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1 Introduction

In this paper, | develop an analysis of the basic structutb®fijian noun phrase. While | cannot provide a compre-
hensive description, | will focus on some central aspecipefully providing a starting point for future work. Thus,
the goal of the paper is rather modest and limited in scopkitatould be considered a first step toward a fine-grained
theory of the Fijian noun phrase.

Here and throughout the paper, | understand the term “nowasphin an intuitive sense: referential or quantifi-
cational expressions whose head is a noun (common or pr@et)which can act as arguments of the predicate or
appear in existential or copular sentences [(see Alexiatall (2007) for the state-of-the-art concerning research o
noun phrases). Similarly, | will assume rather traditiodefinitions of terms like articles, demonstratives, etnd a
will rely on standard theoretical notions such as head,iipe@nd adjunct.

My theoretical approach will be somewhat eclectic, buiddam various extensions of the DP hypothesis (Abney,
1987). 1 will label the lowest nominal projection NP, wheremight be an undifferentiated root in the sensz of Marantz
(1997). NP is dominated byP, a shell projection similar to those assumed in the verbaladn; | will assume that it
hosts possessive pronouns and provides an adjunctiorositgljectives. The next layer is DP, indicating that | take
it to be the locus of definiteness. With Roehrs (2006), Bd2806), and others, | will assume that definite articles
move to a position that is higher than their base positioe;lthse position is D, while the target position is a head
of a projection above DP, labeled ArtP for convenience. dod on|Ritter(1991), | assume furthermore that number
is realized as a separate head in Fijian, projecting a Nuoilwiing IlLyons (1995), however, | will assume that the
Num-head is present only in non-singular noun phrasesli¥imall adopt original proposals by Laughien (1989) and
Travis and Lamontaghe (1992) and assume that Fijian nowesphrare closed off by a K(ase)P, the head of which
realizes structural cafeThe resulting structure is then the following (abstractimgy from bar-levels, specifiers):

(1) KP

K NumP

TN

Num ArtP

/\
At DP

/\
D nP

PN
n NP

Notice that all of the functional projections il (1) have bémdependently proposed and motivated. In the discus-
sion below, | will provide evidence this particular compasi of the functional structure of the Fijian noun phrase.

Let me say a few words about scope and organization of therpapéll strictly confine myself to the internal
structure of the noun phrase, largely disregarding ang fatchoun-phrase external syntax (unless necessary), &s wel

*First and foremost, | would like to express my deepest gideito Tania Woodward, my Fijian informant. With endlessqrate and enthusiasm
(1), Tania provided a wealth of data, only a fraction of whitds made its way into this paper. | am also very grateful toHdd@olinsky and Peter
Jenks for valuable comments and discussion. Both of thenemwaithe good suggestions which will be reflected in the bettes jpf this paper.

IBittner and Halel(1996) propose that KP is present only inrked cases”, other noun phrases being caseless. | will lsstere that all noun
phrases must have structural case by the Case Filter (Choi®&1), hence that all noun phrases are KPs.



as sublexical/morphological properties and word-fororaprocesses. Likewise, | will not provide a comprehensive
analysis of the pronominal system, although pronominahfowill play a role in the discussion. Possessive noun
phrases and PP-modifiers will be mentioned occasionaltyndiudiscussed extensively in this paper; | hope to return
to both topics in future work. Finally, | hasten to add that #tope of this paper is restrictedsgntacticproperties

of Fijian noun phrases; semantic facts will be largely s&tegsso that interesting problems of interpretation (sush a
definiteness/specificity) will be left for future work. Ablagh | will not develop a semantics for Fijian noun phrases,
the hierarchical order of projections that | will be assugimsemantically plausible and coherent, as far as | can see.

The paper is divided into two main parts. Secfibn 2 lumpstiogrearticles, number marking, and demonstratives
under the label “determination”. Sectibnl2.1 will disculse Fijian article system; | will argue that only one of the
noun-phrase markers found in Fijian is a genuine articlélenhe other is the realization of (structural) case. Sxecti
22 will provide a brief outline of the number marking systdmill discuss demonstratives in sectibnl2.3, arguing that
they can be straightforwardly analyzed as adjuncts to thledst nominal projection (as also proposed by Barer (2005),
among others). Sectidi 3, “modification”, will start withmarals (sectiofiz311) and quantifiers (secfiod 3.2), before
proceeding to adjectives (sectibnl3.3) and relative ckgsectio3}). | will argue in those sections that différen
modifiers attach to different levels of projectiaon (Svengylito appehr), directly corresponding to (some of) therlaye
shown in[[1). Sectiofl4 concludes.

All data used in this paper were elicited from my informahe tialect described in the grammars by Schiitz (1985)
and.Dixon (1988) differs significantly in some respects, #vadr descriptions of the nominal domain is of little help
for a theoretical analysis. | will use simplified glossesassinecessary, abstracting away from sublexical struatute
other details, for sake of readability.

2 Determination
2.1 Articles

Fijian has two “noun-phrase markers” (Dixaon, 19&8a,and(k)oﬂ At first sight, one might classify both elements as
articles,nabeing used with common nouns ao@vith proper nouns:

(2) a. e a raica[napusi][o Pita]
3SGPSTsee cat Peter
‘Peter saw the cat’

In this example, botma and o seem to be straightforward counterparts of each other; éongeether they are
elements of the same type, we need to consider some furthieoements in which noun phrases occur. Consider first
subjects of transitive verbs:

(3) a. e a raicanapusio Pita]
3SGPSTsee cat  Peter

‘Peter saw the cat’

b. [napusile vakamateaatamata
cat 3SGkill person

‘The cat killed someone’

In this case, again, both elements appear to behave in theewaynfia with common nounsy with proper nouns).
Next, consider derived subjects of ergative verbs. As casebe in[[l7), all subjects appear with eitheror of As @)

2As indicated o is a reduced form dfo, which appears frequently in written Fijian. | will here use form that is used in normal speech, unless
the full form is prefered for phonological reasons (see, € in noteB).
3In a particular construction that occurs only with place rarand names of temporal unifs)o appears to act as a kind of linker or preposition:

(4) nakoro(k)o Roma
city Roma

‘the city of Rome’
(5) nasigani vula o Okosita
day LNK month August
‘a day in (the month of) August’



shows, passives pattern in the same ﬂ/ay.

(7) a. sa waicala[na bata[ (8) a. e a vakamate[o Denis]
ASPmelt ART butter 3SGPSTKIll Dennis
‘The butter melted’ ‘Dennis was killed’
b. sa waicala[*(0) Roma] b. e avakamatea [na pusi]
ASPmelt ART Rome

‘The cat was killed’
‘Rome melted’

c. sa yaco [*(0) Hazel]
ASParrive ART Hazel
‘Hazel arrived’

Consider now objects. In the exampleslih (s obligatory present in object position, whereds omitted. The

same pattern is shown by the ditransitive structureE1h: (@8)le o is systematically omitted in object positioma is
retained all cases.

(9) a. e a raici[(*0) Taila] [0 Pita] (10) a. e a solia[naivola]vei[Meri] [o Jone]
3SGPSTsee Taylor Peter 3SGPSTgive book to Mary  John
‘Peter saw Taylor’ ‘John gave a book to Mary’

b. au taletaki[(*o) Roma] b. e a soli [(*o) Meri] vei[Pita] [0
1SGlike  Rome 3SGPSTgive Mary to Peter
‘I like Rome’ Jone]
c. e a raica[*(na) pusi][o Pita] John
3SGPSTsee cat  Peter ‘John gave Mary to Peter’
‘Peter saw the cat’ c. e a soli [(*o)Meri] vua[na pusi][o
3SGPSTgive Mary to cat
Jone]
John

‘John gave Mary to the cat’

Similarly, when noun phrases are complements of prepasitiois again omitted whileais retained:

(11) a. mai[navale]
‘from the house’
b. i[nakoro]
‘to the village’
c. kei[(*o) Pita]
‘with Peter’

We have seen that botta ando are obligatory for noun phrases in non-object positionJevbnly nais retained
in object position. Furthermore,triggers a subject interpretation regardless of strutpnajtion

However, | think that the English translation is somewhasle@ding in this case, and thathere, too, is a subject/topic marker (see the text
below). Perhaps structures li{d (4) are not noun phrasésnheil clauses wittko Romaas subject. This view is supported by cases [fe (6), where
a demonstrative appears to the lefodRoma demonstratives usually mark the right edge of noun phrésessectiof 213 below).

(6) e navanuabgoo Roma
in  place this Rome

‘in this place, Rome’

I will not discuss the issue further here.

4l use only short passives here because the long passivedeatical to the active forms. There seems to be no clearedgtissive voice
distinction in Fijian.

5Similarly, absence afiain object position forces the interpretation of a commonmasia namd{12b). Conversely, using a name mathields
a common-noun readinfiL3).



(14) a. eraicao Tania] na pusi
b. e raica na pusi[o Tania]
‘Tania saw the cat’ (unambiguous)

Let us now turn to non-argument noun phrasess absent in vocative§{JL5) but appears with proper names in
non-d positions[[IB). By contrashais generally present in non-argument noun phrases, thaugktimes optional,

as in [IZuf
(15) [(*o) Pita], vakamatea na pusi!
‘Peter, kill the cat!’
(16) a. [0 Denis]ga [o Pita]
DennisEMPH  Peter
‘Dennis is Peter/Peter is Dennis’ (symmetric)
b. e rairai ni [o Pita] [o Denis]
3SGpossibleCOMP  Peter Dennis
‘Dennis seems to be Peter’ (lit.: ‘It is possible that DerigiReter’)
(17) a. e vuakatdo Jone]lme [(na) gasenivuli]
3SGwant John to-be teacher
‘John wants to be a teacher’
b. e tolu [naivola]
3SGthree  book
‘there are three books’

Generics are structurally identical to regular noun prsalsence, in a statement like{18b), the noun phirasea
koli is ambiguous between a generic reading (‘dogs in generatsareferential reading (‘the dogs’).

(18) a. e dau kunekundreidrei[na daimani]
3SGalwaysfind hard diamond

‘Diamonds are rare’

b. au taletakifira na koli]
1SGlike PL dog

‘I like dogs’

The noun phrase if.{IBb) is a plural noun phrase; plural nbuases are headed bywhen in subject position,
exactly parallel to proper names (see the following segtiSo here again, we seebut notna, being omitted in object
position.

Further evidence is provided by cases of topicalization.opid is fronted to clause-initial position and appears
with the emphatic markega. Crucially, a topicalized proper-name object appears wijthven if it is bare in base
position [I9).

(19) a. e avakamatei[Denis] o Pita
‘Peter killed Dennis’
(12) a. au taletaka[*(na) pusi]
1SGlike ART cat
‘| like the cat’

b. au taletaki[Pusi]
1SGlike  cat

‘| like Pussy (person’s name)’

(13) e araica [0 Dennis] e dua vei [iratou na Pita]
‘Dennis saw a Peter (one of several persons named Peter)’

6According to my informant, there is a slight semantic diieze between the forms g{17a) with and withoat which was however hard to
make precise. At any rate, presencenafvas judged to be the unmarked case.



b. [*(o) Denis} ga e vakamateta o Pita

‘Dennis, Peter killed’
(20) a. e vinakatalo Denis] me o Pita

3SGwant Dennisto-be Peter
‘Dennis wants to be Peter

b. me [*(o) Pita]i ga e vinakatat; o Denis
to-be PeterEMPH 3SGwant Dennis
‘Peter, Dennis wants to be’

| believe that the data considered so far suggests the foifpaonclusion. The different behavior ah ando
indicates that these are not members of the same class. Wédlgpears to be a genuine (presumably definite) article,
0 is more appropriately classified as a subject/topic maitepresence seems to be tied to non-accusative posﬂions.
For this reason, | conclude that Fijian has only one artiok,(while o is, in effect, the manifestation of structural
nominative case, the locus of which is K (see below for my ysisalof the structural position afa).

Notice also that there are cases that show a transparenitef@iohefinite contrast, correlating with the pres-
ence/absence o

(21) a. evale
in house

‘at home’

b. e navale
in  house

‘in the house’

The example supports my (tentative) conclusion ti#s indeed the Fijian definite article, i.e..
As noted in the introduction, | assume a projection K(as@&®va ArtP. As we saw above, its head K is realized as
o if nominative (i.e., in subject position) and nonovdl if accusative (i.e., in object position):

(24) KP (25) KP
K Pita K Pita
[NOM] [AcC]
| |
o 0

While structural case is on Kais merged as the D-head, which | take to be lower in the stractfia noun phrase
is the complement of a preposition (as[nl(11)), there is npsitRe P assigns inherent case to its complement; the
minimal assumption is that complements of preposition®de (in my terms):

7If one were to insist on calling an article, it would be an expletive article in the sensk_ondabardi [(1994), as known from many other
languages (e.g. Germaer Hans'the Hans’).

8Like many other languages, Fijian has no indefinite articidefiniteness is expressed by absence of definiteness ¥eab [1999) for discus-
sion). Since this paper is mainly concerned with the intestraicture of Fijian noun phrases, not their semantics, dim@eping many important
questions under the rug. It seems clear, though,rthahould not be viewed as a specific (rather than definite)l@rtiiven that expressions like
@&3) are systematically ambiguous between a specific ompemific interpretation:

(22) au vakagargdna gasenivuli]
1SGlooking teacher

‘I'm looking for a teacher’ (specific or nonspecific)
Explicit nonspecificity is expressed by means of a partit@astruction ¢ne of the teache)s

(23) au vakagarde duaveiira [na gasenivuli]]
1SGlooking 3SGoneof PL  teacher

‘I'm looking for a teacher’

It therefore seems to me safe to conclude trais a definite article, emphasizing however that much moréysisaneeds to be done than the
scope of this paper permits.



(26) PP

/\
P DP
| /\
mai D nP
| —_
na vale

It seems plausible, then, to assume thas the realization of a high head (K), whitea originates in a lower
position (D); the latter, but not the former, can be preseritéduced” noun phrases as [0126). Notice thafid (26)
(which illustrates exampl&{Illa)), the complement of P finite, hence D must be present. | think that my analysis is
also supported by cases in which D is absent from a noun pHrasas consider the relevant data.

Fijian allows objects to incorporate into predicates; thishown in the b-examples ib{27) ald](28). Notice that
in these casesiais obligatorily absent, indicating pseudo-incorporatifithe noun phrase into the verb. (Sedn 29
below for some further discussion, including my reasonsfassifying these cases pseudeincorporation.)

(27) a. Au gunuva [*(na) wai] (28) a. au kania[*(na) co]
1SGdrinking ART water 1SGeat ART gras
‘I'm drinking the water’ ‘I'm eating the gras’
b. Au [gunu(*na) wali] b. au [kana(*na)co]
1SGdrink water 1SGeat grass
‘| drink water’ (lit.: ‘1 water-drink’) ‘| eat grass’ (lit.: ‘I grass-eat’)

Other than in the b-examples, the object in the a-exampliefisite anchais obligatory. Following Bakel (1938),
| assume that (pseudo-) incorporation is possible only tétte noun phrases, lacking D (we will see more evidence for
this view in sectiofi:314 below). The difference between themphrases in the a-examples and those in the b-examples
is thus analyzed as follows:

(29) VP (30) VP
/\
\Y nP P
| \Y KP
_
gunu  wai |
gunuva K ArtP
| TN
na Art DP
| /\
pa D nP
A | :
na wai

As indicated in the tree, | tak@ato originate in D and raise to Art, and finally to K. Some copiéaaare deleted
in the phonological component; below, | propose a deletid@that predicts realization ofain certain circumstances.
While this head-movement analysis may appear somewhasglamd arbitrary at this point, my motivations for these
assumptions will become clear in the discussion below.

Consider two further instances of indefinites, lacking DeTihkerni is used for the formation of compounds that
express part-whole relations and other varieties of inalide possession. The complement nouniahust appear
bare and is clearly indefinite:

(31) a. na vyaloka[ni mata]
ART egg LNK eye

‘the eyeball’

b. na vale [ni mate]
ART houselLNK sick

‘the hospital’



c. na ulu ni vanua
ART headLNK land

‘the mountain’

Notice that there is a difference between cases [ké (31)those seen before ilL{lL1). In the latter cases, a
preposition takes a DP complement; by contrsl, (31) shostances of word-formation, with largely unpredictable
meanings. Other than with true prepositions, the complémietine linkerni is presumably a bare noun (or even a
root). Notice that possessive pronouns can appear with lieongmts ofhi:

(32) na matani noqu pusi
ART eye LNK POSS.1S@at

‘my cat's eye (= the eye of my cat)’

(33) na noqu matani  pusi
ART POSS.1S@ye LNK cat

‘my cat's eye (= my eye of a cat)’

| assume that possessive pronouns merge in SREGthat complements of the linkermust benPs (but cannot
be DPs, sinceais obligatorily absenﬂ.

As with (pseudo-)incorporation, then, word-formationuiggs absence of D and higher functional structure; we
will see further evidence for this claim in sectionl3.4 beldetice that although so far, the distinction between D and
Art seems superfluous, we will see evidence in the followengien that both heads are present in the structure. At the
same time, there will be further motivation for the movemaid, which has been vacuous in the cases considered so
far.

2.2 Number

Fijian employs a four-way number system: singular, dualigad and plural. Duality, paucality and plurality are ex-
pressed by overt markers, as is the case in many languagiisoBed Schroter, 1991; Rijkhoif, 2002). Descriptively

9A strong argument for these cases really being instancesmf-formation comes from the Fijian residual classifieteys which only surfaces
with possessive pronouns. There are three types of clagwiéiixes: drinkable things, edible things, and other dkjethus, we findha me-qu bilo
wai ‘my cup of water’,na ke-qu jaindmy banana’, andha no-qu ivolamy book’. Consider now the following example:

(34) a. na bhiloti
ART cup tea

‘a cup of tea’

b. na biloni ti
ART cup tea

‘atea cup’ (may be empty or contain a liquid other than tea)

Semantically,[[34a) is headed by the content niatindenotes a portion (cup) of tea. By contrast, the componrf@4H) appears to be ambiguous
between container and content reading, to which the classifistem is sensitive:

(35) a. na me-qu bilo ti
ART POSS.DRINKABLE-POSS.1S€up tea

‘my cup of tea’

b. *na no-qu bilo i
ART POSS.OBJECT-POSS.13@p tea

‘my cup of tea’

C. na me-qu biloni i
ART POSS.DRINKABLE-POSS.1S€@up LNK tea
‘my tea cup’

d. na no-qu biloni i
ART POSS.OBJECT-POSS.128p LNK tea
‘my tea cup’

As the judgments show{3Ka) is classified as drinkablediqwhile [32B) is classified as either drinkable liquid oremttj Hence, | take it that
N-ni-nP constructions are compounds, and | will set them asidénéoptirposes of this paper.



speaking, the number morpheme is realized in linear adgyceno; it cannot occur witmain the same way[{3b6e),
again showing that the two elements are different in categor

(36) a. na pusi
ART cat

‘althe cat’

b. o rau na pusi
NOM DUAL ART cat

‘two cats’

c. 0 iratou na pusi
NOM PAUC ART cat

‘three to ten cats’

d o irana pusi
NOM PL ART cat

‘(the) cats’

e. *na irana pusi
ART PL ART cat

As expected, mass nouns cannot be pluralized:

(37) *o irana bia (PeterJenks, p.c.)
NOM PL ART beer

Fijian thus exhibits the general word ord&rt > Num > N, which is typologically commor(Rijkhoff, 20051
The o observed in nonsingular noun phrades186bl-36d) is agaiduzed form ofko (see not&l2) and appears to be
identical to theo-marker discussed in sectibn.1. Notice that, as seenédefitn genericd{18b), “plurad” is omitted
when the noun phrase is in object position:

(38) e a raici[(*o) irana gone]o Pita
3SGPSTsee NOM PL ART child NOM Peter
‘Peter saw the children’

Hence, | take the proper-noun “article” (which | argued abtw be the K-head) to be the same element as the
visible head of non-singular noun phrases with both premem and common-noun heads. The task now is to find a
structural analysis that makes sense of this distribution.

Notice that the phrase composed of number marker and Art -Déry) is a constituent that cannot be separated:

(39) a. e totokafoiratou na ivola 0qo]
3SGgood  PAUC ART bookthese

b. oiratou naivola oqo e totoka
C. Oiratou e totoka [na ivola 0qo]
‘these several books are good’

Moreover, coordination tests show that plural-marked nplurases and simple, singular noun phrases are of the
same type:

(40) a. [o irana pusilkei [irana Kkoli]
NOM PL ART pusi CONJPL ART dog
‘cats and dogs’

b. [o irana pusilkei [na Kkoli]
NOM PL ART bookCONJART dog

‘cats and a dog’rfot ‘cats and dogs’)

10 argued in sectiofi2l1 thatis in fact not an article in the strict sense. Therefore, istrhe noted that the generalized schema just given is
nothing but a descriptive statement without theoreticahiwitments, hence perfectly compatible with my claims.



I will analyze singular and non-singular noun phrases inflewing way. As seen in[{40b), both are KPs. In
singular common-noun phrases originates in D and (string-vacuously) raises to K via Arofe evidence for this
movement will be discussed below). | assume that, by praation rule, K is only realized as (nominative) ord
(accusative) ilha does not raise to K. It follows that the visible head of nortiireaand accusative singular common-
noun phrases is always, originating in D.

By contrast, in non-singular noun phrases, there is aniadditNum-head above DP. | assume that this Num-head
blocks movement afiato K (theHead Movement Constraiof Travis (1984)), so that K is realized agnominative)
or 0 (accusative). (I leave open the question whether or not Nuartlitic-like element that cliticizes onto the K-head.)
The following structures illustrate the difference:

(42) KP (42) KP
K ArtP K NumP
| N |
na Art DP O Num ArtP
| - | TN
Aa D nP ira  Art DP
na  pusi

| P
na D nP
pa  pusi
This establishes a similar structure for both kinds of ndurapes, differentiated, essentially, by presence or @bsen
of Num(P)E1 A corollary of this difference is that D can raise from Art toit @), but not in [ZR), where a closer
head intervenes. Proper names are inherent defihites ($2061), hence their structure does not contain a D-head;

hence, in this case too, K is realized as either 0, depending on structural position. Before we consider skmtleer
evidence for this analysis, let us consider the place of destnative modifiers.

2.3 Demonstratives

There are three demonstratives in Fijiango ‘this/these’,oqori ‘that;/those’, and oya ‘thaty/those’. While ogo
implies spatiotemporal proximitggori andoyaare distal demonstrativB3.The difference is that whileqori signals
distance to speaker but proximity to hea@ya signals distance from both speaker and hearer. Thus, the-thay
demonstrative system is identical to that in Spanésidéséaquél[masc. sg.]) and other Iangua@s.

11Although | will not discuss the Fijian pronominal system fistpaper, pronouns can be integrated into my system stiaiglardly. In part
following|Postall(19€6), | assume that Fijian pronouns amposed of D, K, and Num; a pronoun likéra (3PL) can then be analyzed as an empty
D-head (specified only for definiteness) combining with NuanB KP:

(43) KP
/\
K NumP
| PN

o Num D

ira
12pespite the fact that the examples | give below all expreasaproximity/distance, it should be noted that Fijiamumstratives can be used
to signal temporal proximity/distance, just like their Bialy counterparts:

(44) a. na yabakioqo
ART year this
‘this year’
b. na yabakimai oqo
ART year from this
‘next year’

13The language uses the same forms for demonstrative prommuhdemonstrative modifiers. Since this paper is concerrigbdinternal noun-
phrase structure, only demonstrative modifiers will be @®red here.



(45) a. na ivola ogo/ogori/oya
ART bookthis/that/thab

‘this/that/thab book’

b. o iratou na ivola ogo
NOM PAUC ART bookthese

‘these three books’

As the examples show, Fijian has the general word ofader N > Dem (like, e.g., Galela and Berbice Dutch
Creole: Rijkhoif (2002). Contra Svenonius (to appear),|ll mot assume here that this order is necessarily derived by
movement of [Art—N] over the demonstrative, since | am natpihg theAntisymmetryramework ol Kaynel(1994).
As will become clear in the course of the discussion, | aralyarious modifiers in the Fijian noun phrase as instances
of right-adjunction.

In general, demonstrative modifiers mark the right edge efrtbun phrase and can co-occur with Thus, if
I am right in analyzingna as a definite article, Fijian is one of the typologically rémaguages that allow this co-
occurrencé} #8) shows that the demonstrative cannot attach to a nupdesite the fact that numerals superficially
look like appositive noun phrases (see sedfioh 3.1 beldwgs to be at the very right edge of the noun phrase.

(46) a. na onona ivolaogo
ART six ART bookthis

‘these six books’

b. *na onoogona ivola
ART six this ART book

Likewise, as[{4l7) shows, adjectival modifiers (which oceuthte right of the head noun: see secfiod 3.3) must be
to the left of demonstratives:

47 a. i na ivola saulevu oqo
ART bookexpensivehis

ii. *naivolaoqo saulevu
‘this expensive book’

b. i na vatu levuogori
ART stonebig that

ii. *navatuogorilevu
‘that big stone’

Demonstrative modifiers can also co-occur with an adveibtahsifier modifying the noun (which | take to be
inside the adjective phrase), parallel to Englibls very bookin which case again the demonstrative is at the right
edge of the noun phrase:

(48) na ivolasara ga ogo
ART bookEMPH EMPH this

‘this very book’

Other than adjectival modifiers, demonstratives cannotapin relative clauseE{49a). The latter can however be
sandwiched between the head noun and a demonstrative maaif[@db) shows (see sectlonl3.4 for a fuller discussion
of relative clauses).

(49) a. *na ivolalka (e)oqo]
ART bookREL is this
lit.: ‘the book that is this’

14n the sample of languages discussed_ by RiikHoff (2002) bhingarian and Berbice Dutch Creole allow definite articlad demonstratives
in the same noun phrase.

10



b. na ivolalka (e)taletakijoqo
ART bookREL is good this

‘this book that is interesting’

| take this to show that demonstrative modifiers directlyoado a high functional projection within the noun
phrase. We have seen in147) afid{49b) that while all modifieespostnominal adjuncts (see secfidn 3 below),
the adjunction site of demonstratives must be higher thahdhadjectives and relative clauses. With this in mind,
integrating demonstratives into the basic structuréll) {@2traightforward. | will assume that demonstrativeitig
adjoin to kP

(50) KP
KP DemP
_
K NumP 0qo
|
O  Num ArtP

_| N
iratou Art DP

| /\
na D nP
pa ivola
Let me mention in passing that interrogative modifiers gevurther evidence for demonstratives being adjoined
to the outer shell of the noun phrase. As the exampldsin fxdy,svh-words are realized within the noun phrase in
different ways.Cava'what’ andnei cei‘whose’ are in postnominal position, like adjectives (batioe the prenominal

position ofmataqali‘kind of’ in (EIH), discussed in sectidn-$.3). The amountaihething is questioned by means of
a compound and prenominzdva(GId); with a count nounyica‘how many’ is realized as a predicafe{b1le).

(51) a. na ivolacava
ART bookwhat

‘which book, which of the books’

b. na matagalivola cava
ART kind-of bookwhat

‘what kind of book’

c. na cavana levuni wai
ART whatART big LNK water

‘how much water, what amount of water’
d. na ivolanei cei

ART bookPOSSwho
‘whose book’
e. e vica na ivola

3SGhow-manyART book
‘how many books’ (lit.: ‘the books are how many’)

Without a significant change of meaning, demonstrative frezdican be added to these structures, in which case
they must follow any postnominal interrogative modifiers:

(52) a. na ivolanei cei ogo
ART bookPOSSwhothis

15The reason for assuming right-adjunction to K, not DP, i$ thake DP to be the projection targeted by relative-clauselifiers; see below.
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b. *naivola oqo neicei
‘whose book’

(53) a. na nei cei na ivolaoqgo
ART POSSwho ART bookthis

b. *naneiceioqonaivola
‘whose book’

Assuming that demonstratives are phrasal modifiers thafraty KP automatically derives the fact that they are
always at the outer right edge of the phrase; | will argue eftllowing sections that other modifiers adjoin to lower
nodes.

2.4 Summary

The general noun-phrase structure developed so far is eelhgeructure of functional projectioris($4a) that yielus t
superficial word order i {53b):

(54) a. KP>(NumP)> ArtP>DP rP >N
b. Art>(Num)>N >Dem

So far, | have argued thatis the realization of nominative case on the head of K(asehite na is the definite
article that originates in D position. We have s@an two types of structures: in non-singular noun phrasesveittd
proper names. By contrasta marks the left edge of singular noun phrases with a commam-head. | will argue
below thatna, originating in D, invariably raises to ArtP, from which itgreeds to K whenever possiblengiraises to
K, it replaces the unmarked realizations of nominativedaative in this position. These assumptions straightfoiiya
derive the distribution 0b vs. na. In the structure of names, which | take to be inherently dtefithere is no D-head
that could raise to K; hence, proper-noun phrases are hdgudedr 0. In non-singular common-noun phrases a NumP
is projectedi(Lyond, 1995), and the Num-head blocks moveéwieDd to K. Hence these, too, are headeddgr 0,
sincenacannot raise all the way up. In the remaining case (singalamaon-noun phrases), nothing blocks raising of
the D-head from Art to K, hence K is realized rme&(both nominative and accusative), by pronunciation rutesHort,
my proposal predicts that a noun phrase will be headeathlif/D is present and no head intervenes between Art and K
(otherwise, movement afato K will violate the Head Movement Constraint). In the follmg section, | will motivate
and develop this analysis further, proposing a phonoldgita that regulates the (non-)pronunciation of copieaaf

3 Modification

In this section, | will discuss numerals, quantifiers, atijes and relative clauses as noun-phrase internal masftfier
The discussion will show that while numerals and quantiiarsappear in prenominal positions (in which case they are
specifiers), adjectives and relative clauses are always@oénal adjuncts. The discussion of numerals will provide
further evidence for movement of D to a higher position. Mwmer, | will propose specific positions (“attachment
sites”) for each type of modifier, resulting in a layered stiwe (cf..Zamparelli (1995); Svenonius (to appear), among
others, for similar approaches).

3.1 Numerals

In Fijian, cardinal numerals are frequently used as preegan which case they are outside the nominal projection,
hence not considered here. Alternatively, they can bezedlas what looks like an appositive noun phrésel(55a).
Notice the difference between numerically quantified nobrapes, headed hya, and simple non-singular noun
phrases, headed lmy(in non-object position; see sectibnl?2.1):

(55) a. na tolu na ivola
ART threeART book

‘three books’

18Numerals, quantifiers, and adjectives are often used agpteslin Fijian. In this paper, however, | will only be coned with their role within
noun phrases.
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b. o iratou na ivola
NOM PAUC ART book

‘several books’

Typologically, it is all but uncommon for languages to permimerals to intervene between prenominal articles
and the head noub (Dryer, 1989; Rijkhaoff, 2002), adini55a)Fijian is not exceptional in this regard. Especially in-
teresting for my analysis here is the “doubling effect” shaw({G5ad): presence of a numeral results in two occurrences
of the definite article.

Notice that at leagirima facia the effect we see here with numerals is somewhat remirtis€definiteness-spread
phenomena in languages like Greek and Swedish, involvifegctees (see_Julien (200%); Alexiadou et al. (2007) for
discussion).

(56) a. to kokinoto vivlio (Greek)
thered thebook
‘the red book’
b. detstorahus-et (Swedish)
thebig house-the
‘the big house’

I think that like in the Greek/Swedish cases, Fijian nunweshiiould not be analyzed as appositive noun phrases.
Recall from sectioh 213 (example46), repeated below)thaterals cannot host a demonstrative, which is unexpected
if the numeral were a fully independent noun phrase on its:.own

@d8) a. na onona ivolaogo
ART six ART bookthis

‘these six books’

b. *na onoogona ivola
ART six this ART book

Similarly, cardinals cannot be modified by adjectives oatieé clauses. | do not think that data of this kind provide
unambiguous evidence against the apposition hypothesigever, | hope to show below that a uniform analysis for
both kinds of structures ili.{b5) is more desirable. My reaspwill be as follows. Notice that id{55b), but not in{35a),
a NumP is projected. This blocks raising of D all the way up tchEnce K is realized as (or 0 in non-nominative
contexts). In[[B3a), a numeral intervenes between D andsimte | take numerals to be phrasal specifiers of D,
movement oha across a numeral does not violate the Head Movement Cantstiidius,na can raise all the way up
to K in (B&a) but not in[[58b) — the trees below illustrate:

(57) KP (58) KP

T

K NumP K ArtP
| |

0 Num ArtP A Art DP

ira  Art DP na SPEC D’

pa D nP tou D nP
na koli na koli
L ]

As indicated in the trees, my approach entails multiple oences (copies) afia in the tree, replacing the un-
marked realization of K ihacan raise to this position, and yielding the similarity te ttefiniteness-spread phenomena
alluded to above. Under the copy theory of movement (Chonik®%), the assumption of multiple occurrences of a
single element is not problematic (compare Engéisfuch a big problein So far, however, deletion or pronunciation
of nain different positions, in the manner indicated in the trabeve, appears arbitrary. Whyns pronounced only
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once in [B¥), and why is the lower copy pronounced? Likewig®y is na pronounced twice irf[(88), and why is the
copy under K deleted, despite the fact that | claim theataises to this position?

To derive the desired effect, | propose a pronunciationatilgjian phonology that applies to noun phrases, deleting
certain occurrences ofa but not others in a structure likE{58). Informally, the rides follows:

(59) Deletion rule
The articlenais pronounced only if it has phrasal material to its right.

This yields the deletion pattern illustrated in the treesvab The higher copy afiain (&4) must be deleted, since
there is no phrasal material to its right (D-to-Art movemisnstring-vacuous, since D has no specifier in this case).
For the same reason, the highest copy under K is deletédlinvB8e the copies in Art and D are pronounced, thanks
to the “intervening” specifier to the right of Art and th® complement of D. Notice that the ru[e]59) is less arbitrary
than it may seem at first sight: essentially, it dictates plnahunciation ignore string-vacuous head movement (which
however, is perfectly reasonable from a purely syntactiatpaf view); perhaps, then[Z{59) is ultimately an economy
principle of Fijian phonology.

Notice that my approach entails that singular noun phrasessingular noun phrases and modified noun phrases
are all the same species of constituent (KP). Coordinaésts tconfirm this prediction (notice that both structures ar
unambiguous):

(60) a. [na tolu na ivola]lkei [na koli]
ART threeART book CONJART dog

‘three books and a dog’

b. [na tolu na ivolalkei [irana koli]
ART threeART book CONJPL ART dog

‘three books and a plurality of dogs’

@&0n), in particular, shows that noun phrases with and witiNumP are of the same type — KP, in my terms. An
analysis that takes the first conjunct of each casglh (608 mmposed of appositive noun phrases has to account for
the fact that syntactically, it behaves exactly like a nomplex noun phrase. To complete our discussion of numeral
modifiers, let us now briefly consider ordinals.

Ordinals are systematically composed of the artitde the nominalizei, and a numeral, prefixed ka (see
Singermanl(2008) for discussion and data):

(61) a. tolu ‘three’=- nai-ka-tolu ‘the third’
b. lima ‘five’ = nai-ka-lima ‘the fifth’

(I will abstract away from internal composition in what fml¥s.) Other than cardinals, ordinals involve a PP of the
form [ni—XP] (XP eithemP or DP); if XP itself is numerically quantifief{&2b), it awe to be a DE]

(62) a. na iratouniivola
ART third P book

‘the third book’

b. na imatainitolu na ivola
ART first P threeART book

‘the first three books’

The analysis is straightforward if we assume that ordimalSjian are in fact nouns that take PP-complements. As
mentioned in above, ordinals are composed of a nominalimktiee numeral[{81), suggesting that these are not simple
modifiers:

17] take theni in these cases to be distinct from the linker that we saw imimection with compounding (seeld. 6 above). Recall fronmgtes
like @) that in those cases the meanings of the resultingtsires were quite unpredictable; by contrast, the coitipoal structure of the ordinal
constructions considered here is perfectly systematic.
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K ArtP
| /\
Aa - Art DP
| /\
Aa D nP
|
1 /\
n NP
N PP
|
imatai  p DP

’
ni SPEC D/

P /\
tolu D nP
na ivola

Notice that the analysis provides independent evidenamjoaissumption that numerals merge in SPEC-D and that
the articlena originates in the head of that projection. [D{B2b), wheraimaral is present in the lower noun phrase,
na(= D) is also present; hence, the complement of P must be an&2%), where there is no numeral modifier, there
is also nona, indicating thati is free to takenP complements (indefinites). Notice, moreover, that my phagical
rule (59) again derives the correct result.

To conclude the discussion of numeral modifiers, let us clansa possible analysis of partitives. Partitives are
formed by means of the prepositigai (roughly: ‘of’), which takes a NumP as its complemEt:

(65) a. na tolu veiirana ivoladrokadroka
ART threeof PL ART bookgreen
‘three of the green books’

b. na tolu veiiranatini na ivola drokadroka
ART threeof PLtenART bookgreen

‘three of the ten green books’

| assume that partitives are composed of two noun phraséshatvei denotes the part relation (Jackendoff, 1977;

Ladusaw, 1982). The deleted noun divides up the pluralitpted by the complement géi. The underlying structure
of [€50) is as follows:

(66) na tolunaivela veiira na tini na ivola drokadroka

The analysis thus captures the intuition that the integpiat of a partitive such aE{@5b) involves comparing the
set denoted bya tolu na ivolato the set denoted hya tini na ivola drokadrokaThe following tree illustrates:

187 similar interpretation can be achieved by means of thegsigipn mai ‘from’:

(64) na tolu na ivola drokadrokamai na tini
ART threeART bookgreen from ART ten

‘three green books out of the group of ten books’

For reasons of space, | will not analyze this specific ciraaution.
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D/
/\P
n
/\
nP AP

ivola drokadroka

Under this analysis, then, partitives involve a deletedmiouhe higher DP, as originally proposediby Jackendoff
(1977). As far as | can see, the structurdld (67) gets bottagyand semantics of Fijian partitives riﬂMoreover,
notice that the pronunciation rule{59) directly derivesavould otherwise be a puzzling fact: the highais deleted
along with the head noun. My rule says that any copgathat does not have phrasal material linearly adjacent to its
right will be deleted; hence, deletion of the head noun é&nthEletion of D. Having discussed numeral modifiers, the
following section will integrate quantifiers into the pictudeveloped so far.

3.2 Quantifiers

Let us begin the discussion of Fijian quantifiers vialicok®& ‘all, whole’ andyadududevery, each’. The difference
appears to correspond directly to the difference in English

(69) a. eralagaserg¢aucokona gone
3PLsing all ART child

‘All the children are singing’

191n fact, the deleted noun ifL{B6) can be made overt, resuitirmygrammatical but semantically redundant structurefepty acceptable are
cases like the following, where two different sets are camga

(68) na ruana koliveiirana limana manumanu
ART two ART dogof PL ART five ART animal

‘two dogs of the five animals’
My analysis posits a directly parallel structure for casiess 620), the only difference being that the higher noureietid.

2The universal quantifier is alternatively expresseddye Since both lexical items appear to be perfectly interckabtg, | will stick totaucoko
for convenience.
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b. era lagasergqaduduana gone
3PLsing every ART child

‘Every child is singing’

Note first thataucokocan modify a predicat€{7Da) or appear within the noun pH@E®); the difference is exactly
parallel to that in English, as shown by the glosses:

(70) a. erasa yaco taucokomai na gone
3PLASParriveall to-hereART children

‘The children have all arrived’

b. [0 irataucokona gone] era sa yaco mai
NOM PL all ART children3PL ASParriveto-here

‘All the children have arrived’

We are here interested only in the usaafcokoas in [Z0b), i.e. as a noun-phrase-internal modifier[Ak ¢Abjvs,
taucokadfollows the Num-head but precedes possessive pronouns:

(71) a. o irana pusi
NOM PL ART cats

‘the cats’

b. o ira taucokona pusi
NOM PL all ART cats
‘all the cats’

c. 0 ira taucokona noqu pusi
NOM PL all ART POSS.1S&ats
‘all my cats’

Evidently,taucokoandyaduduaoccupy the same structural position within the noun phresé will not discuss
them separately:

(72) a. o ira taucokona gonevuli
NOM PL all ART student

‘all students’ (collective)

b. o ira yaduduana gonevuli
NOM PLevery ART student

‘each student’ (individual)

The linear order might be taken to suggest that the quanisfieither adjoined to DP or a specifier of DP (as |
have argued to be the case with numerals). There are twong#soeject this analysis. First, | will argue below that
adjunction in the Fijian noun phrase is invariably to thehtjgvhile specifiers are to the left of the head of a phrase.
Second, the possibility of co-occurrence of a numeraltandokoshows that the quantifier must be the specifier of a

separate projection:

(73) o ira taucokona ruasagavulma kol
NOM PL all ART twenty ART dog

‘all the twenty dogs’
The quantifier is sandwiched between Num and the numeral HCSP. Notice that there are two occurrences of
nain ([Z3), indicating that the D-head has raised to Art, acthesnumeral (as argued above). Given the structure

developed so far, the most straightforward assumption énsdyzetaucokoas occupying SPEC-Art. The D-head
raises to Art, as usual, yielding the familiar doubling effaccording to the pronunciation ru[e]59).
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(74) KP

T

K NumP
| /\
o]
Num ArtP
| /\
ira
SPEC Art’
—
taucoko
Art DP
|
2 SPEC D'

ruasagavulu D nP

na koli
|

It should not cause confusion thBf174) posits a quantifighénspecifier of ArtP; the label of the projection is no
more than convenient notation. What is relevant is that weigggratetaucokdyaduduainto the structure without
any modifications, deriving the actual surface form. Notlwat the deletion rule correctly predicts both copiesaf
to be pronounced. As argued above, we predict correctlysthadtures of the kind if{T5) are impossible, since Num
blocks raising ohaall the way up to K:

(75) *na irataucoko/yaduduaa ruasagavulma kol
ART PL all/levery ART twenty ART dog

Sincetaucokdyaduduaare in SPEC-Art, we need not modify the previously assumeadisire. The analysis,
which treats all noun phrases as KPs, thus correctly prethet all noun phrases are of the same type; as before, the
coordination test shows this prediction to be true:

(76) a. [0 irataucokona kolil kei [na pusi]
NOM PL all ART dog CONJART cat
‘all dogs and a cat’
b. [oira yadudua na koli] kei [na pusi]
‘every dog and a cat’

The parallel behavior dfucoko'all’ and yadududevery’, and hence a parallel analysis, makes sense, sivtbe b
quantifiers have been argued to be “strong quantifiers” treahegher in the structure than “weak quantifiers” — see
Zamparelli (1995) for extensive discusskh.Below, 1 will indeed analyze other quantifiers as occupyinigwer
position (SPEC-D, parallel to numerals).

There is a further use @hucokdyaduduawhich can be described as its adjectival use. | argued thaiphrase-
internally, the quantifiers are in SPEC-Art, as[in{]77a)[Adk), howevertaucokoappears in postnominal position, to
the right of an adjective:

(77) a. [0 irataucokona gonelera na gonelevulevu
NOM PL all ART child 3PLART child fat
‘All the children are fat’ (lit.: ‘All the children are fat dldren’)

b. o irana goneera [na gonelevulevutaucoko]
NOM PL ART child 3PL ART child fat all

‘All the children are fat’ (lit.: ‘The children are all fat d¢ldren’)

| propose that in cases like{47tgucokaadjoins tonP, like an adjective (see sectionl3.3 below); since nourgehr
internal adjunction is invariably to the right in Fijian,dppears in postnominal positiWhentaucokoadjoins toa

21| am indebted to Peter Jenks for discussion of this issue.
22ps before yaduduabehaves in exactly the same way, hence is not specificatyiséed here:

18



singular noun in this way, it often has a meaning similar tglish whole Notice that it is preferred for postnominal
taucokato follow adjectival modifiers:

(79) a. na pusiloaloataucoko
ART cat black all

b. ?? na pusitaucokdoaloa
ART cat all black
‘the whole black cat’

This restriction has semantic reasons that | will not attetopanalyze here (see_Svenonhils (to agpear) for dis-
cussion); in sectiof3.3 below | will show that Fijian adjees more generally exhibit ordering preferences. Taking

taucokoin cases like[[Z9a) to be a rightward phrasal adjunciRowve get the following structure, assuming the usual
string-vacuous head movementrafand subsequent deletion accordindid (59):

(80) KP
K ArtP
| /\
Aa
Art DP
|
Aa
' D nP
| /\
na
L nP QP
/\ —_—
nP AP taucoko
_ =
pusi loaloa

Let us now turn to the remaining quantifiers. |As Zampare®9f) and others have argued, these are generally
lower than the strong quantifieadl andevery moreover, it is often assumed (see, €.g.. Cheng and SyhE£81))

that weak gquantifiers likeomeare very similar to numerals. | will argue that this is indéleel case foso‘some’ and
vica ‘few’:

(82) a. e so na pusi
3SGsomeART cat

b. na so na pusi
ART someART cat

c. 0 iratouna so na pusi
NOM PAUC ART someART cat

‘some cats’

(78) a. oiranagonevuli yadudua
‘every student/each of the students’

23] am setting aside here the (potentially strong) quantifiest since Fijian expresses the meaningrafstby means of a partitive structure.
(81) a. e lewe levuveiirana pusi
3SGgroupbig of PLART cat

b. *na lewe levuveiirana pusi
ART groupbig of PLART cat

‘most cats’ (lit.: ‘a big group of the cats’

As (B1) showslewe levucan only act as kind of predicate, but cannot appear nouasghinternally. Similar remarks apply to the quantiierai
‘much’ (used with mass nouns), which cannot appear intemabun phrases and which | will consequently also set asde h
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(83) a. e vicana pusi
3SGfew ART cat

b. na vicana pusi
ART few ART cat

c. 0 iratou na vicana pusi
NOM PAUC ART few ART cat

‘few cats’

| take it that in the a-examples, the quantifier modifies tleglimate, hence is not part of the noun phrdsel(82a), for
instance, is more accurately translated as ‘the cats are’sdimat is, like numerals, the quantifiesgsandvica can be
used as both predicates and noun-phrase-internal modifiers

In Fijian, the meaning of the English quantifieranyis expressed by means of the adjeclizeu ‘big’. Notice
thatlevy, in its function as a quantifier, can only appear in predieggiosition [84la) and not internal to noun phrases

(B40084T):

(84) a. e levuna pusi
3SGbig ART cat

b. *na levuna pusi
ART big ART cat

c. *o ira na levu na pusi
NOM PL big ART cat

‘many cats’

I do not know what exactly accounts for this difference betwso ‘'some’ andvica ‘few’ on the one hand and
levu‘many’ on the other, but | suspect that the reason is relatésltibeing an adjective that is used as a quantifier to
express the meaning of Englighany

Returning toso ‘some’ {828.82c) andica ‘few’ (B30IB34), it is evident that these quantifiers occupgosition
that is different from that ofaucokdyaduduawhich | analyzed as occupying SPEC-Art. Recall my remadvalthat
such an asymmetry is not unexpected, giventhatoko'all’ and yadududevery’ are strong quantifiers that are often
taken to be structurally higher than weak quantifiers anderaia (Zamparelll, 1995). (Fenostandmuch see note
23.)

It therefore seems plausible to analyse'some’ andvica ‘few’ as numeral-like elements, occupying SPEC-D.
Indeed, we find that both quantifiers cannot naturally caioegth numerals:

(85) a. ??na so (na)tolu na pusi
ART someART threeART cat

b. *na vica(na) tolu na pusi

ART few ART threeART cat

| will therefore analyze the weak quantifiess‘'some’ andvica ‘few’ as specifiers of DP, parallel to numerals (as
argued in sectioi3.1 above). That is while the strong gfiargtaucoko‘all’ and yaduduaevery’ are in SPEC-Art,
soandvicaare lower in the structure:

(86) KP
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This correctly predicts that, as with numeraig,can raise to K; since the copies in Art and D both have lexical
material to their right in linear order, both are pronounaedording to the pronunciation rule{59). As before, we also
correctly predict that in cases likE{82c) abd(83c), the Naad blocks raising afato K, so that K is realized in its
unmarked formd if nominative,0 otherwise). No additional assumptions are necessary.

Let us now turn to partitives involving quantifiers. We cah agide here the strong quantifieesicoko‘all’ and
yaduduaevery’, since partitives involving these quantifiers aneisturally identical to the by-now familiar regular,
quantificational forms:

(87) a. o ira taucokona pusi

NOM PL all ART cat
‘all (of) the cats’
b. o ira taucokona noqu pusi

NOM PL all ART POSS.1S@at
‘all (of) my cats’

c. 0 ira taucokona ruasagavulma kol
NOM PL all ART twenty ART dog
‘all (of) the twenty dogs’

By contrast, the weak quantifiess ‘some’ andvica ‘few’ can be used in “real” partitive structures. As expette
given the previous discussion, the weak quantifiers beheaetlg like numerals (see the discussion ofL. 15 above):

(88) a. i. na so veiirana pusi
ART someof PL ART cat

‘some of the cats’
i.. na so veiirana tnina pusi
ART someof PL ART ten ART cat
‘some of the ten cats’
b. i. na vicaveiirana pusi
ART few of PL ART cat
‘few of the cats’

ii. na tiniveiirana pusilewe levu
ART ten of PLART cat many

Recall that in sectiof3.1, | analyzed partitives as invodva deleted head noun with a PP-complement headed by
vei‘of’. | followed Ladusaw (1982) and others in that | took theepositionveito denote the part relation between the
deleted noun and the plurality denoted by the complementinf®uofvei. Given the parallel structures of partitives
involving weak guantifiers and partitives involving numsrawill apply the same analysis to the cased1d (88):

(89) a. na so napusiveiira na pusi
ART some of PLthecats

‘some of the cats’

b. na vicanapusiveiirana pusi
ART few of PLART cat

‘few of the cats’

As before, | think this analysis gets both syntax and semsmight, and the pronunciation rule given [@](59)
correctly predicts the deletion ofa along with the head noun, since it requires overt copies efatticle to have
material to its right. Notice that in the cases[inl(89), the, deleted part can be overtly realized, yielding a granuahti
albeit semantically awkward (redundant) structure.

To conclude the discussion of quantifiers, let us briefly @®rshe quantifiega‘only’. It is obvious from previous
examples like[[Z0b) an@{#8) thgais an emphatic marker that can however be translated as ianmyany contexts.
In its adjectival usepnly is expressed btaudua‘alone’; compare[[30a) anff{30b).
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(90) a. na gonega
ART child EMPH
‘only the child’

b. na gonetaudua
ART child alone

‘the only child’
A stronger reading is attained whga andtauduaare combinediauduaadjoins lower thama, as [91) shows.

(91) a. na pusitauduaga
ART cat alone only

b. ?? napusigataudua
‘ONLY the cat’

Hence, | taketauduato be a regular adjectival modifier, adjoiningri® (see section 3.3). AE{d1a) shows,is
higher thartaudug example[(4B), repeated here, shows that it is lower tharodstratives.

@83) na ivolasara ga  oqo
ART bookEMPH EMPH this

‘this very book’

| tentatively conclude thaga adjoins to DP, but the evidence is inconclusive. It mightadjo nP, semantic
constraints forcing it to scope over adjectives. | will ledalie question open here.

Whatever the correct analysis is fga ‘only’, we have seen that Fijian quantifiers divide into twajor groups.
The strong quantifiemududyaduduaare different from other quantifiers in that they readily @apin both pre- and
postnominal position. | have argued that in the former ctm®, are specifiers of ArtP, the head of which attracts the
D-headna, resulting in two overt copies afawhenever SPEC-D is filled, according to the rule proposeE®). (If
postnominaltaududyaduduaare essentially adjectival modifiers, which | will argue tfjan to nP in the next section.

The (weak) quantifierso‘some’ andvica ‘few’ were shown to be similar to numerals; hence, | analythean as
occupying SPEC-D. This parallelism allowed me to straighwirdly carry over my analysis of partitives from section
B. Overall, the discussion revealed that quantifiersirequo modifications of the noun-phrase structure initially
proposed in[{L): all the observed effects could be deriveahfa high position (SPEC-Art) of the strong quantifiers vs.
a lower position (SPEC-D) of the weak quantifiers, and thdieaton of the deletion ruld{39).

In the following section, | will discuss adjectival modifgerlt will turn out that these provide further evidence for
the layeredKP > ArtP > DP > nP structure.

3.3 Adjectives

It is contested whether or not adjectives are a universabecay in the world’s languages (see Baker (2003, sec. 4.6)
and references therein for discussion); in particular,difference between adjectives and (reduced) relativeselsiu

is often hard to detect. | will argue that the modifiers diseasin this section are indeed different from the relative
clauses discussed in sectfonl 3.4, concluding that Fijias thave a distinct category of adjectives.

Some language do not allow attributive modification by mbentone adjectival modifier; further adjectives must
be coordinated or realized as relative clauses l(see DIxa@4)2for extensive discussion). Other languages allow
multiple adjectives — Fijian, like English, is in the secardup. However, Fijian adjectives (like numerals) commyonl
appear as predicates:

(92) e ratou rokaloloana pusi
3SGPAUCDlack  ART cat

‘several black cats’ (lit.: ‘the black cats are several’)

Since predicative modifiers are outside the noun phraseepriey will not be further considered here.

Adjectival modifiers in the noun phrase are generally pasinal. The adjective can be preceded by an intensifier
@30), or the adverbial elemedau ‘always’ (@2); the latter is used to differentiate betwee¢smgs-level [34a) and
individual-level [34b) uses of adjectives.
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(93) a. na vatu totoka
ART stonegood

‘the beautiful stone’
b. navatu rui totoka
‘the very beautiful stone’
(94) a. na tagandauvimate
ART man sick
‘a sick man’ (stage-level)

b. na taganadau tauvimate
ART man alwayssick

‘a sick man’ (individual-level)

Adjectives contrast clearly with numerals in that the lladties always prenominal (see secfiod 3.1), while the former
are strictly postnominal. | assume in this paper that adgimcthe Fijian noun phrase are invariably to the right, ehil
specifiers are to the left; hence, | analyze adjectival medifas right-adjoined. For reasons that will become clear
when | discuss relative clauses in secfiod 3.4, | will asstimeadjectival modifiers generally right-adjoinrt® (not
to DP):

(95) na tolu na ivolaloaloa (96) KP

ART threeART bookblack /\

‘three black books’ ArtP

.

Art DP
|
1 /\ /
A SPEC D
_
tolu /\
D nP
| /\
na nP AP
L ]

ivola loaloa

As mentioned at the beginning of the section, Fijian allowstiple adjectives within the noun phrase; as expected,
such multiple adjectives exhibit ordering restrictionsgeneral, the natural order of adjectives in Fijian is theasite
of the English order, as in French and Hebrew (den Dikken3Z88lonsky, 2004).

(97) a. na vatu vulavulatotoka (99) KP

ART stonewhite  good /\

b. ?7? navatu totoka vulavula ArtP

K
‘the beautiful white stone’ | /\
na
A
|

(98) a. na vatu vulavulalevu rt

DP
ART stonewhite  big /\
b. ?? navatu levu vulavula na

‘the big white stone’ ||3 nP
Aa /\
L nP AP
—_—
np/\Ap totoka

vatu vulavula
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It is beyond the scope of this paper to attempt an explanafitimese ordering restrictions; it might be that there
are distinct functional heads for each adjective type wedlScolt, 2002), or that semantic restrictions accourtti®
observed effects (Truswell, 2004). More relevant for pnéperposes is that we will see in sect[anl 3.4 below that these
ordering preferences vanish when relative-clause moslifie¥ used; this provides a strong argument for Fijian having
true adjectives. If all apparent adjectives were in factioed relatives, we would not expect ordering restrictions i
one case but not the other.

Provenance is attributed by means of a PP headed by the lihkecall from sectiofi 311 that ordinals také-{DP]
complements (cf.[{82) on i.114). Since such PP-modifiersviobither adjectival modifiers, | assume they adjoin to
DP:

(100) a. na motokalevuni  Merika
ART car big LNK America

b. ?? na motoka ni Merika levu
‘the big American car’

It might also be thahi Merika adjoins tonP, like regular adjectives; ordering of adjectives befolPerRodifiers
would then have to follow from some ordering restriction. ill \eave the question open here, since my focus in this
paper is on adjectives and relative clauses; | hope to corletbaP-modifiers in future work.

It is difficult to find clear examples of nonintersective adiges in Fijian; most of the meanings expressed by
nonintersective adjectives in languages like English apeessed by circumlocutions that often involve relativaisies.
The clearest example of a nonintersective adjective | ciimdtwase liu ‘former’. Consider the following exampl@:

(102) a. na daucicitotoloe liu
ART runner fast former

‘a former fast runner (a runner that formerly was fast)’

b. na daucicieliu totolo
ART runner formerfast

‘a former fast runner (a fast person that formerly was a ranne

As the contrast between the exampled1n]102) shows, posifithe adjective determines the scope of its modifi-
cation. Thus, in[[I02&8 liu ‘former’ modifies the adjectivéotolo ‘fast’, whereas in[[I02b) it modifies the head noun
dau cici‘runner’. To account for the contrast, | propose the follogui Nonintersective adjectives are free to adjoin to
different projections. IN{I02a liu is adjoined higher thatotolo; but notice that it only modifiestolo, not the head
noun. To modify the head noun, as [D{ID2b), it must adjoiowe, i.e. directly to N (which might be taken to be a
root; cf.IMarantz|(1997)). To illustrate:

(103) nP (104) nP
nP AP n NP
_
eliu N AP
nP AP
_ dau cici eliu
n NP totolo
—_
dau cici

The final analysis of the position of non-intersective atiljes will have to await discussion of relative clauses in
sectior 3K, see pP9 below.

247t first sight, the obligatory presence of the subject pranemight be taken to indicate thatliu is actually a (reduced) relative clause. This
appears not to be true, however;[@s]101) shows, the normedoin yields a different meaning:

(101) na dau cici totolo [ka e liu]
‘the fast runner who came first’

Overall, the true nature @ liu is unclear to me, and | will set many questions aside for thpgses of this paper.
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So far, we have only seen adjectival modifiers that are positma; | have tentatively analyzed these as adjoined
to nP. There is, however, a modifier that is always prenomimalttagali‘kind of’. Consider the following examples:

(105) a. na mataqgalivatu totoka
ART kind-of stonebeautiful

‘the kind of stone that is beautiful’
b. o ira taucokona mataqalipusi

NOM PL all ART kind-of cat
‘all kinds of cats’
c. na tolu na noqu mataqaliivola saulevu

ART threeART POSS.1S&ind-of bookexpensive
‘the three kinds of expensive books’

The examples give us some hints to determine the positioratdigali Specifically, [I09c) shows that the modifier
is below the D-head, since it appears sandwiched betweemea ticcurrence ofia and the head noun; it is preceded,
however, by a possessive pronoun, which | analyze as oaog8FPECn (notice the co-occurrence with a numeral in
SPEC-D in[[I03c)). | will therefore assume tmaatagalimerges low, in SPEC-N. The modifier appears to be unique
in this position; | have not been able to find any other modifighose position is between possessive pronouns and
the head noun.

To recap, | have shown in this section that Fijian has postnanadjectival modifiers, which exhibit ordering
restrictions not observed with corresponding relativaisk modifiers (I will come back to this point in sectlonl 3.4
below, where | establish the difference between adjectivekrelative clauses). More specifically, | have argued in
this section that regular postnominal adjectives in Figaa right-adjoined tmP. Some special cases (PP-modifiers
attributing provenance, the nonintersective adjedtilig, and the unusual modifienataqali‘kind of’) were discussed
inconclusively, but seem to fit fairly well into the noun-plse structure developed so far. In the next section, | will
argue that relative clauses adjoin to DP; taking this togrettith my claim in sectiofi 213 that demonstratives adjoin
to KP and my assumptions concerning adjectives, the laysyad-phrase structure | am assuming here directly maps
onto the ordeN > Adj > Rel > Dem that we find among modifiers in the Fijian noun phrase.

3.4 Relative clauses

In this section, we will see some more evidence for my claiat #tjectival and relative-clause modifiers are distinct
categories in Fijian. The mostimportant cases to estatfiisitlaim are asymmetries observed between adjectives and
relative clauses with regard to ordering restrictions amdification of incorporated nouns. The discussion of these
cases will at the same time support my assumption that whjectives adjoin taP, relative clauses adjoin to DP.

Fijian relative clauses are generally introduced by thekerdea. In simple noun phrases, relative clauses imme-
diately follow the noun they modify. The examples I {ILO&)resent object relativeE{I06a) and subject relatives
(I0BHTI08BL):

(106) a. na tamatgdka au a sotava]
ART persorREL 1.SGPSTmeet
‘the person who | met’

b. na tamatgdka a sotaviau]
ART persorREL PSTmeet 1.SG

‘the person who met me’

c. na tamatgka a sotava]
ART persorREL PSTmeet

‘the person who met someone/*me’

Thus, like demonstrative and adjectival modifiers, retatilauses can be naturally taken to be right-adjoined to a
functional projection in the noun phrﬁ.

25For the purposes of this paper, | will abstract away from titerhal structure of relative clauses, assuming a traditianalysis according to
which an empty operator coindexed with the head noun mowes @ibject position to SPEC-C of the relative clause (Cho7isRVY). The tree in
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Before investigating the place of relative-clause modifigithin the noun-phrase structure | am assuming here, let
us consider some further properties of Fijian relative teu All relative clauses in Fijian are restrictive; the meg
of non-restrictive relatives in languages like English¥pressed by adjectival modification (cf. section 3.3):

(108) a. [na tamatauluvulale sa viakana
ART persorblonde 3SGASP hungry

‘The man, who is blonde, is hungry’

b. [na tamateka uluvulale sa viakana
ART persorREL blonde 3SGASPblonde

‘The man who is blonde is hungry’

Here already we see a difference between adjectives anteetéauses. Dropping the relative-clause maaer
in (L0O8D) yields a different meaning, namely thatlof {108&))ce, adjectives and relative clauses appear to be distinc
categories of modifiers.

Pragmatically, relative clauses can (but need not) seevutiction of focussing lexical material, such as adjestive
(@09); such focussing usually goes along with special iatiom (not indicated here), hence is not an inherent prgpert
of relativization.

(109) a. na vatu vulavulatotoka
ART stonewhite  good

‘the beautiful white stone’

b. na vatu totokalka vulavula]
ART stonegood REL white

‘the beautifulwHITE stone’

Moreover, relative clauses are frequently used to expoesgibn, in cases where languages like English employ
PP-modifiers:

(110) na ivolasaulevu [ka e tiko e na delani teveli]
ART bookexpensiveREL 3SGLOC in ART top LNK table

‘the expensive book on the table’

Relative clauses can also undergo rightward extraposif@onsider the contrast between the exampleb1nl (111),
illustrating possessive noun phrases.[In]111), the velafuse unambiguously modifies the head niwota; extra-
position as in[[TT1b) does not disrupt the modification r@hatBy contrast, a bare adjective in the surface position of
the extraposed relative clause modifies the possesstamata(ll2).

(111) a. na nona ivola [ka totoka]lna tamatagase
ART POSS.3S®o0okREL good ART persorold

b. nanona ivold na tamata gase [ka totoka]
‘the old man’s interesting book’
(112) nanonaivola na tamata gase totoka
‘the good old man’s book’

(T3 illustrates, showing only the relative clause andrabting away from details of clause structure that neeccantern us here:

(107) cp
SPEC c
OP; C/\TP

|
I ka au a sotava t
|

As standardly assumed in the literature, movement of thetyengerator turns the relative clause into a predicatewalig it to combine with a
head noun (but see Vergnaud (11974); Kayne (1994) for a diffempproach).
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In this case again, we see that relative clauses and adjediehave differently, indicating that they are different
types of modifiers. Similarly, the contrast IR {113) illtes a case where a relative-clause modifier, but not an
adjective, can resolve ambiguity:

(113) a. na tolu na ivolani pusisaulevu
ART threeART bookLNK cat expensive

‘three expensive books about cats’
or: ‘three books about expensive cats’

b. natolu naivola ni pusi [ka saulevu]
‘three expensive books about cats’ (unambiguous)

In (II34), an adjective modifies a compound (“cat book”); shrecture is ambiguous between modification of
either part of the compound. The ambiguity vanishes upofacement of the adjective by a relative clause: the
relative clause unambiguously modifies the head rivolia. It seems at least plausible to assume on the basis of such
examples that adjectives and relative clauses are di&limds of modifiers in Fijian.

Let us now consider ordering restrictions among relathaeige modifiers. In English and many other languages,
relative clauses that express an individual-level propemtferred in a position that is closer to the head noun than t
of relative clauses attributing a stage-level propertgiiexiadou et 21.1(2007)). A§{TIL4) shows, this is also theeca
in Fijian:

(114) a. na turagalkadau taletakana pusij[kayaco mai e na bogi]
ART man RCalwayslike ART cat RCarriveto-here3SGART night
b. ??/# naturaga ka yaco mai e na bogi ka dau taletaka na pusi

‘the man who likes cats who arrived last night’
(cf.: #The man who arrived last night who likes cats)

As with the ordering restrictions among adjectives illattd in sectiof 313, | will not attempt to analyze the
semantic restrictions that yield these effects. | will ¢one to assume that relative clauses invariably adjoin tp DP
attributing the effect witnessed ii{d14) to independectiofies of semantic interpretation.

Setting aside cases likE{114), which clearly depend onntiwidual-level vs. stage-level distinction, we see an
asymmetry between adjectives and relative clauses withrdetp ordering restrictions. Recall from sectlon] 3.3 that
Fijian adjectives obey the same ordering restrictions asgtlin French, Hebrew, etc. The example€1d (97) (98),
repeated here, were used to illustrate the point:

@4 a. na vatu vulavulatotoka
ART stonewhite  good

b. ?7? na vatu totoka vulavula
‘the beautiful white stone’

@8) a. na vatu vulavulalevu
ART stonewhite  big
b. ?7? navatu levu vulavula

‘the big white stone’

Let us now consider the parallel cases involving relatilaerse modifiers instead of adjectives. We notice, first, that
adjectives that are preferred close to the noun can follbMranodifiers if realized as relative clauses; second, insee
that in cases where we replace all adjectival modifiers vatative clauses, there are also no ordering preferences at
all:
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(115) a. na vatu totokalka vulavula] (117) a. na vatu [ka totoka]lka vulavula]

ART stonegood REL white ART stoneREL good REL white
b. navatu vulavula [ka totoka] b. navatu [ka vulavula] [ka totoka]
‘the beautiful white stone’ ‘the beautiful white stone’
(116) a. na vatu levu[ka vulavula] (118) a. na vatu [ka levu][ka vulavula]
ART stonebig REL white ART stoneREL big REL white
b. navatu vulavula [ka levu] b. navatu [ka vulavula] [ka levu]
‘the big white stone’ ‘the big white stone’

My informant consistently judged all cases [D{ILT53118)wa# as analogous cases, to be perfectly acceptable.
This asymmetry provides a strong argument for adjectivesralative clauses being two distinct classes of modifiers
in Fijian: only the former, not the latter exhibit orderirgstrictions. Thus, | will not only assume that both categ®ri
represent different types of structures (CP vs. AP), but tiat they adjoin to different layers of the noun phrase.

What | propose is that while adjectives adjoinrt® (see sectioh3.3), relative clauses adjoin to DP. Thivekri
the fact that relative clauses always follow adjectival ifiets; ordering restrictions are apparently restrictethi®
nP-domain (see _Svenonils (to appear) for some speculatimmg similar lines). Recall from examples liIHET49b) that
demonstratives follow relative clauses; the same is shoviii9):

(119) a. navatu totoka ka vulavula ogqo
b. ?7? navatu vulavula oqo ka totoka
C. *navatu oqo vulavula ka totoka
‘this beautiful white stone’

So far, then, we have seen that different types of modifieigrally occur in a certain order: adjectives are usually
closest to the noun, while relative clauses and demonggatippear to be located in outer layers of the noun phrase,
demonstratives marking the outer right edge. | therefoseimenP, DP, and KP to be the “attachment sites” for
adjectives, relative clauses, and demonstratives, régplyc

(120) KP

{demonstrativels

T

KP
K DP
DP {relative clausel
D nP

nP  {adjective$

_
The interplay of nonintersective adjectives and relatiagiges shows that the former are somewhat exceptional in
that they are free to adjoin to different layers. Recall taeadn [I0R), repeated here:

@02) a. na daucicitotoloe liu
ART runner fast former

‘a former fast runner (a runner that formerly was fast)’
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b. na daucicieliu totolo
ART runner formerfast

‘a former fast runner (a fast person that formerly was a ranne

Evidently, the relative positions of nonintersective atijee and adjectival modifier determine the scope of modi-

fication bye liu. Adding now relative clauses to the picture, notice thiiti can appear below or above any kind of
additional modifier:

(121) a. na daucicie liu totolo[ka totoka]
ART runner formerfast REL good

‘the [former runner] who is fast and beautiful’

b. na daucicitotoloe liu [ka totoka]
ART runner fast formerREL good

‘a [formerly fast] runner who is beautiful’

c. na dau cicitotolo[ka totoka]e liu
ART runner fast REL good former

‘a [formerly fast and beautiful] runner’

As seen before in the examples[in{lL02), here again reladighhof the nonintersective adjective and the relative
clause directly map onto scope: very high adjunction aEZA¢}1yields modification of all lower modifiers; iR{1d1b),
only the adjective is modified. As argued above, the nonsetive adjective has to adjoin belovto modify the root

directly, as in[[T2ZTla) — seET104) above. One crucial asgebeaexceptional nature of the modifiediu, then, is its
freedom to adjoin to any layer of the noun phrase.

As a final point in this discussion, let us consider a furttiece of evidence for the distinctness of relative clauses
and adjectives in Fijian. On pl] 6 above, | briefly discussesksaf pseudo-incorporation of a direct object into

the predicate. The reason for classifyifigl (27)pasudo-incorporatiotis that the incorporated noun (phrase) can be
modified by adjectives (see Massem (2001) for discussion):

(122) a. i. au gunuvanawai batabata
1SGdrink watercold

‘I'm drinking the cold water’
ii. au gunu wai babata
lit.: ‘I'm cold-water drinking’

b. i. au kaniana co drokadroka
1SGeat ART grasggreen

‘I'm eating the green grass’
ii. au kana co drokadroka
lit.: ‘I'm green-grass-eating’

On the other hand, modification of a pseudo-incorporatec mduase by a relative clause was perceived by the
informant as severely degrad€d (123a-1. TZBb-ii):

(123) a. i au gunuvanawai [ka batabata]
1SGdrink waterREL cold

‘I'm drinking the water that is cold’
ii. *augunuwaika batabata

b. i au kaniana co [ka drokadroka]
1SGeat ART grassREL green

‘I'm eating the grass that is green’
ii. *aukana co [ka drokadroka]
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Recall that | argued on p[d 6 above (following Baker (1988pttim order for a noun phrase to be capable of
incorporating into the verb, it must be a ‘bar®; D and higher functional structure must be absent in thasesc
This assumption now receives strong support from the da@aBa-I123b-1i): the impossibility of relative-clause
modification of an incorporated noun phrase directly fokdwom the absence of DP. By contrast, adjectives, which |
have argued adjoin toP, can modify even the bare, incorporated noun phrasesisimtly, the general noun-phrase
structure originally proposed ifl(1) receives indirectt stiong support: different types of modifiers correspond to
different layers in the noun phrase. Overall, then, | thimkttthere is unambiguous evidence for the existence of true
adjectives (as opposed to reduced relative clauses) enk-gind that the observed asymmetries follow directly from
the structure proposed in this paper.

3.5 Summary

Let me briefly summarize the main findings of this section.guad for specific analyses of numerals that require no
modifications of the structure originally proposedilih (1ankalyzed cardinals as phrasal specifiers of D; in connection
with the pronunciation rule proposed [n]59), according kicl a copy ohais pronounced whenever it has phrasal ma-
terial to its right, this was shown to yield the familiar niple-copies effect. Moreover, | argued that the same aigalys
can be applied to certain (weak) quantifiers. Ordinals aadttong quantifierucokdkeceall’ and yadududevery’,
however, were shown to be different. The former were showretaorphological nouns that take PP-complements;
the latter | analyzed as occupying SPEC-Art, i.e. a poshigher than that of numerals and weak quantifiers. Finally,
| proposed a uniform analysis for partitives (involving rerals and quantifiers), according to which partitives imeol

a silent noun. This analysis was shown to provide furthegjreshdent evidence for the pronunciation r[ilg (59).

In the final two subsections, | discussed adjectives antivelalauses — two types of modifiers that are generally
postnominal in Fijian. Adjectival modifiers are generallgsest to the head noun, which led me to analyze them as
adjoined tonP. The ordering preferences for adjectives are identicdddsee in French, and nonintersective adjectives
modify other modifiers within their scope. Relative-clausedifiers are always postnominal, following adjectives
but preceding demonstratives (which mark the right edge Bf. Kargued that relative clauses are adjoined to DP;
consequently, adjectives but not relative clauses canfyadiincorporated noun (assuming that D is absent in cases
of incorporation). Moreover, ordering restrictions thatre observed with adjectives were shown to be relaxed when
modifiers are relative clauses. Taking all this evidencettogr, | conclude that Fijian has true adjectives, disfiroan
relative clauses, and that the former adjoimi while the latter adjoin to DP.

4 Conclusion

I have shown in this paper that the Fijian noun phrase shosvsaime general word order as observed in Hmong, Malay
and Viethamese, as described by Simpson (2005, p. 8a6)t— N — Adj — Rel — Dem As a search in thé/orld atlas

of linguistic structuregHaspelmath et al., 2005) reveals, this order is not uncomr8ome other observed properties,
such as co-occurrence of demonstratives and the (definiielpasee notE~14), are found somewhat less frequent, but
as far as | can see, none of my claims about the Fijian nouasglstructure is outlandish from a typological perspective
Likewise, | think that none of my proposals is radical fromyatactic or semantic point of view.

More specifically, | have made two major theoretical claifewt the composition of the Fijian noun phrase.

First, | have proposed, following Choms$ky (20017); Bbierd2y) IRoehis|(2006) that the (presumably definite)
article na generally moves to a higher position (labeled ArtP), andregse further unless blocked by an intervening
head. Ifnaraises across a modifier, both occurrences are phonetieallized (a tolu na ivolg — an effect which, |
have argued, follows from a pronunciation rule of Fijian pblmgy (“pronouncaaonly if it has overt phrasal material
to its right”). If a the Num-head intervenes between Art andnkovement is blocked and structural case on K is
realized a® if nominative,0 otherwise. A side-effect of this is that nominative propern phrases always occur with
0: since names are inherent definites (i.e., bear a featuedifii2]), there is no D head that could raise to KP.

Second, | have proposed a layered hierarchical structuteeokind KP > (NumP) > ArtP > DP > nP > NP,
drawing on various existing proposals in the literaturehdwged that adjunction (of adjectival, relative-claused an
demonstrative modifiers) is invariably to the right, whilgesifiers (numeralsaucokq mataqal) are invariably to
the left. These two assumptions derive the correct wor@ofatts: numerals and some other elements are always
prenominal, while adjectives, relative clauses, and destnatives are postnominal. The general linear ofd§r> Rel
> Demwas argued to follow directly from different attachmenésifor each type of modifier: demonstratives adjoin to
the top projection (KP), relative clauses to DP, and adjestionP. An important argument for the structural difference
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between adjectives and relative clauses was provided leg cdpseudo-incorporation, where, due to absence of D(P),
relative-clause modifiers are not possible, while adjestare.

Before closing, | would like to point out that the basic thweay layering proposed here (KP > DRP, plus ArtP
as an extension of DP) corresponds neatly to the layers peaboy_Rijkhoif (2002) from a functionally motivated
perspective:

(124) Location (125) > KP
demonstratives Quantity
articles \ KP Damp
quantifiers Quality~-. —_—
numerals O T K ArtP ogo
adjectives ... . T
At T -»DP
L
Na -spEC D’
A\\\A
tolu 5 P
| /\
na nP AP
—_
pusi loaloa

The convergence is striking and makes me hope that my basicrgdions will withstand further refinements of
the theory. As emphasized in the introduction, this papanisere very first step towards a comprehensive analysis of
the Fijian noun phrase. While many interesting issues haea left for future work, I think that the present proposal
is a promising step towards a plausible analysis.
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