Icelandic Imposters and the Proprial Artitle
Jim Wood

1 Introduction

Collins & Postal (2008) argue that in sentences like (lagnthe present authons understood
to be the speakethe present authorsontains a null pronouwE, as in (1b).

(1) a. The present authqrattempt to defend ourselves
b. [x [or2 WE ][ors the present authors ] ]

The Icelandic sentence in (2a) is only acceptable if thelgyeia not understood to be one
of the reporters. If the speaker is understood as one of gaters, a personal pronowio ‘we’

must be used.

2) a. Fréttamennimir tala stundum vitlaust.
Reportergshe  speak.BL sometimesncorrectly.

‘The reporters sometimes speak incorrectly.’

b.  Vid fréttamennimir télum stundum vitlaust.
We reporterghe  speak.kL sometimesncorrectly.

‘We reporters sometimes speak incorrectly.’

However, if the plural DP is a coordinate phrase, the pronswptional. Both (3a-b) are accept-
able wherpabbi‘Daddy’ is the speaker.

3) a Mammaog pabbi eetla adfarasaman i vinnuidag
Mommy andDaddyintend.3L to go togethetto work today

b. Vid Mammaog pabbi aetlum  adfarasaman i vinnuidag
We Mommy andDaddyintend.®L to go togetherto work today
‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’

Finally, if a third-person pronoun is used with the above [XRs sentence can never refer to the
speaker.

4 a pau Mammaog Pabbi etla adgefapér seelgeeti.
TheyNEUT MOommy andDaddyintend.3L to give you candy.
‘Mommy and Daddy are going to give you candy.
b. Peir breedurnir eru banir adfela sig i kjallarunum.
TheymAsc brothers.thare.3L finishedto hideReFL in cellar.the
‘The brothers have hidden themselves in the cellar.’

*Huge thank you to Hallvardur Asgeirsson and Julia Hermadttisfor all their help! Unless otherwise cited, all
the Icelandic sentences come from working with them, but #i®uld get none of the blame for any mistakeakka
ykkur keerlega fyrirlAlso thanks to Chris Collins, Jeroen van Craenenbroeckc®aen Dikken, Inna Livitz, Arhonto
Terzi, along with the folks at the CUNY Syntax Supper and the teviewers for comments on various versions of
this work. Finally, thanks to Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarfondiscussing certain parts of the data with me.
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In this paper, | discuss the interaction between this pran&anown as the ‘Proprial Article’
(PA; Sigurdsson 2006), and the ability of a noun phrase t&r tefthe speaker or addressee. This
will be embedded in terms of work in Collins & Postal (2008)‘onposters’, cases of mismatch
in grammatical person and notional person.

My working hypothesis is that the PA in (2b-3b) is the ovesdlization of the null pronoun
in (1a-b). This is supported by the fact that the sentencé$)inannot refer to the speaker.vib
‘we’ in these sentences is the overt counterpart of sikentn English, therpau/peir‘they’ should
be the overt counterpart of a silemttEY. This would be trivial in English, as it would be silent
and add nothing to interpretation. When overt in Icelanthough, it would have the effect of
preventing a first-person reading of the DP.

Specifically, | will propose a derivation like (5), where tK@ containingvid ‘we’ and frétta-
mennirnir‘the reporters’ moves as a whole to SpecDP.

(5) DP

XP D tep
DP/]>\ %

We —

reporters.the

The nature of XP and the motivation for movement will be dssad throughout. Generally, XP
movement will be analogized to adjective-noun movenient.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, | provide wenoew of the analysis in
Collins & Postal (2008), commenting only briefly on its matiion. | then give an overview of
some aspects of the Icelandic DP. In section 3, | presentadatanalysis of plural DPs, such as
those discussed in this introduction. Presentation of alat@emonstratives will allow a discussion
of what conditions the pronunciation/non-pronunciatidrth@ pronoun. In section 4, | turn to
singular DPs, which pattern opposite of what we would exgeetn the plural cases. In section
5, | bring up some other predictions of and problems for thes@nt approach, and suggest that
adopting a decompositional view of the extended adjectivage as in Leu (2008) provides a
possible solution. | conclude in section 6. And finally, | yide an appendix with some further
data, since this is a relatively unexplored area, and | dahmok all data should have to wait for a
fully worked out analysis.

1Here | adopt the assumption in Julien (2005) where the defiffix is attached imP. Nothing in particular
hinges on this.
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2 Background

2.1 Imposters

Collins & Postal (2008) is a detailed study of notional vergwammatical person. Sentences
like (3a), whenpabbi‘Daddy’ is understood to refer to the speaker, fall undeirtdefinition of
imposters

(6) Animposteris a notionallyn person DP which is grammaticalty persony # m.

This is so because the DRamma og pabbMommy and Daddy’ is grammatically third-person
plural and notionally first-person plural.

Some DPs, likeDaddy or this reportercan optionally have an imposter reading, where the
speaker refers to himself. This is popularly known as ‘mifgrto yourself in the third-persor’.

(7) a. Atthe time, CBS News artiis reporter fully believed the documents were gen-
uine3
b. (Your) Daddy is going to get you an ice cream cone.
c. Mommy and Daddy want a few hours on weekends to enjoy oursefves.

Other DPs, likeyours trulyor number 1seem to have only imposter readings; their grammatical
person and notional person never match.

(8) a. Thoughyours truly has tried to present his readers with a diverse variety af-vie
points, some very different from his.

| (only) look out fornumber 1 and so does Eddie.

A bunch of Seattle Amazonians, including my boss Colin@bandyours truly,
found ourselves in the Asiana Hotel in Chennai this weekend.

d. It was here that The Tyke an@urs Truly used to amuse ourselves with a cute little
mouse that lived under the fireplacé. ..

Collins & Postal (2008) argue that the notional person, &gtithenotional core, is syntac-
tically represented as a null pronoun. Specifically, theguarthat a null pronoun and the overt
DP form an appositive constituent, which they céR,,,. The overt DP is called theecondary
DP. The secondary DP then undergoes predicate inversionmvégtiell DP. The shell DP inherits
phi-features from the secondary DP.

2Several of the examples presented here show coordinategpinnaosters controlling first-person PRO or binding
a first-person reflexive, an aspect of imposter syntax whahrot analyze in this paper. See Collins & Postal (2008).
See also the examples in (62) and some discussion in sec8on 3

Shttp://transcripts.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0709/200klhtml (Collins & Postal (2008)).

4Full example: “Easiest Sitter Job You Have Ever Had Our d#&rgks months) goes to sleep about 9
p.m. and asleep till morning. Mommy and Daddy want a few hoomsweekends to enjoy ourselves.”
http://www.simplyhired.com/job-id/rmagcvw7z4/occasel-weekend-jobs/.

Shttp://inezha.com/p/7210350/item274.

Shttp://www.abisz.genios.de/r_sppresse/daten/prefs#20080301/dIpt. MDNP200803030D46DBBF.html.
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(9) D Pshell
D Psecﬁ>\
— D XPapp
Daddy |
I 3sG ME ore FDP

Throughout this paper, | will assume that phi-features ateed under spec-head agreement. In
the tree above, the secondary DP is third-person singuidryia spec-head agreement makes the
entire shell DP third-person singular. This assumptiowvigies one possible means of diagnosing
movement around a null head, which cannot usually be seeatlyiin word order, as Marcel den
Dikken (p.c.) points out to me. There are some cases in tipierphowever, where word order can
diagnose movement; see the tree in (18) and the discuss{éi of

This analysis raises some questions. First, why is the a@et® Second, why does the
secondary DP and not the core or$Pmove to the specifier of the shell? One could imagine the
core moving to the specifier of the shell and valuing its @atéires, whether it is pronounced or
not. One could further imagine the whole XPmoving to the specifier of the shell and valuing
its phi-features — again, whether the core is pronouncedtr n

(10) Possibility A Possibility B
DPsp,cir DP;p,cir
COT8/>\ XPapp 5 top
app

ME Daddy 15‘6

1SG tpp  Daddy

Recalling the data in (2 - 4), the immediate question thaearis why it is not possible for a
DP with a third-person (plural) proprial article to be a sedary DP in the structure above. That
is, what rules out a derivation like (11)7?

(11) lllicit Derivation of (4a)
DPshell

D Psecondary
D XPy

PL WE ore FDP

they mommyTand daddy 5

| will propose to address the above questions in the follgwiay. First, if something like
the derivations in (1b, 5, 12) can be fruitfully analyzed aslerlying Icelandic PA constructions,
we can make sense of a number of otherwise unexpected famislaiith the PA and imposters in
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general. Second, | will suggest that the PA is the pronoucoeel. If so, this would support the
idea in Collins & Postal (2008) that the notional core in iraf@ss is syntactically represented as
a separate constituent, since elements hypothesized tieb#ysactive in one language often turn
out to be overt in anothér.

However, | will propose that the secondary DP must be a dmesti smaller than a DP, namely,
nP in the framework of Julien (2008)! will further propose that the constituent the core forms
with thisnP is more akin to ‘integrated appositives’ (rather thanmeidy appositives) and that the
core occupies an adjective-like specifier positiaR {n Julien (2005), see also Scott (2002)). Thus,
the analysis in Collins & Postal (2008) translates here satmething like (12).

(12) Modified Analysis
DPspen

nPsecond{>\

T~ D OéP
Daddy |

3sG DP..
« tnp
e

ME

Whether this can account for the wealth of data in Collins &tBb(2008) remains to be seen. One
immediate problem seems to be the data which led LongobB®8i() to propose that movement
of proper names to D in English must be LF movement (assurhigiigkinship names likBaddy
behave like proper names). Namely, adjectives precede siamntenglish. Since the goal of this
paper is not to investigate the interaction between impssted adjective modification, the latter
itself being a thorny issue, | must leave this to future resie

2.2 Pronominal Imposters

Collins & Postal (2008) also observe that pronouns thenesebometimes have a mismatch in
grammatical and notional person. The third-person proadeshecan refer to the speaker if
anteceded by an imposter. In the following sentenicesgnd Rutltan bind the reflexiveurselves
whenheis anteceded by an imposter suchtlais reporter/the present authom addition,he and
Ruthcan bind an ordinary third-person plural reflexive.

(13) a. This reportegrbelieves that heand Ruth can successfully defend ourselves against
these charges.
b. The present authpbelieves that heand Ruth can successfully defend ourselves
against these charges.

"Two well-known examples are (1) hypothesized successieieavh-movement, later found to mark intermediate
complementizers in Irish (see McCloskey 2001, 2002), andypothesized null Topic and Focus heads in the left
periphery (Rizzi 1997), later found to have overt countespa languages such as Gungbe (Aboh 2004). Of course,
while the existence of overt material can support hypo#eessilent material, the lack of overt material in no way
provides evidence against silent material.

8This will be discussed further below.

9See Leu (2008), ch. 4, for an overview of the issues involueatijective modification.
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C. This reporterbelieves that heand Ruth can successfully defend themselves against
these charges.

d. The present authpbelieves that heand Ruth can successfully defend themselves
against these charges.

They argue that there is a null pronounhain these examples as well, offering the structure in
(14)1°

(14)  DPyen

/\
D D Pcore

‘ _
He ME

Coordinate DPs can acquire phi-features of the core in f)3ecause the maximal projection
of a CoP generally must have access to the phi-features iv$ alib-constituents. In a CoP such
asme and my friendfor example, the phi-features ofeforce the whole CoP to be first-persén.

Ordinarily, of course, third-person pronouns cannot jegtrto the speaker arbitrarily. One
could not walk into a room and felicitously utter, “He’s hugg where he is supposed to refer
to the speaker. Because of this, Collins & Postal (2008) eattpat pronominal imposters, by
and large, acquire their phi-features by antecedence. i$httey start out as an empty D head
with no valued phi-features, and derivationally acquirefpatures under antecedence, which is a
primitive grammatical operation in their system. The aatknt must itself be an imposter. | will
not explicate the mechanics of this here, but the anteceddmronominal imposters will become
relevant in section 5.

Other cases of pronominal imposters are ‘nukgeand ‘royal-we.

Are we taking good care of oursglburselveg*yourself; today?

We seem a bit displeased with oursétfurselves don’t we, ?

We (= the monarch) have decided to absent ourseloasself from the meeting.
We (= a single author) find ourelveg®urself in disagreement with Dr. Herren-
heim.

(15)

0 0 T w

2.3 Icelandic DP

Julien (2005) argues for the decomposition of the DP in (X&reaP is a functional head that
mediates betweenP and adjectives. She suggests that this may in fact invobarias of such
heads, perhaps ordered as in Scott (2002). She argues ciogiyrthat when the&P has a definite

Opeeking ahead, Icelandic seems to have an overt countefphig structure. See example (21).

Collins & Postal (2008) have an explicit formalization (eagt3-50) of how CoPs likeme and my frienchnd
you and Daddyget their phi-features. Note that it cannot be spec-heaéeagent, sincgou and meandme and
youare both first-person singular (for example). One probleth ailopting their formalization directly is that their
formalization requires an imposter core to be a ‘conjuntthe CoP. Another is how to differentiate imposter core
‘conjuncts’ from ordinary conjuncts, which they do using auament analysis which has not be discussed here. Marcel
den Dikken (p.c.) suggests that one might exploit the idasttiird-person is ‘non-person’, so that any first-person or
second-person features in a CoP might make the CoP firstperssecond-person. While | think this might be the
right way to go, | must leave formalization of this for futuxerk.
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suffix, «P moves to SpecDP in Icelandic, quite generally, strandigl@al)P. For Julien (2005),
the definite suffix is an instantiation of and is thus present mP1?

(16) DP
D CardP
THREE
Card aP
Aﬁ//i:>\\
Qo nP
—
RED T~

CARS

For many speakers, adjectives and nouns must follow medjfgumerals when a demonstra-
tive is present. When there is no demonstrative, and a sdffikecle is used, adjectives and nouns
must precede modifying numerals.

a7) a. pessprju gulu bord
thesethreeyellow tables

b. gulu  boro-in  prju
new.wktables-theghree

C. *prju gulu bord-in
threeyellow.wk tables-the

Julien (2005) takes this to show th&® moves to SpecDP unless a demonstrative prevents it from
doing so'® Similar analyses are proposed elsewhére.

(18) DP
aP
D CardP
yellow
nP three
ey Card tr
tables.the ‘

?However,aP is not always present; when it is naR moves alone. Julien (2005) implements this in terms of
agreement betweenand then head.

135ome speakers do accept examples like (17c¢); see Julie)(200

l4Sigurdsson (2006) has a constituent containing both thectidg and noun moving to SpecDP, stranding the
numeral. Svenionius (2008) and Vangsnes (1999) also adojismovements.
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2.4 The Proprial Article

The Icelandic DP, as already seen, may sometimes have advpicle (PA). The PA a determiner-
like personal pronoun which is often used with names andhkingerms. The following definition
is from Sigurdsson (2006:36).

(29) “The Icelandic Proprial Article is a personal pronohattstands next to the left of a
name or a relational noun, without there being any intomati@ak between the two.”

There are two reasons to think that the PA is not simply an sifipe® First, as noted above, there
is no intonational break between the two constituentsatadit has appositives as well, and most
speakers and linguists agree that there is a differencegeanmng and structure, between the PA
and ordinary apposition. Second, the PA has a specialtstyisue. Namely, it presupposes that
the speaker and the addressee are both familiar with therpaesned’ An example of the PA is
given in (20). Note that it agrees gender and case with the hean.

(20) (Han) Anna sendi(hann) Jon til (hennar) Mariu
(Shenom) Annanom sent (heAcc) JOnAccC to (sheGEN) MariaGEN

‘Anna sent John to Mary(Sigurdsson 2006)
Interestingly, it can even occur with a first-person pronoun

(22) Pader barahannég.
It isonlyhe I

‘It is just me (myself).’(Sigurdsson 2006)

2.5 The Gapped Proprial Article

An important variant of the Icelandic PA is the ‘Gapped Pralphrticle Construction’ (GPA). This
is where null constituents are apparently licensed. CengiRa-b). In (22a), the neuter Brau
‘they’ occurs with the conjunction phragén og Maria'John and Mary’. In (22b), the discourse-
salientAnnacan be understood to be included. Following SigurdssonDhén (22b) could thus
be analyzed as in (23).

(22) a. pau Jon og Mariaeruvinir.
TheyNEUT JohnandMary arefriends

‘John and Mary are friends.’

5Note that this is a descriptive definition and does not etitail all PA constructions have the same syntax. Actu-
ally, Sigurdsson (2006) suggests in passing that somel [#asamight have a derivation different from third-person
singular PAs.

8Neither of these reasons seem to apply to ‘integrated afpyessj and | will suggest that proprial articles are
something like integrated appositives.

"This is apparently in direct contrast to similar expressionSwedish. Julien (2005:124) cites Lars-Olof Delsing,
who states that in some Swedish dialdwig Lisa'she Lisa’ is used when “the speaker is uncertain whethdistener
knows who the referent is.” Thrainsson (2007:91, fn. 4) alkserves that the stylistic value of the PA varies across
Mainland Scandinavian dialects.
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b.  Annakemurlika. Pau Jon og Mariaeruvinir.
Annacomesoo. TheyNEUT JohnandMary arefriends.

‘Anna is coming too. She, John and Mary are frien@Sigurdsson 2006)

(23) [crpau [corARRafeg [cordON [ and[ Maria] 1]1]1]1
[orthey [corAnnaf and[corJOhn[ and[ Mary 111111

The GPA can also occur with first- and second-person plucalquns. Although the ordinary
conjunctionég og Joril and John’ is allowed, the GPA, as in (24) is actually morencaon.

(24) Vid Jbnerum ekki einsgamlirogpid  Pétur.
We Jonare.PLnot as old asyoupL Pétur
‘John and | are not as old as you and Pe{@&igurdsson 2006)

Sigurdsson notes that the deletion approach can descrénepes like (24), as in (25-26).

(25) [Dpvié [cOPég{GQ [Jén ] ] ] ]
[opwWe [cort fand[ John] ] ]]

(26)  [rbid  [crpt  feg [Pétur]]]]
[opyOUPL [cororrSE | and[ Peter] ] ] ]

In this paper, | will assume that this is at some level corredamely, | will continue to
analyze the GPA as involving coordination and deletionpdeshe fact that this is non-constituent
deletion!®

2.6 Summary

In this section, | have given an overview of the analysis giasters in Collins & Postal (2008). |
then suggested a revision that will allow me to analyze te&alalic PA as the overt pronunciation
of the core. | went on to describe the analysis of pronomimglasters. In the remainder of this
section, | gave a very brief overview of the Icelandic DP aralgroprial article. | refer the reader
to Thrainsson (2007), Sigurdsson (1993, 2006), and Ju?ieds) for more detail.

3 Plurals

Here | consider the alternation with plurals. First | comsidrdinary DPs with the definite suffix.
| then discuss the optional alternation with CoPs. Finalbyesent data on demonstratives, which
do not occur with the overt PA. This will motivate a discussa the (non-)pronunciation of the
imposter core.

For the rest of the paper, unless otherwise specified, thep@bisi ‘daddy’, braedurnir ‘the
brothers’, andréttamenn(irnir)‘(the) reporters’ refer to the speaker. Thus, all gramnaditic
judgments reported should be understood in this sense — maggammatical’ sentences here are
acceptable on non-imposter readings.

8Chris Collins (p.c.) points out that this could be constituéeletion under the opposite constituency, namely
[ John [and}] ].
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3.1 Suffixed Article

As mentioned in the introduction, if a plural definite-sufftkDP is to denote the speaker, the first-
person plural proprial articlgid ‘we’ must be used. The same goes for non-definite plural DPs.
The sentence in (27d) looks similar to Englisk reportersand | do not discuss it furthéy.

(27) a. *Fréttamenninir tala stundum vitlaust.
Reportergshe  speak.®BL sometimesncorrectly.
b. *Fréttamenriala stundum vitlaust.

Reporters speak.®L sometimesncorrectly.

C. *(Vid) fréttamennimir télum stundum vitlaust.
*(We) reporterghe  speak.bL sometimesncorrectly.

‘We the reporters sometimes speak incorrectly.

d. *(Vid) fréttamenrtdlum stundum vitlaust.
*(We) reporters speak.PL sometimesncorrectly.

‘We reporters sometimes speak incorrectly.’

If a third-person proprial article is used, the DP cannotrréd the speaker.

(28) a. *Ppeir fréttamennirnihlakka alltaf til adsja ykkur a midvikudogum.
Theyreporters.the look forwardalwaysto to seeyou.PL onwednesdays
b. *Pbeir breedurnir eru banir adfela sig i kjallarunum.

TheymAsc brothers.thare.3L finishedto hideReFL in cellar.the
‘The brothers have hidden themselves in the cellar.

In the present analysis, these facts have the followingaggtion. In order for a DP to denote
the speaker, a first-person pronoun must be in SpecXP. llosexB, | will argue that XP igvP.
In Icelandic, unless something prevents it, the entiPemoves to SpecDP, where the pronoun will
be pronounced. The pronunciation of this pronoun is thecgoaf the proprial article. When the
proprial article is third-person, this is because the pummio SpeeP is third-person, and the same
movements apply. However, since the third-person pronagnpmes the position that would be
occupied by the first-person pronoun, the DP must have fierden reference.

3.2 Coordinate Phrases

Coordinate DPs (CoPs) behave a bit differently from suffikdts. While a first-person plural
proprial article is generally allowed wherabbi‘daddy’ is the speaker, it is not obligatory. Thus,
both (3a-b), repeated here, are acceptable wiabbi‘daddy’ is the speaker.

(29) a. Mammaog pabbi eetla adfarasaman i vinnuidag
Mommy andDaddyintend.3L to go togetherto work today

b.  Vid Mammaog pabbi setlum  adfarasaman i vinnuidag
We Mommy andDaddyintend.PL to go togetherto work today

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’

19See Postal (1969), Roehrs (2005a,b), and Taylor (2008).
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Again, thoughpabbi‘daddy’ may not be the speaker if a third-person propriatkris used.

(30) *Pau Mammaog pabbi aetla adgefapér saelgeeti.
TheyNEUT Mommy andDaddyintend.3L to give you candy.

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to give you candy.’

The data in (30) is expected, for the same reasons as ouittitiee previous section. The data
in (29) might at first seem surprising — why should the prdmarticle suddenly be optional? In
fact, though, the possibility of sentences like (29a) asasters is exactly what we would expect
once we look at singular imposters. As | will discuss belawne speakers allowabbi‘daddy’,
without a proprial article, as an imposter. Thus, (29a) imes coordination of two DPs, one of
which is an imposter, whereas (29b) involves coordinatioiwvo nPs, withvid ‘we’ as a core. In
the latter case, overt pronunciationvdd ‘we’ is obligatory.

3.3 Demonstratives

Demonstratives do not behave the way we would expect so fdikewith definite-suffixed DPs
(27c), demonstratives do not allow a PA.

(31) a. *Viopessirfréttamenreru(m) bunir adfela okkur/sigi kjallarunum.
We thesereporters are.3(1pL finishedto hideusREFL in cellar.the

b. *bessiwid fréttamenreru(m)  buanir adfela okkur/sigi kjallarunum.
Thesewe reporters are.3(1pL finishedto hideusREFL in cellar.the

C. Pessifréttamenreru banir adfela sig i kjallarunum.
these reporters are.®L finishedto hideREFL in cellar.the

‘These reporters have hidden themselves in the cellar’

This contrast forces a closer examination of the natureeoptbnunciation of the core, demonstra-
tives, and the architecture of the BfP.

Leu (2008) argues for an adjectival analysis of demonststiwhere they are composed of a
determiner-like element along with a silemERE. In this view,these reporterss the spellout of
theseHERE reporters whereHERE is not pronouncedt

Suppose that the imposter readingtioése reporterstems not frontheseHERE reporters
but ratherthesewe reporters This would explain the unacceptability of non-standbede in
imposters??

(32) *These here reporters fully believed that the docusemtre genuine.

201t is worth noting that ifpessir‘these’ were dropped in (31a-b), only the first-person réflepkkur would be
grammatical. Similarly, (31c) is only acceptable with thjperson reflexivsig, not with okkur. This seems to clearly
relate to the phi-features of the binding DP. Through spesdhagreementjo fréttamennirnir'we reporters.the’ is
first-person plural, and the bound reflexivikkur must be first-person plural as well. For reasons of space,notlo
discuss anaphors external to the DP in this paper, thougtheakata in (60) and (62).

21The demonstrative facts in this section extend generalhoto-suffixed, prenominal determiners, including pre-
posed possessors and the ‘free’ article. Such determirguralaly have derivations similar to demonstratives (sae Le
2008). See, for example, the data in (64)-(65).

22Thanks to Chris Collins (p.c.) for pointing out this predct
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Leu (2008:17) does present the possibility of silent desctither than locatives being involved
in building some demonstratives: “This opens the door fer pssibility of having ‘imitation
demonstratives, ...whose modifier stem is not a counteigfanERE/THERE, but some other
semi-functional lexical element whose contribution todkierall meaning comes close to a demon-
strative of theHERE/THERE sort.” In fact, pronouns themselves have a deictic functievinson
2004), and in some languages participate transparentlhemodstrative composition. This is
the case, for example, in Alvdalsmalet, which has demotatsalike an-dar ‘he-there & that)
(Akerberg 2000).

Adopting such an approach within the clausal architectuopgsed by Julien (2005), this
would requirewE to be in the the specifier efP. But how can this be, P mediates adjectival
phrases andPs, andvE is clearly not adjectival? Are there any cases where DPsmditesithings
as adjectives?

In fact, there are such cases, called ‘integrated appesiitv Huddleston & Pullum (2002:447).
Integrated appositives even alternate with sentencesewtnee of the constituents seems to be
silent. Huddleston & Pullum give the following examplesting that in each pair, (a) entails (b).

(33) a She sang in [ the opei@armen’ |.
b She sang inCarmen’.

(34) a. It was founded in [ the yeat850 ].
b It was founded in1850.
a The verbuseg is transitive.

b. ‘Use is transitive.

(35)

A possible analysis is that in the (a) versions, the EHesoperathe year andthe verly are in
the specifier of a functional head similard®. In the (b) versions, predicate inversion renders the
these DPs silent (see below). That is, they are a kind of itepasre.

The idea that integrated appositives involve DPs in an &d@qgosition is similar to the
approach XP-like adjectives in Scott (2002). Pursuing togaaphic analysis of adjective ordering,
Scott proposes that in cases where nouns or PPs are actidgeasvas, they are in the specifier
of an adjectival projectionyP here. He gives examples suchaasoff-the-cuff remarknight bus
summer dessertanda ready-to-eat meal

Integrated appositives might be another class to fit int® ¢ategory. In the examples above,
the modifying DPghe operathe year andthe verbhave an anaphoric quality to them. Formally,
they are similar to epithets. They consist of a determiner @aigeneral noun which refers to a
specific entity. In this case, the referent is not previoubtibin apposition with the DP. Admittedly,
DPs likethe yeardo not make very good epithets, but | imagine this is for pratjmreasons?

This seems to make the right kind of cut for the Icelandic datdar. If we assume that
predicate inversion cannot apply in the Icelandic cases ave seen so far, along with the DP
syntax argued for in Julien (2005), two options present sewes onceP is formed and D has
merged: either moveP to SpecDP, or merge a demonstrative tiére.

230ne can almost imagine usitige verbas an epithet, as ihjust don't like the (dumb) verbThe operas harder
since it has a generic reading meaning something like ‘gtwraperas’. Still, | think that the oddness of using these
DPs as epithets stems from their typical pragmatic use —dbayot seem syntactically bad.

24In section 5, | will propose a different analysis. Julien@3}) for comparative reasons, analyzes demonstratives
as occupying a distinct functional head dominating D, Deri(gloss over these details to simplify the exposition.
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For now, assume that ifP does not move, the pronoun will be silent, but if it moves, iho-
noun will be pronounced. Below, | will suggest instead thhewnever (i) SpeeP is c-commanded
by nP, (ii) SpeerP andnP are co-indexed, and (iii) SpeP andnP are contained in the same DP,
SpeaP will not be pronounced. This is similar to deletion of linksan A-chain. In many models
of minimalism (e.g. Nunes 2001), A-chains are formed betweeindexed DPs after copies have
been made, in an operation called ‘Form Chain’. In the priesase, | treat co-indexed non-copies
the same way, but crucially only when they are both contawi¢itin the same DP. In the present
structuresnpP does not come to c-commaan®, but in section 5, it will. For now, | simply stipulate
that if oP is left alone, a pronoun in its specifier will be silent.

(36) DP
these
D
| Poss
Card aP
DP/>\
. a nP

WE T~

reporters

If the demonstrative is not mergedP moves to SpecDP and the pronoun is pronounced.

(37) DP
aP
/>\ D
DP | Poss
a P @ Card tp

_
We T~

reporters.the

The reason for the ungrammaticality of (31a-b), then, is ithéhe case of imposters, the demon-
strative is composed tfiese+ WE, and occupies SpecDP, the positio moves to whemid ‘we’
is pronounced.

Recall that | am assuming that phrases get their phi-featioyespec-head agreement (see
section 2.1). ThusP will be first-person plural when its specifierweE. When a first-person
plural aP is in SpecDP, that DP will also be first-person plural viagame mechanism. Thus, the
DP in (37) is a first-person plural DP. When the first-persamalaP does not move to SpecDP,
as in (36),aP will not make the DP first-person plural. There is still asfien as to how the DP
in (36) becomes third-person plural, which is discusseeatisn 5.3.
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4 Singulars

A challenge to the idea that the proprial article originaghe core arises when we turn to singular
imposters. We would expect (38c) to be grammatical, butribis Moreover, all speakers | have
consulted accept (38b) whérann pabbihe Daddy’ is understood to be the speaker. While my
consultants also accepted (38a), Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjsmggp.c.) accepts only (38b). For him,
a third-person proprial article is obligatory with impaspabbi‘Daddy’.?®

(38) a. % Enpabbi er l6ngubuinn  adsegjapér pad.
But Daddyis.1/3sGlong finishedto tell youthat.
‘But Daddy already told you that a long time ago.’
b. En hannpabbi er l6ngubuinn  adsegjapér pad.
Buthe Daddyis.1/3sGlong finishedto tell youthat.
‘But Daddy already told you that a long time ago.’
c. *En égpabbi er [6ngubuinn adsegjapér pad.
Butl Daddyis.1/3sGlong finishedto tell youthat.
‘But Daddy already told you that a long time ago.’

| will first discuss the alternation between (38b-c) andmeto (38a) below.

Recall that Collins & Postal (2008) discuss several cas@safominal imposters — pronouns
where grammatical and notional person mismatch. They dgue structure like (39) whehe
refers to the speaker.

(39) DPshell

N
D DP

‘ P
He ME

This was motivated in part by examples like the following arhe and Rutltan bind the reflexive
ourselvesNotice, however, that coordinates litteey and Rutlseem much worse. Not all speakers
readily accept (40a, c), though many do. All speakers | havesualted, however, agree that the

examples witltheyare much worse.

(40) a. This reporterbelieves that heand Ruth can successfully defend ourselves against
these charges.
b. *These reportegsbelieve that they and Ruth can successfully defend ourselves

against these charges.
The present authpbelieves that heand Ruth can successfully defend ourselves
against these charges.

* The present authorbelieve that theyand Ruth can successfully defend ourselves
against these charges.

o

Q

25The verbvera‘be’ is syncretic between first- and third-person in the aiag
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This would suggest that the structutbdy we] is not possible, even ifffe ME] is.2® If so, an
interesting correlation emerges.

(41) English Icelandic Icelandic
v' HeME v" Hannég v Hann pabbi
He he Daddy
* Theywe * bPauvid * Paumamma og pabbi
they we they mommy and daddy

| propose that the impossibility ¢fau‘they’ in first-person imposter DPs relates to the impogsibi
ity of pau ‘they’ with overtvid ‘we’. One way to instantiate that here would be to say tiein
‘he’ in (38b) embeds a sileg‘l’. That is, something like (39) is in Sped®.

(42 aP

DP/B\

— «Q nP

H - —
anneG pabbl

This would allow us to maintain the generalization that tiheppial article matches, and in
the present analysiss, the notional core. For some reas@g ‘I’ cannot occupy this position
alone in Icelandic, but must be embedded in a third-persoprial article?” Even a weaker
descriptive generalization would have to be that the PA aedtbre mismatch only when the PA
can independently embed a pronoun with the same phi-feafisréhat core.

What about speakers for whom the PA is not obligatory withostprs? In the context of the
framework here, we would say that speakers who allow (38ayadP to move straight to SpecDP,
leavingaP behind, like English.

Actually, this seems to be the default strategy for nameds adjectives. Thrainsson (2005:50)
discusses the fact that proper names precede adjectivies geheral case. Adjectives preceding
names get a contrastive reading.

(43) Neutral

a. Jon gamlifér a sjukrahud geer.
Johnold wentto hospital yesterday.
‘Old John went to the hospital yesterday.’

Contrastive

b.  GamliJon fér a sjukrahdd geer.

old Johnwentto hospital yesterday.
‘oLD John went to the hospital yesterday.’

26The impossibility of the former could have to do with its pibss bi-morphemic structure. Bernstein (2008)
argues thatheyis made up of at leash- + ey. Possibly, these means that pronounsiite&ycannot be as small a,
unlike ég‘l'. See also Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002).

2TAnother potentially related situation when the propridgicée is obligatory is in possessors, ashigekur *(hans)
pabba‘books *(heGEN) DaddyGEN'. Note that possession, like (integrated) apposition, dérect relation between
two DPs.
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Neutral
C. Siggaditla byrjar i skoéla i haust.
Siggalittle beginsin schoolin autumn.
‘Little Sigga starts school in autumn.’
Contrastive

d. Litla Siggabyrjar i skéla i haust.
Siggalittle beginsin schoolin autumn.

‘L ITTLE Sigga starts school in autumn.’

Thus, whemP is a proper name, it generally moves to SpecDP, despitedisemqce ofiP. So we
have a conflict. Imposters and definitBs generally pied-pipeP to SpecDP, but proper names
generally do not. However, proper names are also typicabstgrs. Some speakers allow the
typical proper name movement with imposters, with the tebait the core is not pronounced, as
in English. All speakers (that | have consulted), howevwathe typical movement for imposters
and definite adjectives,P to SpecDP.

(44) All Speakers — Imposters Some Speakers — Imposters

DP DP

ap/\\ np/>\
D Gr ——= D aP
aday
DP
—~ o nP DP/?T
He ME _ T~ nP
daddy

(HE) ME

All Speakers — Ordinary Adjectives All Speakers — Names aljecives
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5 Predictions

5.1 Double Proprial Articles

The hypothesis that the proprial article is the notionak¢cand that the secondary DP is actually
annP, predicts that it should not be possible to have a firstgmepdural proprial article with a
CoP if the DPs in CoP themselves have Proprial Articles. Bii®rne out. While it is possible to
coordinate two DPs each with a proprial article, such a Cafdaisoccur with a first-person plural
proprial article.

(45) a. ?Humammaog hannpabbi aetla adfarasaman i vinnuidag
She Mommyandhe Daddyintend.3®Lto go togethertowork today

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’

b. *Vido htnmammaog hannpabbi aetlum  adfarasaman i vinnuidag
We she Mommyandhe Daddyintend.®Lto go togetherto work today

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’

This is because in the form PA CoP, the CoP must coordinates, not DPs. The structure in (47)
could not be embedded within (46).

(46) oaP
DPO\
ﬁ « CoP=nP

Mommy —
Daddy
47) aP
DP?>\
« nP
He T~
Daddy

It would not be possible, on this analysis, to h&vaamn pabbihe Daddy’ be CoP oWe + CoP.

In fact, this analysis predicts that even the non-imposiastituent could not have a proprial
article, which seems to be true. (48a) is completely ungratiwal, and (48b) is only grammatical
on a reading wherpabbi og hin mamm@aaddy and she mommy’ do not form a constituent. (It
is possible, irrelevantly, as DP level conjunction, whei@ pabbi‘we daddy’ is understood as a
Gapped Proprial Article construction, conjoined with thie lin mammashe mommy’.)

(48) a. *Viohunmammaog pabbi etlum  adfarasaman i vinnui dag
We she Mommy andDaddyintend.®L to go togetherto work today

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’
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b. *Vid pabbi og hinmammaeetlum  adfarasaman i vinnuidag
We Daddyandshe Mommyintend.®L to go togetherto work today

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’

Recall that the present analysis accounts for the optignafiithe proprial article with CoPs
in the following way. When the core 180 ‘we’ and the secondary DRP is a coordinatedP, vid
‘we’ will always surface. When it does not, we are dealingwito coordinated DPs, one of which
is an imposter, rather than a CoP with an imposter core.

(49) [we [ Mommy and Daddy ] ]
(50) [Mommy and [ME Daddy ]]

This predicts thapabbi‘daddy’ should behave like an ordinary imposter. Gunnarfittdrafnb-
jargarson (p.c.) observes that for hipabbi‘daddy’, with imposter interpretation, is more natural
with the proprial articlehann‘he’, as inmamma og hann pabbMommy and he Daddy’. This
is expected, since for him, an imposter interpretatiopaiibi‘daddy’ normally requires the pro-
prial article. Nevertheless, the examples (48) and (45buagrammatical for all speakers | have
consulted.

Another prediction involves numerals. WhePR with ordinary adjectives moves to SpecDP,
the adjective andhP precede numerals (17b). Thus, if the imposter core slagpript article
originates in SpeeP, andaP moves to SpecDP, we predict that both the proprial artictethe
secondaryP precede numerals. Thisis borne out, as the following elesippm a Google search
show.

(51) a. NU vorum vid braedurnir prir i leikjum.
Now were.PL we brothers.thehreein games

‘We the three brothers were now playing.’

b.  Vid braedurnir prir ...o0lumstuppmedbdérnum peirra  Oskars,
We brothers.thehree. . . raised up with children.thepAT theyGEN OskarGeN,
ommu og afa og 00ru freendfolki.

GramdmapAT andGrandpabAT andotherDAT relativesDAT
‘We the three brothers grew up with Oskar’s children, Graagd@randpa, and other

relatives.

C. Egman ao fyrr  um néttinah6foum vid braedurnir prir farid i
| remembethatearlierthat night had.¥L we brothers.thehreegoneto
korfubolta
basketball

‘I remember that earlier that night, we the three brothesdane to basketball.

5.2 The Gapped Proprial Article

Althoughitis not the purpose of this paper to examine vealgagdement in any detail, an interesting
pattern is worth noting in certain GPA and coordinate carsions. Note first that, as might
be expected, a GPA is possible with a first-person proprialarvio ‘we’, where the gapped
constituent is understood to refer to the addresseel{é.gou.sG).
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(52) Vid pabbi eetlum  adfarasaman i vinnuidag
We Daddyintend.PL to go togetherto work today

‘You and Daddy are going to work together today.’

As expected, agreement in (52) is first-person plural. Hanewhen there is no (G)PAyabbi
‘daddy’ cannot refer to the speaker if verbal agreement ¢ors@-person plural (53a). Here my
consultants varied in their judgments. One accepted (5@i)dit (53c), while the other accepted
(53c) but not (53b¥8

(53) a. *PU og pabbi atlid adfarasaman i vinnuidag
You andDaddyintend.2rL to go togetherto work today
b. % PU og pabbi etla adfarasaman i vinnuidag

You andDaddyintend.3PL to go togetherto work today

c. %P0 og pabbi eetlum adfarasaman i vinnuidag
You andDaddyintend.1PL to go togetherto work today

‘You and Daddy are going to work together today.’

This relates directly to the proprial article discussiorcéuse a second-person plural proprial
articlepid ‘you.pL’ is possible in a GPA construction whepabbi‘daddy’ is understood to be the
speaker. And then agreement must be second-person plural.

(54) a. Pid pabbi erud adfarasaman i vinnuidag
You.pL Daddyare.2PL to go togetherto work today.

b. *Pid pabbi eru adfarasaman i vinnuidag
You.pL Daddyare.3PL to go togetherto work today.

c. *Phid pabbi erum adfarasaman i vinnuidag
You.pL Daddyare.1PL to go togetherto work today.

‘You and Daddy are going to work together today.’

Note that while both (53a) and (54a) would be acceptable eading whergabbi‘daddy’ is not
the speaker, only (54a) is possible wheabbi‘daddy’ is the speaker.

The only way to account for this in the present framework istipulate thapid ‘you.2rL’ is
a pronominal imposter witktve as a notional core. This is the converse of nusadiscussed in
section 2, wherave containsyou as a notional core (see example 15). Note that in this case, as
in all cases so far, we have no real way to make the phi-featfrthe pronominal imposter head
find an antecedent. In the system adopted in the next setitimngh, there is a way of doing this.

5.3 Person Marking

One problem with the analysis as it stands involves persakinta If a demonstrative merges
in SpecDP, the core is silent and the overall DP is thirdgoersHow does this come to be, if
neither the secondamP nor the core move to SpecDP? One option would be to stipthate
demonstratives are inherently third-person. Howevetesother phi-features on demonstratives,
such as number and gender, are usually acquired by conb@dxplanation would make ‘person’,
among phi-features, the odd one dUEurther, the demonstrative must have some way of formally

28Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson (p.c.) patterns with the farspeaker, accepting (53b) but not (53c).
29Although Chris Collins (p.c.) points out that modifiers efigo not agree in person.



NYU Working Papers in Linguistics, Volume 2: Papers in Synpring 2009 20

agreeing with the secondanP in gender and number. A straightforward probe-goal ambroa
would not work because the core intervenes between thempezsprobe (the demonstrative) and
the goal (the secondanp).

In this section, | implement the earlier analysis in the sysbf Leu (2008). In this system,
demonstratives are built in an extended adjectival prige@nd acquire phi-features derivationally.
It will allow demonstratives to acquire the phi-featureshsd secondargP. Further, it will turn out
to provide a mechanism for valuing the phi-features of pmimal imposters under antecedence.

Leu (2008) has taken very seriously the correspondenceskeetagreement on adjectives and
determiners, as well as ‘weak inflection’ (the inflection alheatives in definite contexts). The
latter is glossed below as ‘agr’.

Swiss German

(55) a. di rot rosa
the-agr redrose

‘The red rose’

b. arot-i  rosa
aredagr rose

‘A red rose’

C. di rosa
the-agr rose

‘This rose’

Leu proposes that the Agr that ends up on the determiner {§%ha¢ same morpheme that ends
up on the adjective (55b).The syntax lines up the morphermigéser a definited- merges or the
adjective moves. If the former, the DP will be definite. If taéer, indefinite.

The specific proposal as to how this works involves a kind obrpotion’ analysis of adjec-
tives. That is, the noun originates in a constituent withim éxtended adjectival projection, which
Leu calls xAP. The noum ) raises out of this projection, as in a head-internalikedalause anal-
ysis, and then the XAP moves to SpecDP. Crucially, the defarticle is merged in XAP, whence
the alternation with moved adjectives. A definite XAP in Ipedicenses a null D. The overall
structure is shown in (56).

(56) DP
XAP
D NP t
X AgrAP vAP
—_
(\j rosa
tvp
AgrA AP
| T~

-i ..ot vp...
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Now notice that in (55c), there is no adjective ahdis consequently interpreted as a demon-
strative. Leu proposes that there is in fact a silent adjeati this example, and that silent adjective
is HERE. His analysis, then, is thiéite + agr + HERE will be spelled out or interpreted #ss.

He extends this analysis to a number of languages.

Pursuing an adaptation to Leu’s system, we would say thaAAgerges withaP and attracts
nP to its specifier. AgrA andP agree under spec-head agreement. This is the source birthe t
person phi-features of the demonstrative. Continuing racelike element merges with AgrAP,
forming the left periphery of the extended adjective phraBee nP extracts from the xAP, D is
merged, and the entire remnant XAP moves to SpecDP. In Lealysis of demonstratives, the
sequencehe + HERESspells out ashis; here, the same would happen fhe + WE

(57) DP
XAP
/\ D
X AgrAP nP trap
| —_
pbess trp fréttamenn
AgrA aP
-ir DP/>\
a tnp
—_
WE

Thus, taking an approach like that in Leu (2008) allows thmalestrative to acquire third-person
phi-features despite the interveniag. Further, it offers some hope of an analysis for the GPA
construction discussed earlier. Namely, if Collins & Pb$P®08) are correct that pronominal
imposters normally value their phi-features by antecedgiin@ derivation here provides a configu-
ration wherepl og pabbiyou.sG and Daddy’ can antecede the empty D head in §Pecas soon
asnP moves to SpecAgrAP. Next, the remnaft moves to SpecxAP and the derivation proceeds
as normal from there.

(58) pid pu og pabbi erud adfarasaman i vinnuidag
You.PL yeusc andDaddyare.2PL to go togetherto work today.

‘You and Daddy are going to work together today.’

30Leu (2008) proposes that HERE might undergo further movépaestetail which | gloss over here.
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(59) DP
XAP
D
oP nP thp
DP/B\ X AgrAP béeg pabbi
: a tnp
i t ouan Qa
bid We youanddaddy AgrA  tp
|
2PL

Sigurdsson (2006), in passing, suggested something likelte observed the possibility that the
proprial article of CoPs might originate lower than the Cafl then move to the higher position.
In the present approach, this is an intermediate stage.

This may be extended to the pronominal impostenamn pabbrhe daddy’. When the sec-
ondarynP pabbi‘daddy’ moves to SpecAgrAP, it is in a configuration to antexéhehann‘he’.
Subsequent movement aP to SpecxAP restores the original word order.

Note that extraction ofP out of XAP is only visible/necessary when there is a dennatige.

It may well be the case that it does not extract in other caseeinains in XAP. This would make
the Leu-style analysis more similar to the earlier one, wltlee core andP remained a constituent
in aP. However, since | do not have time to address the issue afewbgactly,nP extracts to, |
will not be able to distinguish between these two.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, | have looked at the interaction between frigfg to yourself in the third-person’
in Icelandic and the PA. Some interesting facts have comigl, land there are still many open
guestions. First, when the proprial article is present,ustrmatch the notional person exactly if
it is plural. A third-person plural proprial article cannm¢ used to refer to the speaker. In plural,
definite-suffixed DPs, a first-person proprial article isigdmiory if the DP refers to the speaker. In
coordinate phrases, it is optional.

The exact opposite picture is seen in singulars, where nigt@an a third-person proprial
article refer to the speaker, but for some speakers, therdegm proprial article is obligatory if the
DP refers to the speaker. In addition, a first-person prbariele is not possible. This difference
between singulars and plurals has been the main focus opé#uer. However, this is a very
simplified picture — in fact, these generalizations onlydiolie in certain specific cases.

Some of the exceptions have been discussed already, and atbgresented in the Appendix.
The main exception discussed already involves demonsatgati Demonstratives systematically
disallow proprial articles. | have suggested that this lbadat with how demonstratives are built,
but this is far from a forgone conclusion. In fact, the gehieation seems to be that whenever there



NYU Working Papers in Linguistics, Volume 2: Papers in Synpring 2009 23

is a ‘free’ determiner, such as a demonstrative, a preposssegsive pronoun, or a non-suffixed
article, the proprial article cannot appear. For reasorspate, | have not presented the latter two
facts.

It is still unclear exactly how non-pronunciation is licexs This is a ubiquitous problem in
work on silent elements, from PRO/pro, ellipsis, and A-espito the kinds of ‘non-antecedent
based’ silent elements studied in recent work by Kayne (22066), and Leu (2008). | have tried
to suggest that if a pronoun and ai are contained in the same DP, and the latter c-commands the
former, the former will be silent as an A-copy. This is ditfat from the proposal in Kayne (2006),
where anything stranded in the specifier of a phase head gnsitent. | have yet to investigate
the consequences of this, or whether relevant cases indohesins can be found.

3lKayne (2005, ch. 6) has argued that when a DP antecedes auprdhdirst forms a constituent with it, as in
[ John he ] before moving out. Possibly, names and the likaydvwiorm a constituent with a pronoun, but the latter
will be silent unless the name moves out of the DP. This is wepresent suggestion would expect, anyway.
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Appendix

In this appendix, | present some data which | did not haveespadime discuss or analyze in
the main body of the paper. First, | did not address the issweral agreement. One of my
consultants systematically allowed CoPs containing arostgy and no proprial article to control
first-person plural agreement. | will refer to this speaket@peaker A and my other consultant
as ‘Speaker B’. This speaker also allowed third-personeagest. However, no speaker allowed
third-person agreement when a first-person proprial ariels present.

(60) a. Mammaog Pabbi %erum/eru adfarasaman i vinnuidag
Mommy andDaddyare.%PL/3PL to go togetherto work today.

‘Mommy and Daddy are going to work together today.’

b. Vid Mammaog Pabbi *zetla/eetlum  adgefapér seelgaeti.
We Mommy andDaddyintend.*3L/1PL to give you candy.

‘Mommy and Daddy are gonna give you candy.

Actually, I have found no examples where the proprial atobes not agree with the verb.

In the text (section 5) | discussed the fact that speakeestregcond-person plural agreement
with pu og pabbiyou and Daddy’. The same speaker that accepts first-pegeeaent in (60a) is
the one who accepts first-person agreement in these caees3(sd his speaker also allowed first-
person agreement when an imposter was conjoined with a dgmmson imposter, for example
whenuppahalds sonur harhis favorite son’ refers to the addressee.

(61) Pabbi og uppahaldsonurhans¥eetlum/eetlaadfarasaman i vinnui dag.
Daddyandfavorite son his are.%XPL/3PL to go togetherto work today.

‘Daddy and his favorite son are going to work together tdday.

Further, Speaker A allowpgér og Pabbayou and DaddypAT’ to antecede first-person re-
flexives (homophonous with first-person pronouns), andldisad the third-person reflexivag.
Speaker B showed the opposite pattern, rejecting the #nstgp reflexive and allowing onksig.
Neither speaker allowegkkur ‘you.2prL’.

(62) a. Hunsagdipér og Pabbaadfela okkuri Kkjallarunum. Speaker A/*Speaker B
Shetold youandDaddyto hideus in cellar.the

‘She told you and Daddy to hide ourselves in the cellar’

b. Hunsagodipér og Pabbaadfela sig i kjallarunum. *Speaker A/Speaker B
Shetold youandDaddyto hideREFLin cellar.the

‘She told you and Daddy to hide ourselves in the cellar’

This leads to the conclusion that Speaker A quite generftlys, or even requires, the notional
core of an imposter to affect the phi-feature computatiothef coordinate phrase. Speaker A
never allowed a plural imposter suchfasssir fréttamenfthese reporters’ to control first-person
agreement.

Taylor (2008) shows that Brazilian Portuguese has simiaiation. A gente literally ‘the
people’, has come to be used as a first-person plural prortdowever, while some speakers do
not allowa genteto control first-person agreement, others do. This lookdlairto the variation
between Icelandic speakers that | have encountered.
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(63) a. Agenteai a praia. Both Dialects
we go.3Gto.thebeach

‘We're going to the beach.

b.  Agentevamosa praia. Non-standard Dialect only
we go.lrL to.thebeach

‘We're going to the beach.

Another point of variation involves overt possessors. Buatinmy consultants tended to find
imposters with names slightly more natural with an overtsggsor, as ithann) pabbi pinri(he)
Daddy your’. However, Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson (prejects such examples. Recall that
for him, but not my consultants, the third-person propriéitke is obligatory. In the future, it will
be interesting to see whether or not these two propertigslate in an interesting way.

Another interesting result so far has been the fact thateygokssessors typically only precede
the noun when they have contrastive focus (Thrainsson 200¥gve been unable to find any
imposter DPs, other than names and kinship terms (cf. apow®re the possessor is in the
ordinary post-nominal position. Judgments for the follogvsentences reflect reference to either
the speaker or the addressee.

(64) a. Pinneinleegi *  einlaegi pinn

Yours truly truly yours

b. Pinnaudmjdki pjonn *  audmjaki pjonninn pinn
Your humble servant humble servant.the your

c. Hans hagofgi *  hagofgi(nn) hans
His majesty majesty his

d. Minkeera eiginkona ?7? keera eiginkona(n) min
my lovely wife lovely wife my

e. binnrass *  Rassinn pinn / * Rassinn a pér
your ass ass.the your / ass.the on you

An example of this contrast is the following.

(65) a. Pinnaudmjukipjonn bidur tilskipan pinnar.
Your humble servaniawaitscommandyour
‘Your humble servant awaits your command.
b. * Audmijuki pjonninnpinn bidur tilskipan pinnar.
Humble servant yourawaitscommandyour
‘Your humble servant awaits your command.

Given the interesting relationship between the propriatia; demonstratives, definite marking,
and post-nominal possessors withbbi ‘Daddy’, future research should consider the syntax of
possessors and how they interact with imposters.

Note thatpinn rass'your ass’ is very similar to the African-American EnglishAE) Camou-
flage Construction which was the subject matter of Collinephlly & Postal (2008). It is not quite
as grammaticalized as in AAE. For example, it cannot aniceflexives or, as far as | have been
able to tell, be used as a subject. Both of my consultantpéedehe following examples.
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(66) a. PU sérdnatturulegdbaraum pinnrass.
You see naturally only aboutyourass.

‘You only watch out for yourself’

b. Meettuklukkan9, ef pu geturdregidpinn lata rassfram Urraminu.
Meet clock 9,if youcan drag yourlazyass outof bed.the

‘Meet at 9 o’clock, if you can drag your lazy ass out of bed.’

The interesting point is that these examples could not tef¢éhe speaker with the otherwise ac-
ceptable orderassinn pinnass.the your’ orassinn & pérass.the on you'. These orders can only
refer to the body part.

Another potentially revealing example was provided by &pe®, who reports hearing sen-
tences like the following spoken from a father to his younggtdaer. Demonstratives seem ubig-
uitous among imposters, so it is interesting that in thisec#ise demonstrative seemshie the
imposter.

(67) Kannskiad pessigeti hjalpadpér.
Maybe thatthis cansuBJhelp you
‘Maybe this one €1) can help you.’

Another area for future research would involve various kinfl antecedence relations need
to be examined to determine the limits of parametric varratvith imposters. Cattaneo (2007)
showed some interesting ways in which Bellinzonese (a Monthtalian Dialect) differs from
English with respect to pronoun antecedence, a topic whigdvé not looked at in this paper. He
showed, for example, that ondy sotuscrit'the undersigned’ could antecede first-person pronouns.
In contrast, imposters likal papi‘the Daddy’ could not.

(68) Bellinzonese
a. Al sotuscrit | ha decidu chea scpusero mia chesctadona
theundersignedcL.3.sG hasdecidedthatscL.1.sG will. marry.1sG not this ~ woman
‘The undersigned has decided that | will not marry this wornan
b. *Al papi | ha decidu chea scpusero mia chesctadona
thedaddyscL.3.sG hasdecidedthatscL.1.sG will.marry.1sG not this  woman
‘Daddy has decided that | will not marry this woman.’

Interestingly, the undersigned seems to behave diffgr@micelandic as well. The following ex-
amples were found on a Google search. It can take a firstqp@remoun, in contrast to imposters
like pabbi‘Daddy’, or be bare. An interesting question is how these dater. It is formally

a participial adjective, and it does not have any definitelarat all. It seems that first-person
agreement is only allowed when a first-person pronoun igtHdrave yet to investigate this fully,
though.

(69) a. Egundirritadur hef kynnt mérreglurumnotkuna télvubinadi.
I undersignedTR have.kG familiarizedme rules of use oncomputer-equipment.

‘I undersigned have familiarized myself with the rules ofrqmuter equipment use.’
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b. Undirritadur hefur kappkosta@dfylgjastvel medpvi sem erad gerast
Undersigned TR has. 3G striven to follow well with thatwhichis happening

erlendist. . .
abroad

'The undersigned has striven to keep up with what is goinglbwoad. . .’

However, Speaker B has informed me that in coordinatiorctiras, the overtness of a pronoun
is necessary for first-person agreement. No agreementmatteer than the one shown would be

acceptable for Speaker B.

(70) a. Mariaog undirritadir lofa. ..
Mary andundersignedTR.PL promise.®L

‘Mary and the undersigned promise. ..’

b. Mariaog vid undirritadir lofum. ..
Mary andwe undersigne&TR.PL promise.PL

‘Mary and we the undersigned promise. ..’

In these examples, the adjectival participledirritadir ‘undersigned’ is in the strong form, i.e.
the form adjectives take in indefinite contexts. In the pneseof a demonstrative, however, it
takes the weak form. The interaction of the pronoun with vistasng inflection versus that of the
demonstrative with weak/strong inflectiéh.

(71) a. Mariaog s& undirritadi lofa
Mary andthatundersignedvk.sG promise.®L
b. Mariaog peir undirritudu lofa

Mary andthoseundersignedvk.pL promise.®L

Note that the corresponding plural fea ‘this’ is homophonous with the third-person masculine
plural pronourpeir ‘they’.

321t is commonly thought that pronouns can act as a definiteratier (Postal 1969; Roehrs 2005a,b, Taylor
2008). Clearly, it does not have the same ‘definitenessteffen the adjectives here, so exactly what conditions this

morphology is unclear.



