Estonian.

First, observe that possessors must precede the noun they modify.

(65) Jaani auto / *auto Jaani
Jaan.GEN car.NOM / car.NOM Jaan.GEN
‘Jaan’s car’
(66) aken-de pese-mine / *pese-mine aken-de

window-PL.GEN wash-NMLzZ / wash-NMLZ window-PL.GEN
‘washing of windows’

It is ungrammatical for DP-internal possessors to follow the possessum. Now, observe that PPs

that look like complements show the reverse behavior of possessors in that they can only follow

the noun.
(67) tagatis edu-ks / *edu-ks tagatis
guarantee.NOM success-TRL / success-TRL guarantee.NOM
‘key to success’ Erelt (2009)

For a different explanation of the observation that possessors cannot be modified, see Harizanov (2014).
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(68) uks eluruumi-de-sse / *eluruumi-de-sse uks
door living.quarter-PL-ILL / living.quarter-PL-ILL door
‘door to the living quarters’

I take this observation as evidence that possessors and PP complements like the elements in (67)
and (68) should not be given the same analysis.'®

If, on the other hand, possessors and demonstratives are analyzed in the same way in
Estonian as in Serbo-Croatian, then all else being equal, we would predict that possessors in
Estonian would have roughly the same behavior as possessors in Serbo-Croatian. For example,
we predict them to show adjectival morphology (and concord), to serve as predicates, and we
might expect them to be very small (i.e., unmodifiable).

But that is not what we find. Possessors in Estonian do not display any of those properties.
For starters, possessors in Estonian are one of the only elements that do not show concord with
the possessed noun.

(69) a. Koigi-1 Kéardi(*1) rikas-te-1 sOpra-de-1 on auto-d.

all.PL-ADE Kért.GEN(*ADE) rich-PL-ADE friend-PL-ADE be car-PL.NOM
‘All of Kirt’s rich friends have cars.’

b. Koigi-1 mu(*1) rikas-te-l ~ sdpra-de-1 on auto-d.
all.PL-ADE my.GEN(*ADE) rich-PL-ADE friend-PL-ADE be car-PL.NOM
‘All of my rich friends have cars.’

In (69), the quantifier koigil ‘all’ and the adjective rikastel ‘rich’ are marked for plural number
and adessive case— apparently in agreement with the head noun sépradel ‘friends’. The pos-
sessors Kdrdi ‘Kart’s’ and mu ‘my’ are marked only for singular number and genitive case— no
trace of plurality nor adessive case. I will propose a formal analysis of concord in the following
chapters. For now, I simply note that possessors in Estonian are morphologically different from
adjectives, both in form and in their behavior with respect to concord.

Second, possessors in Estonian cannot be predicates in copular clauses. This is again
different from Serbo-Croatian. In order to express a possessive meaning in a copular clause, the

word oma ‘own’ is required, as we can see in (70).

18The behavior of adjunct PPs is less clear to me at present. Some appear to permit both orders (e.g., noka-ga
miits ~ miits noka-ga ((bill-cOM) hat (bill-cOM)) ‘hat with a bill’, but others seem to appear only before the noun
(e.g., puu-st maja ~ ?Mmaja puu-st ((wood-ELA) house (??wood-ELA) ‘wooden house’. Before we can rule out a PP

analysis of Estonian possessors, we need to have a better understanding of the behavior of adjunct PPs.
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(70) a. See auto on Kirdi *(oma).
this.NOM car.NOM be Kirt.GEN own
‘This car is Kirt’s.’

b. See auto on minu *(oma).
this.NOM car.NOM be 1SG.GEN own
‘This car is mine.’

I will not attempt an analysis of Estonian predicative possession here, but I believe its use is
connected to the possessor’s dependence on a more articulated nominal spine in Estonian.!® In
other words, Possessors in Estonian are not adjectives that can either modify nouns or stand
alone as predicates. To be sure, Estonian adjectives can and do occur in the predicative position

of a copular clause:

(71) a. See toonekurg on  pikk.
this.SG.NOM stork be.3 tal.NOM
“This stork is tall.’

b. Mu jalgratta-d on punase-d.
1SG.GEN bicycle-PL.NOM be.3 red-PL.NOM
‘My bicycles are red.’

The ability to appear in predicative position (in isolation) is thus another difference between
Estonian possessors and Serbo-Croatian possessors. It is another way in which Estonian pos-
sessors fail to show adjectival behavior in the sense discussed by Boskovic.

Finally, recall that possessors in Serbo-Croatian cannot be modified in any way. They
cannot be modified by an adjective (64), and recursive possessive structures are not allowed

(63). In Estonian, both modification (72) and recursion (73) are possible and commonplace.

(72) ... sest ta kaitse-b laia-s motte-s [ koigi tootaja-te ]
because s/he protect-3SG broad-INE thought-INE all.PL.GEN worker-PL.GEN
huve.

interest.PL.PAR
‘... because s/he is advocating, in a broad sense, for the interests of all workers.’

(PARLIAMENT)

“Note that this sounds quite similar to the contexts of use for the English my vs. mine (see fn. 16) in that my is

used when the head noun is present, and mine is used otherwise.
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(73) [[[ kehakultuuri ja spordi ] uuri-mise ] laboratooriumi |
physical.education.GEN and sport.GEN study-NMLZ.GEN laboratory.GEN
juhataja
director
‘the director of the laboratory for the study of sports and physical education’

(BALANCED)

In (72), the possessor koigi tootajate ‘all workers’ contains the quantifier k6ik, which is one of
the highest elements in the Estonian nominal extended projection; simple adjectival modifica-
tion is also possible, as in rikka mehe hobune ‘rich.GEN man.GEN horse.NOM’, which cannot
be about a rich horse (unlike the Serbo-Croatian example, which must be about a rich horse). In

(73), we see a corpus example of possessor recursion in Estonian. The various possessors and

possessa are broken down in (74).%20
kehakultuuri ja spordi uurimise laboratooriumi Jjuhataja
physical education and sport study laboratory director
(74) POSSESSOR POSSESSUM — —
POSSESSOR POSSESSUM —
POSSESSOR POSSESSUM

This example is typical in Estonian— many things that would be of-complements in English
are rendered as possessors in Estonian.

In sum, Estonian possessors behave differently from Serbo-Croatian possessors with re-
spect to all three of the ‘adjectival’ properties discussed here, as summarized in Table 2.3.2!
If those properties are to be tied to their syntax, as BoSkovi¢’s argumentation suggests, then
it would be difficult to argue that the syntax of possessors in Estonian mirrors the syntax of
possessors in Serbo-Croatian as would be required for a no-D° analysis of Estonian nominals.

Instead, I propose that possessors in Estonian are normal DPs. This immediately predicts

that they should have the same range of modification possibilities as normal nouns, and it seems

2This just one of many possible bracketings for the DP in (73), but some of them are nonsensical (e.g., the
director of [the sports study laboratory] and [physical education]’). Another reasonable bracketing would involve

‘physical education’ coordinated with ‘[[sports] study]’ rather than with ‘sports’ alone.
2IBogkovi¢ (2005) cites two other pieces of evidence for the “D°-as-A%” analysis of possessors and demonstra-

tives. First, they can co-occur (unlike in English, where both *this my dog and *my this dog are ungrammatical).
Boskovic ties this to the fact that adjectives can be iterated. Second, the ordering between adjectives and possessors
is “freer” than in English. I do not believe either of these facts would require an adjectival analysis of possessors or

demonstratives, so I do not discuss them here.
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ESTONIAN SERBO-CROATIAN

CONCORD? No Yes
PREDICATES? No Yes
MODIFIABLE? Yes No

Table 2.3: Some properties of possessors in Estonian and Serbo-Croatian

that they do ((72)-(73)). As sketched before, possessors are introduced by a functional projec-
tion above NP, though some nouns (e.g., nominalizations) can also license a possessor in their
own specifier. It is too terse to say that possessors in Estonian “do not show concord.” They do
show concord, but it is concord internal to the possessor DP rather than concord with the head

noun. This is exactly what we expect if possessors are full nominal extended projections.

2.2.1.4 Summary: Against a no-D° analysis of Estonian

Thus far, I have considered the prospects for no-D° analysis of Estonian nominals by way of
investigating possessors in Estonian. I began by showing some of the properties that Boskovié
(2008) claims can be correlated with an NP/DP distinction in a language’s nominals. Most of
them do not tell us anything about Estonian, either (i) because Estonian does not have construc-
tions of the relevant type, or (ii) because the implication is written in such a way that the fact
that Estonian patterns in a particular way is not revealing. Yet, Estonian does allow multiple
genitive arguments for one nominal, and that is DP behavior according to Boskovi¢ (2008).

I then turned to an investigation of the syntax of possessors in Estonian, with a particular
focus on the conclusions that would be forced by the no-D? analysis. What we saw is that the
possessors in Estonian are quite different from possessors in Serbo-Croatian, the language that
Boskovié and Despi¢ analyze as being a clear case in favor of the no-D analysis. It would be
puzzling if possessors in the two languages had the same syntax yet behaved so differently.

I conclude that the null-D? hypothesis is the more promising analysis of Estonian nominals.
Thus, the lexicon of Estonian contains at least one null element of category D°, with the kind
of semantics you would expect from an element of category D° (i.e., identification/domain
restriction).?? So, instead of having overt articles like the or a, Estonian has silence. However,

that does not mean that Estonian does not have overt DY heads. There are other elements that

221 will not discuss the semantics of bare nominals in articleless languages. See Dayal (2004) for discussion of

some of the relevant issues.
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have been argued to occupy the D° position in other languages. Once we widen the category
beyond articles, we find at least a couple of functional elements which, I will argue, can occupy

the D position.

2.2.2 Overt material in D in Estonian

The traditional category of determiners was a broad class, including demonstratives, quantifiers,
cardinal numerals, wh-determiners like the word which, articles, and pronouns (among possibly
others). Even before the work of Abney (1987), Szabolcsi (1983, 1994), it was noted that these
elements did not all occupy the same position (e.g., Jackendoft 1977, Perlmutter 1970). Since
then, research on the internal syntax of nominals has been taken more seriously, resulting in
an expansion of functional categories and a more nuanced view of “Determiners.” Concretely,
there are some elements that were analyzed as exponents of D(et)” that are commonly assumed

to occupy different positions:

¢ Quantifiers are often argued to occupy a separate projection above DP: QY (Matthewson

2001).

e Demonstratives are argued to occupy a specifier position: Spec,DP (Harizanov 2011,
Kramer 2009), something lower (Deal 2010), or generated lower and then moved to

Spec,DP (Alexiadou, Haegeman & Stavrou 2007, Giusti 1997).

e Cardinal numerals occupy a lower position: Spec,NumP (Danon 2012, Deal 2013a,
Longobardi 2001, Watanabe 2006) or a head position, e.g., Num? (Danon 2012, Ionin &
Matushansky 2006, Nelson & Toivonen 2000, Ritter 1991)

This leaves us with articles, pronouns, and wh-determiners like which as elements that may oc-
cupy DY, Though Estonian lacks articles, it does have elements which have been argued/assumed
to occupy DY in other languages. I will now turn to a discussion of these examples, showing
that all provide evidence of a distinct functional position above NP, which I will propose is
DP. I will begin discussion with the Estonian indefinite pronouns and then discuss Estonian

wh-determiners.
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2.2.2.1 Estonian indefinite pronouns

The examples in (75) and (76) exemplify Estonian’s version of what has come to be called the
INDEFINITE PRONOUN CONSTRUCTION.
(75) a. midagi huvitava-t

something.PAR interesting-PAR
‘something interesting’

b. * huvitava-t midagi
interesting-PAR something.PAR

(76) a. keegi uus
somebody new
‘somebody/someone new’

b. * uus keegi
new somebody

The typical examples involve the the words miski ‘something’ and keegi ‘someone’ modified
by an adjective. I will call miski and keegi INDEFINITE PRONOUNS following work on their
English translations as well as the term from traditional Estonian grammars Erelt et al. (1993b,
2000). Though I will focus on examples involving adjectives, note that miski and keegi can
appear in isolation, just like their English correlates. Note that the adjective must follow the
indefinite pronoun— the same is true for their English translations. And, just as in English,

adjectives in Estonian typically precede the nouns they modify.

(77) a. huvitav ~ raamat b. * raamat huvitav
interesting book book interesting
‘a/the interesting book’

The classic (and to my mind, the simplest) analysis of these facts is that the indefinite pro-
noun does not occupy the same (surface) position as a normal noun. This could be accomplished
via base generation of indefinite pronouns in a higher position (Larson & Marusi¢ 2004) or by
moving the indefinite pronoun from a lower position to a higher functional projection, moving
“around” the adjective in the process (Abney 1987, Kishimoto 2000). These are represented for

the construction in Estonian in (78a) and (78b) respectively.??

ZKishimoto (2000) assumes a more articulated nominal structure, where there is a Num® projection in between

NP and DP. He proposes that indefinite pronoun constructions in English involve movement to Num®, not D°.
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(78) a. Base-generation:

DP
/\
D NP
keegi o T
AP NP
uus |
N
0
b. Movement:
DP
/\
D NP
/\
N D AP NP
keegi 0 s |

v<N>

In either case, the surface position of the indefinite pronoun is higher than N°, and we have
a clear explanation of the adjective ordering asymmetry: in Estonian, adjectives are ordered
before nouns and after functional elements higher in the nominal extended projection. To put it
briefly: higher elements typically linearize to the left in Estonian. There is one straightforward
argument against generating the indefinite pronouns as N's (as in (78b)): indefinite pronouns

can co-occur with an overt noun.

(79) Laua all  on miski kleepuyv asi.
table.GEN under be something sticky  thing
‘There is a sticky thing under the table.’ (Nemvalts 1996:p. 59)

(80) Keegi mees astu-s sisse.
someone man step-PST.3SG in
‘Some man entered.’ (EKSS, entry for keegi)
The noun is optional in both (79) and (80) (although (80) would clearly mean something dif-
ferent if mees ‘man’ were absent), but it can be present. Thus, we have evidence for a higher

position in Estonian nominals, occupied by indefinite pronouns.
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The internal structure of Estonian indefinite pronouns also points to the existence of ad-
ditional functional structure above N°. The indefinite pronouns miski and keegi are clearly
morphologically related to the wh-pronouns mis and kes. They are formed by adding the suffix
-gi (with orthographic variant -ki) to the wh-pronoun.* This suffix was historically a kind of
focus marker— and indeed, it still exists today as a marker of focus— but the -gi in indefinite
pronouns contributes the indefiniteness.?> I propose that, though the semantic interpretation of
-gi has shifted, it is still a distinct morphosyntactic element in Estonian indefinite pronouns.

More specifically, I propose that the pronouns kes and mis are generated in Num® or ¢°
(Déchaine & Wiltschko 2002) and this “fossilized” indefinite -gi is DY. T assume that kes and
mis always move to D?.26 If -gi is present, the result is an indefinite pronoun. If -gi is absent,

the result is a normal wh-pronoun. These derivations are represented below in (81).

(81) a. indefinite pronoun: b. wh-pronoun:
DP DP
/’\ /\
D P D PP
/\ /'\
10) D < o> NP 0] D < o> NP
. | . |
mis _pi mis
8 N y N

This analysis proposes that indefinite pronouns and wh-pronouns share a common core:
the ¢" heads mis and kes. It also analyzes indefinite pronouns as bimorphemic and thus predicts
that the ¢° heads should retain some independence. When we examine the morphology of
indefinite pronouns, we see that this prediction is borne out. The paradigms for the indefinite
pronoun miski and the wh-pronoun mis are given in Table 2.4.27 Inflected indefinite pronouns
look like inflected wh-pronouns with -gi on the outside— exactly as we would expect from the

structures proposed in (81).

*The one exception is the nominative form of keegi, where nominative kes+gi becomes keegi, not *keski.
»See Nevis 1984 for a comparison on phonological grounds.
See Progovac 1998 for a similar analysis of personal pronouns in Serbo-Croatian, and see Despié¢ (2011) for a

rebuttal.
*"For some speakers, the opposite order of the case marker and the -gi suffix is possible in some of these forms

(e.g., mille-gi-ga), and there is prescriptive pressure to use the forms given in Table 2.4. I assume this difference can
be captured based on how case features are realized in the morphology, but I will not attempt to construct such an

analysis here. My consultants typically prefer the forms in Table 2.4.

46



case wh-pronoun indefinite pronoun

NOM mis mis-ki
GEN mille mille-gi
PAR mida mida-gi

ILL mille-sse mille-sse-gi
INE mille-s mille-s-Ki
ELA mille-st mille-st-Kki
ALL mille-le mille-le-gi

ADE mille-1 mille-1-gi
ABL  mille-It mille-It-gi
TRL mille-ks mille-ks-ki
TER mille-ni mille-ni-gi
ESS mille-na mille-na-gi
ABE mille-ta mille-ta-gi
COM mille-ga mille-ga-gi

Table 2.4: Declension paradigms for mis ‘what’ and miski ‘something’

This unified analysis posits the existence of not one, but two functional projections above
NP. I argued that at least one position was necessary on the basis of the fact that the indefinite
pronouns can co-occur with a noun; it seems these pronouns are not generated in N°, but must
be generated higher. In my analysis of indefinite pronouns, I proposed that -gi be syntactically
separated from the wh-pronoun inside. This requires yet an additional syntactic position, but it
allows for a unified syntactic analysis of indefinite pronouns and wh-pronouns. It also provides
a very straightforward way to understand the morphology of indefinite pronouns, as they look
like wh-pronouns with -gi on the outside.

I proposed that indefinite pronouns end up in D?, but they do not start there. Let us now

consider some examples of elements that simply are D heads.

2.2.2.2 Estonian wh-determiners are in D°
The English words which and what as in (82) are often assumed be in D° (Abney 1987):

(82) a. [ Which/what man ] did you see at the store?

b. I wondered [ what/which vase ] he broke.

They certainly seem to serve one of the syntactico-semantic functions of determiners in English

in that their presence is enough to license the use of a singular count noun. They are ‘wh’
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because the DPs they head undergo wh-movement just like a wh-pronoun. Estonian also has
wh-determiners of this sort:?
(83) a. ... [ mis too-le ] ta niiiidse-ks on ldinud.
what work-ALL he current-TRL be.3 gone
‘(Can you tell me) [ to what job ] he has gone for the moment? (PARLIAMENT)

b. Kelle poolt ning [ mis asjaolu-de-1 ] loo-di
who.GEN by and what circumstance-PL-ADE create-PASS.PST
teksti-d?
text-PL.NOM

‘By whom and [ in which circumstances ] were the texts created?” (BALANCED)

(84) a. Millise-d panga-d hakka-vad laene and-ma?
which-PL.NOM bank-PL.NOM start-3PL  loan.PL.PAR give-MA
‘Which banks will be giving out loans?’ (PARLIAMENT)

b. Millise-s seriaali-s ta méangi-b?
which-INE series-INE he play-3SG
‘Which series is he in?’ (BALANCED)

Just like indefinite pronouns, the wh-determiners milline and mis precede the head noun. I
propose that they, too, are located in D’— in line with the assumed analysis for English (Abney
1987) as well as Szabolcsi’s (1994) analysis of Hungarian. Since there is no indefinite pronoun
with milline as a base (*millinegi), the simplest account would be to propose that milline and
wh-determiner mis are generated as DY heads. Thus, the DPs in (83a) and (84a) have at least

the following syntactic structure:2’

(85) a. DP b. DP
/\ /\
D NP D NP
mis | millise-s |
N N
too-le seriaali-s

Bnterestingly, mis as a wh-determiner does not inflect. Erelt et al. (2000) suggest it may be a truncation of
missugune ‘what kind’, in which the mis morpheme is invariant. Equivalently, we might say that wh-determiner mis
and wh-pronoun mis are distinct lexical items. This might also open up a possible line of attack for understanding

the fact that there is no kes wh-determiner.
1 simply represent the terminal nodes in these trees as they are in the examples— I do not intend to convey that

I believe the case feature on a noun is generated in N° with the noun.
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This analysis thus follows the spirit of Abney (1987), Postal (1966/1969) in treating pronouns
like these as exponents of DO, It is when these words select NP complements that they appear
to look like wh-determiners. I now turn my attention to demonstratives in Estonian, ultimately
arguing that demonstratives are not exponents of DY, However, a DP-internal movement tar-
geting demonstratives and possessors provides interesting evidence for the existence of an edge

position (e.g., Spec,DP) in Estonian nominal phrases.

2.2.3 Evidence for D° from demonstratives

Research that addresses Finnic nominal syntax typically assumes that it is not unreasonable to
locate demonstratives in the D? position. For example, in a paper on case-marking in Finnish
nominals, Brattico (2010, p. 52) says, “Finnish is often said to lack the category of articles, but
instead of an article the nominal projection may be headed by a demonstrative (glossed as D in
this article).” This statement is in the same spirit as work which claims that there are definite
and indefinite articles “developing” in Estonian (Hiietam & Borjars 2003, Pajusalu 1997, 2000).

These claims are based on examples like the following.

(86) Oose-1 oli tuul. (See) tuul oli vinge.
night-ADE be.PST.3SG wind.NOM DEM wind.NOM be.PST.3SG cold
‘There was wind at night. The wind was piercing.’ (Nemvalts 1996)

In (86), a demonstrative can optionally be used when referring back to a previously established
referent.>® But this use does not mean that demonstratives are necessarily D° heads. In fact,

there is reason to think that demonstratives behave like phrasal elements in Estonian.

2.2.3.1 DP-internal phrasal movement in Estonian

Recall from the introduction that the neutral order of elements in Estonian is Q > Dem > Poss

> Adj > N.

(87) koik nee-d  Kirdi punase-d auto-d
all DEM-PL Kért.GEN red-PL  car-PL
‘all these red cars of Kirt’s’

30Cf. Dayal (2004), Lobner (1985), who argue that demonstratives “used as definite articles” in articleless lan-

guages are still not exactly (English-like) definite articles.
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(88)

iga see neetud riidetiikk
each this cursed cloth.piece
‘each of these cursed pieces of fabric’ (BALANCED)

However, in certain circumstances, demonstratives or possessors can come before strong quan-

tifiers.

(89) Demonstratives before Q:

a.

Tea-des ne-id koiki keerukus-i,

know-DES DEM-PL.PAR all.PL.PAR complication-PL.PAR

‘Knowing all these complications, ...’ (PARLIAMENT)
nee-d koik ettevotte-d

DEM-PL.NOM all.NOM company-PL.NOM

‘all those companies’ (BALANCED)

(90) Possessors before QU:

a.

Kardi koik  poja-d kii-vad kooli-s.

Kirt.GEN all.NOM son-PL.NOM go-3PL school-INE

‘All of Kért’s sons go to school.’ (LK, Volunteered)
selline akt, [ mille iga paragrahvi ] kohta on palju

the.kind act whose.GEN each.GEN paragraph.GEN about be many
eriarvamusi.

dissent.PL.PAR

‘the kind of act for which there are many differing opinions about every para-

graph. (PARLIAMENT)

Whereas normally kéik ‘all’ or iga ‘each’ is first within the DP, in (89) we find the demonstrative

see (plural need) coming first, and in (90) we find possessors: in (90a), it is a normal DP pos-

sessor, and in (90b), the possessor is a wh-pronoun. Interestingly, for wh-pronoun possessors,

the possessor cannot remain in situ. It must appear on the left edge of the nominal.

oD

(92)

a.

a.

*

*

Koik  kelle poja-d kii-vad kooli-s?
all.NOM who.GEN son-PL.NOM go-3PL school-INE
Intended: ‘All of whose children go to school?’

Kelle koik  poja-d kii-vad kooli-s?
who.GEN all.NOM son-PL.NOM go-3PL school-INE

Koik  mille jala-d oli-d sinise-ks virvi-tud?
all.NOM what.GEN leg-PL.NOM be.PST-3PL blue-TRL paint-PASS.PST.PCPL
Intended: ‘All of what thing’s legs were painted blue?’
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b. Mille koik  jala-d oli-d sinise-ks virvi-tud?
what.GEN all.NOM leg-PL.NOM be.PST-3PL blue-TRL paint-PASS.PST.PCPL

The examples so far use the wh-pronouns kes and mis. Note that the displaced possessors can
be syntactically complex, as the following examples using the wh-DV milline ‘which’ show.
(93) Millise voistleja koik medali-d ripu-vad
which.GEN competitor.GEN all.PL.NOM medal-PL.NOM hang-PRS.3PL
spordimuuseumi-s?

sports.museum-INE
‘All of which competitor’s medals are hanging in the sports museum?’

(94) Millise helilooja koiki siimfoonia-id hoit-akse
which.GEN composer.GEN all.PL.PAR symphony-PL.PAR keep-PRS.PASS
tilikooli raamatukogu-s?
university.GEN library-INE
‘All of which composer’s symphonies are kept in the university library?’

Unlike the examples we have seen so far, the possessors in (93) and (94) are not simultaneously
minimal and maximal. They are clearly phrases. Thus, we have two kinds of elements that can
apparently be displaced to the initial position in Estonian nominals, and this must be a position
to which phrases may move.

It seems to me that the simplest analysis is that the fronting of demonstratives and posses-
sors is the same (the same proposal for similar data in Modern Greek is discussed in Alexiadou
et al. 2007, Horrocks & Stavrou 1987). The fact that phrases can move to this position (see (93)
and (94)) suggests that this is not a higher head position, as full phrases do not typically raise to
head positions. The fact that this is the position of wh-phrases suggests to me that the position to
the left of kdik and iga is an A’-position (i.e., the ‘edge’ of DP). For non-wh-elements, I assume
this movement is focus-based (see Horrocks & Stavrou 1987), although the precise pragmatics
constricting its use are still unclear to me. Analytically, we could say that kéik and iga are D°
heads and this is Spec,DP, or they are Q" heads (a la Matthewson 2001) and this is Spec,QP.

This analysis is represented in (95).

51



(95) D/QP
-

D/Q F,P
koik />\

mille

This analysis unifies the fronting of demonstratives and possessors, but it assumes that this is
phrasal movement, which in turn requires that the demonstrative be phrasal in Estonian.

Under an analysis where demonstratives are D° heads, we could of course maintain the
analysis of possessor fronting: A’-movement of a phrasal element to the edge of DP. However,
the fronting of demonstratives would have to be different if demonstratives are heads. Heads do
not typically move to phrasal positions (but see Matushansky 2006 for an exception). Unless
a head can move to a phrasal (A’) position, this analysis would require that demonstratives are
phrasal. We can certainly drive the right word order if D” undergoes head movement to Q*—
we would just need to make the proper statements about how complex heads in Estonian are

linearized.

(96) Alternative: demonstrative fronting as head movement

Q
/\
Q DP
/\
D Q <D > ...
need koik A~
ettevotted

Note that treating demonstrative fronting as head movement would preclude the possibility
of a unified analysis of possessor fronting and demonstrative fronting. Possessor fronting can
involve full phrases, which makes a head-movement analysis of it unlikely. Given that first
impressions suggest similar motivations for the possessor fronting and demonstrative fronting,
it seems that the null hypothesis is that they are the same.

More strongly, it is not clear to me how a head movement analysis allows us to understand
the phenomenon at hand. First, head movement is typically used to build complex words from

syntactically separate material. Yet in this case, head movement would not create a word in any
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obvious sense: the two elements need ‘these’ and koik ‘every’ are written as separate words,
speakers view them as separate words, and they do not seem to form a phonological word.3!
Second, if I am correct that this movement is driven by information structural considerations,
this runs counter to what we expect about head movement. Head movement is not typically
motivated by pragmatic factors, but by morphosyntactic factors (Matushansky 2006). For these
reasons, believe a phrasal movement analysis of demonstrative fronting is more promising.

If the analysis of demonstrative fronting is on the right track, then it seems that although
demonstratives may fulfill some of the semantic functions of definite articles in other languages
(say, English), it seems it would be premature to analyze Estonian demonstratives as exponents
of D, In other words, while the demonstratives may be developing into articles, the change is

not yet complete.*?

2.2.4 Implications for the Small Nominal Hypothesis

In this section I proposed that Estonian, a language without articles, still has DP. Following the
work of Bogkovi¢ (2005), et seq. and Corver (1992), I showed that the predictions that a no-D°
analysis makes about Estonian possessors are not borne out. First, Estonian nominals allow
two non-lexical genitive arguments. This is a DP behavior according to Boskovi¢’s (2008)
diagnostics. Second, the conclusions about the syntax of possessors and demonstratives that
proponents of the SNH are led to— namely, that they are adjectives (or “adjectival”)— do
not extend naturally to Estonian possessors. Possessors in Estonian are morphosyntactically
different from both (i) Estonian adjectives and (ii) Serbo-Croatian possessors. While there is
interesting evidence in support of the idea that Serbo-Croatian possessors are not full DPs, the
evidence for Estonian clearly points in the other direction. If it is precisely the no-D° analysis
that is supposed to be at the core of the particular syntactic generalizations about Serbo-Croatian

that the work on the SNH has uncovered, then it seems clear to me that Estonian should not be

31Both words receive normal stress in the demonstrative fronting construction, though there is usually a pitch
accent on koik. What’s more, it is in the default order koik need where need is sometimes subject to phonological
reduction— though to my ear, it sounds like it forms a unit with the following word in that case. The head movement
analysis of demonstrative fronting predicts the opposite pattern, if anything. I am grateful to Reet Kasik (p.c.) for

helpful discussion of this.
32The head-movement analysis also predicts that kdik and need would behave as a unit, but T am not in a position

to test this prediction, because I know of no syntactic processes that target the Q° head and only the Q° head.
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given the same analysis. Consequently, I proposed a null-D analysis of Estonian, where “bare”
nouns are not syntactically bare— they still contain D°, but that D may be covert.

I then considered whether there are any other D° heads in Estonian. Once we expand our
view of D? heads beyond the class of articles, the answer appears to be yes. I investigated the
indefinite pronoun construction in Estonian, ultimately arguing that their surface position is D"
(Abney 1987, Larson & Marusic 2004). I also proposed that wh-determiners mis ‘what’ and
milline ‘which’ are clear candidates for exponents of the DY position. In contrast, I argued that
demonstratives are not D? heads, despite their potential to contribute determiner-like semantics.
The evidence came from a process of fronting inside Estonian nominals targeting possessors
and demonstratives. Because this fronting is obligatory for wh-possessors, I proposed that
this was movement to the edge of DP (akin to wh-movement in the clause). The fronting of
possessors and demonstratives can be treated the same if both elements are phrasal, but not
if demonstratives are DY heads. My conclusions about demonstratives are thus in line with
previous analyses of demonstratives (Alexiadou et al. 2007, Bruge 2002, Deal 2010, Giusti
1997, Harizanov 2011, Kramer 2009).

2.2.4.1 Some articleless languages have functional structure

Though we reach different conclusions, the proponents of the no-DY research program outlined
by Boskovié (2005, 2008) and the proponents of the null-D® analysis (including myself) are
working towards a common goal. Both types of approaches seek a deeper understanding of
the nature of the nominal extended projection. Speaking narrowly, the no-D° analysis and the
null-D° analysis are both interested in properties of the D? head. Speaking more generally,
both analyses are also interested in how much structure must or can be present in the nominal
extended projection. There is still much disagreement surrounding both of these questions, so
it is worth pausing for a moment to discuss what is at stake in the debate.

Focusing on the narrow question, the no-D° analysis assumes at least the following about
the nature of D°. First, D is the position of articles; based on the discussion in those works,

perhaps DU is the position of articles only.>> Second, the syntactic head D" has a number

331t seems worth pointing out that it is not universally accepted that so-called indefinite or definite articles actually
occupy D°. For example, Perlmutter (1970) proposes that the English indefinite article is actually lower than D°,
and Lyons (1999) proposes that the definite article occupies Spec,DP, not D°. Perhaps this can be disentangled with

a formal definition of an ‘article’— I will not speculate further on this issue here.
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of universal properties. For example, Boskovi¢ (2008), Corver (1992) make explicit syntactic
proposals that tie the possibility of Left Branch Extraction to the presence or absence of D’— in
other words, DY makes Left Branch Extraction impossible. A property investigated more closely
here is genitive case-marking. Though Boskovi¢ (2008) does not actually propose a formal
account of the supposed generalization that articleless languages do not allow two genitive
arguments, it seems that the most natural way to include it would be to propose that D” has the
ability to license a(n additional) possessor.

In contrast, the null-D° analysis that T adopt first asserts that the D position is the po-
sition of a number of different descriptive categories including, but not limited to, articles.
Crosslinguistic variation emerges as a result of the properties of different D° heads, a a sit-
uation consistent with the more general hypothesis that all language-specific variation can be
localized to the (functional) lexicon, sometimes called the Chomsky-Borer Hypothesis (Borer
1984, Chomsky 1995). For example, some D heads license another possessor, but other DY
heads do not. In the strongest version of this view, it is not the presence or absence of such-and-
such functional element that leads to different facts about a given language; instead, it is the
properties of functional elements that lead to crosslinguistic variation. It seems to me that the
same explanation could be applied to the kinds of generalizations that the NP/DP distinction is
intended to explain, though I will leave this project for future research.

If the conclusions I have reached here are reasonable, the hypothesis Boskovi¢ (2008) calls

the stronger hypothesis (the SNH, repeated below) needs to be revised.

(39) Small Nominal Hypothesis (SNH): Nominals in all articleless languages are simply
NPs (i.e., they do not project functional structure). (Boskovié¢ 2008)

If it is right to call Estonian an articleless language, and I believe it is, then Estonian is a clear
counterexample to this claim. It does not exhibit any of the classic cases of NP behavior that
previous work describes, and furthermore, it does seem to have some DP behavior. A version
of the weaker hypothesis— that some languages without articles lack DP— may still obtain. I

would like to spend a moment discussing what such a hypothesis might look like.

2.2.4.2 Towards a refinement of the SNH

The research that originally began the no-D research program was based on a simple structure

for nominals— one in which the only two heads in the nominal spine are D® and N°, as in (97)
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(Abney 1987). However, most current research on nominal syntax assumes at least one more
intermediate projection, often labeled Num(ber) (Ritter 1991) or ¢° (Déchaine & Wiltschko
2002), as in (98).

(97) Abney-style nominals: (98) Ritter-style nominals:
DP DP
/\ /\
D NP D NumP
| /\
N Num NP

|
N

Considering the structure in (98), we could think about the no-D analysis in two ways:

1. Nominals in articleless languages lack a particular functional head with particular syn-

tactic properties. We usually call this head D°.
2. Nominals in articleless languages lack functional structure entirely (= the SNH).

One might interpret the claim that articleless languages lack D to mean that articleless
languages lack any functional projection that is labeled DY, but it seems clear to me that we do
not want to base any syntactic analysis on the particular label that we give to a head. We could,
for example, assert that a language like Estonian does not have a DP but does have a SpecificP
(Cheng & Sybesma 2012, Sio 2006), but it is not clear how this is a claim about anything other
than lexical semantics.>* And indeed, the analyses proposed by Boskovié (2005) and Despi¢
(2013) do not hinge on the label of the functional element above NP, but on the presence of
additional functional material.

The two hypotheses presented above make different claims about the presence of the in-
termediate NumP in (98). Option 1 above— that nominals in articleless languages lack DP, is
compatible with the presence of NumP, but option 2— that nominals in articleless languages
are just NPs— is not. At this point, it is worth pointing out that Boskovié¢ (2008, 2009) and
Despi¢ (2011) do not endorse the view that there is never functional material above NP in

Serbo-Croatian. This is highlighted by the contrast between (99a) and (99b):

3*Thanks to Peter Jenks for very helpful discussion of this point and matters closely related to it.
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(99) a. * [np Mnogi [+ Dejanovi; [ prijatelji]]] si posjetili njega;.
many.NOM  Dejan’s.NOM  friends.NOM are visited him
Intended: ‘Many of Dejan;’s friends visited him;.’ (Boskovi¢ 2009:196)

b. [op Mnogo [np Dejanovih; [y prijatelja]]]] je doSlo na njegovo; vencanje.

many Dejan’s.GEN friends.GEN is came to his wedding
‘Many of Dejan;’s friends came to his; wedding.’ (Boskovi¢ 2009:198)
Co-reference is ruled out for Dejanovi ‘Dejan’s’ and njega ‘him’ in (99a), but the same coref-
erence is possible in (99b). Recall that the kind of impossible coreference seen in (99a) was
argued to the the result of Condition B: Dejanovi is in the proper position to c-command njega
(according to Despié (2011, 2013)), and this kind of pronoun cannot be bound by a clausemate.
The addition of agreeing mnogi does not change this fact. This was taken as evidence that
higher functional elements (quantifiers, as in (99a), or demonstratives (Despi¢ 2013)) do not
require additional functional structure in Serbo-Croatian, but are contained with NP. This extra
material would presumably destroy the c-command relationship between Dejanovi and njega
that is claimed to be the reason for the impossibility of coreference in (99a). Since (99a) is
still ungrammatical with coreference, the claim is that there cannot be any additional functional

structure.

Yet this coreference is possible in (99b). The descriptive difference is that (99b) contains a
distinct version of mnogo (called “non-adjectival many” by Boskovi¢ (2009)). What is different
about this version of mnogo is that it does not show concord with the nominal it modifies and
instead, it assigns the so-called genitive of quantification to the material to its right. BoSkovié
(2006) claims that non-adjectival mnogo and other forms like it are introduced in a separate
projection above NP in Serbo-Croatian, represented in (99b) as QP. The claim, then, is that the
additional structure due to non-adjectival mnogo destroys c-command between ‘Dejan’s’ and
‘him’, making co-reference once again possible. If this is the explanation for the contrast in
(99), then the correct formulation of the SNH cannot be that nominals in articleless languages
lack functional structure entirely.>

This leaves us with the final possibility: that articleless languages might have functional
structure, but they have less functional structure than languages with articles. More specifi-

cally, they project functional structure, but they stop short of projecting the kinds of functional

3 Bogkovié (2008) also suggests the same possibility with respect to the SNH in his footnote 9: “I use the term
DP/NP account for ease of exposition: most of the analyses below would not change if there is some functional

structure in [nominals] of articleless languages (as long as it’s not DP).”
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elements that have the properties of DY.

(100) Small Nominal Hypothesis, version 2: Nominals in articleless languages do not con-

tain as much functional material as nominals in languages with articles.

But it seems that Estonian is even a counterexample to this weaker hypothesis. Estonian looks
like a language with a normal amount of nominal functional structure. It has multiple possessor
positions. It has an edge position that is the target of A’ movement. It has a wide variety of
modifiers that are determiners in the classic sense— in other words, functional elements are
not in short supply. Simply put, it is not clear to me that Estonian’s lack of articles reveals
anything about the language beyond the fact that bare nominals can freely appear in a variety
of syntactic positions. I thus reject the SNH as written in (100).% It may be true that nominals
in Serbo-Croatian have less structure than nominals in other languages. However, the evidence
from Estonian suggests that we must reassess the way this kind of research is framed so that it
no longer draws a meaningful line between languages with and without articles. The evidence
from Estonian and other languages that has come to light during this debate shows that there is
more variation than a division between having or not having articles suggests.

Another way forward is to assume that variation is not located in the presence or absence
of functional material, but in the properties of that functional material (the Chomsky-Borer
Hypothesis). In such a view, the differing properties of null-article languages with respect to,
e.g., Boskovié’s diagnostics, would come down to the particular properties of the language’s
D heads. And before we can seriously investigate the question of whether such-and-such
functional element is present in a language’s lexicon, we have to come to some consensus about
the syntactic and semantic properties of that functional element. When it comes to the category
DY, these debates are far from settled. At the very least, this investigation of Estonian nominals
can be viewed as an argument for the simplest version of Abney’s (1987) proposal: at least one
functional head is universally available above NP. Insofar as the properties investigated here can

be tied to DP, it seems clear that that functional head is DY.

3Despi¢ (2013) clarifies his proposal in the conclusion, saying “the assumption that [Serbo-Croatian] as an
article-less language lacks DP... should not be mistaken for an attempt to claim that languages without articles
completely lack any kind of functional projections in the nominal domain. ... UG offers a wider range of possibili-
ties than suggested by the [Universal DP Hypothesis], where [Serbo-Croatian] and English stand on opposite sides

of the spectrum.” My conclusions specific to Estonian are thus fully compatible with Despi¢’s conclusions.

58



I will now shift gears to discuss another empirically-rich domain in Estonian DPs: the

relationship of cardinal numerals to the nominal extended projection.

2.3 Cardinal numerals in Estonian

In the next chapter, I will analyze some patterns of number concord in Estonian nominals. The
most interesting patterns are only visible in DPs with cardinal numerals (simply “numerals”
from this point forward). For this reason, I must clarify my assumptions about the syntax of
numerals that the discussion in the next chapter can be based upon. There are two core questions
that morphosyntactic investigations of numerals have considered. First, what is their category?
Are they functional or lexical? If they are lexical, are they nouns, adjectives, or their own
independent class? The second question concerns the numeral’s relationship to the nominal
extended projection. This concerns both their syntactic position— specifier, adjunct, or head
in the extended projection— as well as their height in the extended projection. In other words,
what elements are merged before numerals, and what elements are merged after numerals?

I will begin by describing some of the aspects of the basic syntax and morphology of
numerals in Estonian and the DPs they appear in. The most important facts to note will be
the apparent presence of two number features and two case features within the same DP. I will
then discuss some of the previous syntactic analyses, ultimately adopting the view for numerals
espoused by Ionin & Matushansky (2006), Danon (2012) that numerals may be heads in the

nominal extended projection in the following section.

2.3.1 The numeral’s ‘“complement”

First, I must definite some terminology. I will refer to DPs containing cardinal numerals and
nouns as NUMERAL-NOUN CONSTRUCTIONS or NNCs. I will refer to the material structurally
lower than the numeral (in terms of linear order, the material to its right) as the NP*, because it
is a nominal constituent smaller than DP, but as I will argue, it is not just an NP. I use the term
NUMERAL to apply to cardinal numerals only— I will not discuss ordinal numerals here, as
their morphosyntactic behavior in Estonian suggests they are no different from adjectives (Erelt
et al. 1993b, 2000).

There are two sets of facts to be discussed with respect to NNCs: syntactic facts and
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morphological facts. I will begin with morphology. Nouns in combination with numerals in
Estonian are singular (see Ortmann 2000 for discussion of this phenomenon in other languages).
What’s more, in nominative and accusative contexts, the NP* must bear partitive case. Plural
nouns (101) and nominative nouns (102) are ungrammatical.>’

(101) a. kaks / sada inimes-t

two /hundred person-(SG)PAR
‘two / a hundred people’

b. * kaks/sada  inimes-i
two /hundred people-PL.PAR

(102) a. * kaks/sada inimene
two /hundred person.NOM
Intended: ‘two / a hundred people’

b. * kaks/sada inimese-d
two /hundred people-PL.NOM

It is possible to have adjectives in the NP*, and those adjectives must also be singular and

partitive.
(103) a. kaks rikas-t inimes-t
two rich-(SG)PAR person-(SG)PAR
‘two rich people’
b. * kaks rikas inimes-t
two rich-(SG)NOM person-(SG)PAR
c. * kaks rikka-d inimes-t

two rich-PL.NOM person-PAR
d. * kaks rikka-id inimes-t
two rich-PL.PAR person-PAR
There do not seem to be any restrictions on the kinds of adjective (phrase)s that can appear in
this position. For example, they can have degree words like viga ‘very’ or iisna ‘rather’ (104).

They can also have complements, as with the deverbal adjectives in (105).38

(104) a. kaks viga rikas-t inimes-t
two very rich-(SG)PAR person-(SG)PAR

371f the numeral itself is also plural, then partitive case is no longer assigned (i.e., in a nominative environment,

the head noun surfaces in nominative case, not partitive case). I return to this issue in section 2.4.4.
381 will return to an analysis of deverbal adjectives in the next chapter; to be clear, I will just note at the moment

that the partitive-marking on pankrotti ‘bankruptcy’ and vene keelt ‘Russian’ has nothing to do with the numeral.
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‘two very rich people’

b. kaks iisna arusaa-da-va-t eesmarki

two rather understand-PASS-PRS.PCPL-PAR goal.PAR

‘two rather understandable goals’ (BALANCED)

(105) a. kaks [ pankrotti puuduta-va-t ] seadus-t

two  bankruptcy.PAR deal.with-PRS.PCPL-PAR law-PAR

‘two laws dealing with bankruptcy’ (BALANCED)
b. tile miljoni [ vene  keel-t konele-va-t ] isiku-t

over million.GEN Russian language-PAR talk-PRS.PCPL-PAR individual-PAR

‘over a million Russian-speaking individuals’ (BALANCED)

I assume that the adjectives merged below numerals are normal APs.

Interestingly, any material merged higher than the numeral, like demonstratives, must be
plural:
(106) a. nee-d viis inimes-t

DEM-PL.NOM 5 person-PAR
‘those 5 people’

b. * see viis inimes-t
DEM.SG.NOM 5  person-PAR

(107)

o

noo-d neli korg-poliitilis-t ~ isanda-t
those-PL.NOM four.NOM high-political-PAR lord-PAR
‘those four lords from upper-class politics’ (BALANCED)

b. * too neli korg-poliitilis-t ~ isanda-t
that-NOM four.NOM high-political-PAR lord-PAR

I will propose an analysis of number concord in the next chapter, but for now, it is enough to

note the following morphological facts about Estonian NNCs:

1. Material in the NP* is singular and partitive.>®

2. Material above the numeral is plural and bears the case-marking of the DP— in other

words, it is not required to be in partitive case.

What I will discuss more deeply in this chapter is the syntax of NNCs. There are two

questions to be answered. First, what is the syntactic relationship of the numeral to the greater

% Again, this is only if the entire DP is nominative or accusative— I will discuss what happens for other cases

momentarily.

61



DP? In other words, what syntactic position do they occupy? Second, how big is the NP*? These
questions are clearly intertwined, and authors rarely answer one without addressing the other.
Before discussing these analyses, I must provide some more data. As we have already seen, the
NP* can contain adjectives (103), but (108) shows that NP* can also contain possessors.

(108) a. kaks minu hea-d tuttava-t

two 1SG.GEN good-PAR acquaintance-PAR
‘two good acquaintances of mine’ (PARLIAMENT)

b. [ Kaks Kérdi sviitri-t ]Jon Heiko koo-t-ud.
two Kaért.GEN sweater-PAR  be.3 Heiko.GEN knit-PASS-PST.PCPL
‘“Two of Kart’s sweaters were knit by Heiko.’

However, NP* is not just another DP— some elements are prohibited from appearing in
the NP*. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the NP* cannot contain any other quantificational elements.
For example, neither the strong quantifier k6ik nor other numerals can appear in the NP*, as we
see in (109). It is also not possible to have demonstratives in the NP*. This is shown in (110)
for see, the only demonstrative in Standard Estonian, and for the colloquial foo, most common

in southern Estonia.

(109) No quantificational elements in NP*:  (110) No demonstratives in NP*:

a. * kolm kodike Opilas-t a. * kolm seda Opilas-t

3 every.PAR student-PAR 3 DEM.PAR student-PAR
b. * sadanelja Opilas-t b. * sadatoda Opilas-t

100 4.PAR student-PAR 100 that.PAR student-PAR

It is perhaps worth noting that having demonstratives after numerals would create the order
Num-Dem-A-N, which is an as yet unattested neutral order of elements in the world’s languages
(Abels & Neeleman 2012, Cinque 2005, Dryer 1992, Greenberg 1963). In light of that, perhaps
the fact that demonstratives cannot appear in the NP* is also unsurprising. If demonstratives are
used with NNCs, they must appear to the left of the numeral, as we saw in (106).

I take the demonstrative facts as evidence that the NP* is not a full nominal extended
projection (Abels & Neeleman 2012, Cinque 2005)— in other words, it is not a DP. This seems
to be the general consensus in the literature. Yet while there is agreement that the NP* is small,
there is less agreement about ~ow small. Descriptively, we know that the NP* in Estonian must

be large enough to contain possessors and adjectives (in addition to the noun). Let us turn to
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some discussion of previous analyses of NCCs before considering how we might analyze the

Estonian data.

2.3.2 Previous analyses of numeral-noun constructions

To my knowledge, there are three kinds of analyses of the syntax of numeral-noun constructions.
Under one analysis, numerals are (phrasal) specifiers of a functional projection above NP. This
view is often attributed to Zabbal (2005), though the same analysis has been either proposed
or assumed by others (see, e.g., Deal 2013a, Julien 2005, Watanabe 2006). For concreteness, I

assume this functional projection is Num®, as represented in (111).

(111) Numerals as phrasal specifiers:

DP
/\
D NumP
e

Num NP
|
VN
Under another kind of analysis, proposed by Ionin & Matushansky (2004, 2006), Nelson &
Toivonen (2000), Ritter (1991), numerals are heads in the nominal extended projection. Ionin
& Matushansky’s specific proposal is that numerals are NV heads taking NP complements, as in

(112):

(112) Numerals as heads in the nominal extended projection:

DP
/\
D NP
/\
N NP
Numeral |

N

These analyses are built to explain different sets of facts— that is to say, they more easily

account for different sets of data
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2.3.2.1 Ionin & Matushansky 2006: In support of the numerals-as-head analysis

Perhaps the most compelling evidence for the head-complement structure comes from case
assignment. As we saw in Estonian, the addition of a numeral can result in different case-
marking on the head noun (or more properly, on the NP*). This fact alone is not an argument
for either structure; case assignment can easily be incorporated into either analysis for numerals.
In the head-complement view, it is the numeral itself that assigns case to its complement. In

the specifier-head view, it is the functional head hosting the numeral that is responsible for case

assignment.
(113) a. Numerals as heads: b. Numerals as specifiers:
DP DP
/\ /\
D NP D FP

/\ />\
N == case = NP

Numeral
Numeral | F = case = NP

N |
N

Thus, I do not believe the mere presence of apparent case-assignment by numerals supports one
analysis over another. However, if we dig a bit deeper, there are facts which are more readily
incorporated into the head view than the specifier view.

In some languages, the identity of the noun’s case value in a NNC depends on the numeral.
This is exemplified for Russian (Ionin & Matushansky 2004, 2006) and Inari Sami (Nelson &

Toivonen 2000) below:*°

(114) Russian (Ionin & Matushansky 2006:19):

a. Cetyre Sagd
four step.PAUC/GEN.SG
“four steps’

“OThe marking assigned by the numerals 2—4 in Russian is sometimes referred to as “genitive singular,” and for
the vast majority of nouns in the language, this characterization is not problematic. However, there are a handful of
nouns (‘step’ is one of them), where the form that appears after 2—4 is distinct from the genitive singular form for that
nominal. For this reason, Ionin & Matushansky (2006) call this form ‘paucal’, though they are not the first to do so.

This complication is sometimes glossed over in other analyses, which is why I have glossed sagd as PAUC/GEN.SG.
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b. Sest’ Sagov
six step.GEN.PL
‘six steps’

(115) Inari Sami (Ionin & Matushansky 2006:20):

a. kyehti/ kulma/ nelji/ vittd/ kutta pdarni
2/ 3/ 4/ 5/ 6  child-Acc.sG
“2/3/4/5/6 children’

7/ 8/ 9/ 10/ 11/ 12/ 100 child-PAR.SG
“7/8/9/10/11/12/100 children’

In Russian, numerals 2-4 assign what looks like genitive singular for most nouns (see footnote
40), and higher numerals assign what looks like genitive plural. In Inari Saami, numerals 2-6
assign accusative case, and higher numerals assign partitive case.

In the head analysis, the choice of case assigned can easily be tied to the properties of the
head that assigns them, because it is actually the head itself that assigns case. Thus, similarly to
verbs that idiosyncratically assign dative case to their complements, we could say that numerals
2-6 in Inari Sami assign accusative case, whereas numerals elsewhere assign partitive case. In
the numerals-as-specifier analysis, it is not the numeral itself that assigns case, but the functional
head hosting the numeral in its specifier. Thus, in order to capture the facts in (114) and (115),
the properties of the functional head would have to be sensitive to the particular lexical item that
makes up its specifier, which is not the kind of relationship we typically expect to see between
a head and its specifier.

A similar argument comes from multiplicative numerals like four hundred. In multiplica-
tive numerals, the case assigned to multiplicands like hundred or thousand is the same as that

which is normally assigned by the multiplier:

(116) Case assignment in multiplicative numerals (Russian, lonin & Matushansky 2006:20)

a. Cetyre tysjaci Sagov
four thousand-PAUC step.GEN.PL
‘four thousand steps’

b. pjat’ tysjaci Sagov
five thousand-GEN.PL step.GEN.PL
‘five thousand steps’
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So, in (116a), we see that cetyre ‘four’ assigns the same paucal/genitive singular to ‘thousand’
that it assigned to ‘step’ in (114a). Similarly, pjat’ assigns genitive plural to ‘thousand’ in
(116b), just like Sest ‘six’ assigned to ‘step’ in (114b).

In the numerals-as-head analysis, multiplicative numerals are usually analyzed as recursive

structures (see (117)).

(117) Multiplicative numerals as recursive structures (Ionin & Matushansky 2006)
NP

/\

N = [GEN.SG] = NP

Cetyre T

four N == [GEN.PL] = NP
tysjaci |
thousand N
sagov
step

In this analysis, the fact that ‘four’ assigns the same case to ‘hundred’ as it does to ‘step’ in
a normal NNC is exactly as we expect, because ‘four’ has the same relationship to ‘hundred’
as it would have to ‘step’. Under the specifier analysis, the connection is not as natural. In
‘four steps’, the case-marking on step comes not from ‘four’, but from the functional head, as

in (118).

(118) Numerals as specifiers (Zabbal 2005)
FP

-

F=—[GEN.SG] = NP

Cetyre
four |
N
Sagd
step

Multiplicative numerals like ‘four hundred’ are typically phrasal specifiers in the numerals-as-
specifiers analysis. This means that ‘four’ and ‘hundred’ do not stand in the same syntactic

relationship as ‘four’ and a normal noun. The normal noun is the complement of a functional
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head hosting the entire numeral in its specifier. The relationship between ‘four’ and ‘hundred’

is less clear— Zabbal (2005) proposes that they are in a head-adjunction structure, as in (119).

(119) FP
A F=—[GEN.PL] = NP
/\ |
A=[GEN.SG] =N N
Cetyre tysjaci sagov
four thousand step

Given that these relationships are different, the fact that ‘hundred’ and ‘step’ bear the same case

when used with ‘four’ (see (116) and (114)) is accidental and requires an additional stipulation.

2.3.2.2 Danon 2012: Against head-complement as the only structure

To my mind, the evidence from case-marking is the most compelling morphosyntactic argument
in favor of the numerals-as-heads analysis. However, Danon (2012) argues that this cannot be
the only structure crosslinguistically. Ultimately, the main thrust of Danon’s (2012) article is
not to argue against either approach, but rather, to argue in favor of both of them.

One of the more compelling arguments that Danon makes has to do with word order. In a
world where NNCs in all the world’s languages have the numerals-as-head structure, we would
expect that there would be a correlation between (i) a language’s general headedness, and (ii)
the order of nouns and numerals in that language. Concretely, in a head-final language, we
would expect numerals to follow nouns. This would be in line with the general tendency for OV
languages to have auxiliaries after main verbs and to have postpositions instead of prepositions.
Quite interestingly, this is not what we find. In fact, the two orders of numeral noun are “equally
common among OV languages” (Dryer 1992). This is illustrated for Turkish below, though
Danon (p. 1288) also cites Amharic, Basque, Hindi, and Persian as head-final languages with

the order Numeral-Noun:

(120) Turkish:

a. on kitap b. * kitap on
ten book book ten
‘ten books’
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Numerals in Turkish come before the noun they modify. If numerals in Turkish are heads, this
would be puzzling, as Turkish is otherwise a rigidly head-final language.

Danon also cites work by Corver & Zwarts (2006) on things like around ten and between
two and seven, collectively called “prepositional numerals.” Corver and Zwarts present many
arguments in favor of treating prepositional numerals as constituents to the exclusion of the
head noun (e.g., [[around ten] books] as opposed to [around [ten books]]). The arguments are
all tied to the ways in which a phrase like around ten books behaves like a DP and not like a PP.

For example, verbs that select DP complements can select DPs with prepositional numerals:

(121) Dutch (Corver & Zwarts 2006:821):

a. Jan ontmoette [ de kinderen ]
J  met the children
(normal DP object)

b. * Jan ontmoette [ rond de kinderen ]
J  met around the children
(PP object)

C. Jan ontmoette [ rond de twintig kinderen ]
J  met around the twenty children
‘Jan met approximately twenty children’ (Prepositional numeral)

The Dutch verb ontmoeten ‘meet’ can take DP objects but not PP objects headed by rond
‘around’ (see the contrast between (121a) and (121b)). However, the version in (121c), with
a DP that looks superficially similar to the one in (121b), is ok. Corver and Zwart’s explanation
is that the nominal in (121c) is a DP, not a PP.

This conclusion is easier to integrate with the numerals-as-specifiers analysis. Given that
the numeral is already a constituent to the exclusion of the noun, we can capture the constituency

and category facts by simply treating the preposition as part of the numeral phrase. This is

essentially what Corver and Zwarts do:

(122) Prepositional numerals as phrasal specifiers:
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DP

/\

D FP

T

~ F NP
|

N

around ten

books

Note that the category of the entire nominal is DP under this analysis, in line with Corver
& Zwarts’s (2006) conclusions. I will not discuss their arguments for the PP category label
in (122); that point is tangential to the point being made here. If Corver and Zwarts are on
the right track, then prepositional numerals are evidence in favor of the numerals-as-specifiers
analaysis.*!

There are compelling arguments in favor of the numerals-as-heads analysis, and there are
compelling arguments in favor of the numerals-as-specifiers analysis. In most of the literature
on NNCs, authors argue for one view or the other as the only possible structure crosslinguis-
tically. Contra much previous work, (Danon 2012) contends that both structures in (111) are
possible crosslinguistically and within the same language. This proposal has also been made
for numerals in Russian by Franks (1994) and Pereltsvaig (2006). According to this analysis,

there is no single structure for NNCs crosslinguistically— but rather, both may be available,

even in the same language (see Hankamer (1977) on multiple analyses). This is particularly

“"Danon also discusses examples that seem problematic for the numerals-as-heads analysis if one adopts the

view that numeral heads have to assign case to their complements:

i a Eg bekki prja islenska malfredinga.
I know three.ACC Icelandic.ACC linguists.ACC
‘I know three Icelandic linguists.’ (Icelandic, Thrainsson 2007:103)
b. Menq  tv-el enq ayd harc-o taso masnaget-i.
we.NOM give-PF.PART AUX ayd question-DEF.ACC ten specialist-DAT
‘We gave the question to ten specialists.’ (Eastern Armenian, Danon 2012:1287)

In these examples, either the noun and numeral agree in case (as in Icelandic) or the noun simply bears normal case-
marking (as in Eastern Armenian). However, if we abandon the assumption that case-marking is obligatory in the
numerals-as-heads analysis, then these data are easily incorporated. We must simply say that numerals in Icelandic

and Eastern Armenian do not assign case.
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clear for languages that have two different forms of (cardinal) numerals with differing syntactic

behavior, as in Modern Hebrew.

2.3.2.3 Danon 2012: two structures for NNCs in Hebrew

First, observe that many Modern Hebrew numerals have two forms, which Danon calls BOUND
and FREE forms. The bound form resembles a Semitic construction known as the Construct
State.*?

(123) a. Slosa (sfarim)

three.FREE books
‘three (books)’ (Danon 2012:1283)

b. Sloset *(ha-sfarim)
three.BOUND the-books
‘the three books’ (Danon 2012:1283)

The free form, in contrast, can appear in isolation and does not require any definiteness marking
on the noun.

Danon provides three arguments that bound numerals have a different distribution than
free numerals. First, bound numerals must be linearly adjacent to the noun they modify (124).
Second, they cannot be part of complex “numeral phrases” as in (125). Finally, bound numerals
do not allow extraction of the noun (126). In all of these cases, only free numerals may be

used. 3

(124) Bound numerals must be adjacent to the noun (Danon 2012:1286):

a. Slosa ve maSehu sfarim
three.FREE and something books
‘A little over three books’

b. * Sney ve masehu sfarim
two.BOUND and something books

(125) Bound numerals cannot be in complex numeral phrases (Danon 2012:1286):

“2A construct state is a genitival structure present in many Semitic languages. See Ritter (1991) among others

for an investigation of its properties.
“Danon connects all of these facts to the Construct State, a construction used to indicate possession in many

Semitic languages. The restrictions just noted for bound numerals also hold of nominals in the Construct State, and
the analysis that Danon ultimately proposes for bound numerals is directly inspired by analyses of the Construct

State (see, for example, Ritter 1991.
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a. ben exad le Slosa sfarim
between one.FREE to three. FREE books
‘between one and three books’

b. * ben exad le Sney sfarim
between one.FREE to two.BOUND books

(126) Bound numerals do not allow “extraction” of the noun (Danon 2012:1286):*

a. ze haya dubim Se-ra’iti Slosa.
it was bears that-saw.1SG three.FREE
»45

‘It was bears that [ saw three of.
b. * ze haya dubim Se-ra’iti Sney.
it was bears that-saw.1SG two.BOUND
Note that the choice between bound and free numerals is not just about linear adjacency. In
(125), the bound sney ‘two’ cannot be used, even though it is adjacent to the head noun.
On the basis of data like these, Danon argues that