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The semantics of discontinuous noun phrases in Quechua
Rachel Hastings
Cornell University

In Cuzco Quechua there is a construction in which ele-
ments that typically appear noun phrase-internally may ap-
pear outside the noun phrase while receiving the same Case-
marking as the noun. In this paper | look at the semantics
and syntax of this discontinuous noun phrase construction.
| argue that when an adjective or a quantifier appears out-
side the noun phrase itis also interpreted externally abd no
in a possible base position within the noun phrase itself. |
adopt this analysis to explain data in which the discontin-
uous noun phrase is interpreted as necessarily indefinite.
| also examine the behavior of an apparently exceptional
universal quantifiesapa‘each’ which cannot participate

in the discontinuous construction. | explain this distribu
tion of sapg which differs from that of other universal
quantifiers, by proposing that the basic usesapais as

a quantifier over adverbial phrases.

1 Introduction

Quechua noun phrases, like English noun phrases, typmadlyr as single constituents
with a fairly fixed internal word order. Quechua has overte€Camrkers which appear at
the end of the string of noun phrase-internal elements. Aamge from Cuzco Quechua
is shown in (1%

(1) [Hatun wasi]-ta  riku-rga-ni.
big houseAcC seePAST-1sg
‘| saw a/the big house.’

tMany thanks to my Cuzco consultants, especially to InésaliaVillafuerte and Edith Zevallos Apaza
without whose careful judgments and insights | could noetawnducted this research. Thanks also to Chris
Collins, Molly Diesing and Sally McConnell-Ginet for disgsing relevant issues, and to audiences at Cornell
and SULA 2 for helpful commentary. All errors are my own.

*Research for this paper was partially funded by NSF Grant-BC®445, which support | gratefully
acknowledge.

1The following abbreviations are used in glosses in this pagpeL =ablative caseacc=accusative case,
BI.ADV=Dbipersonal adverbializegis=cislocative,DAT=dative casepELIM=delimitive, DIMIN =diminutive,
EuPH=euphonic, EviD=evidential marker, Foc=focus marker, GEN=genitive case,INCH=inchoative,
NM=nominalizer,pL=plural, Q=interrogative particlezor=topic marker,uNI.ADV=unipersonal adverbial-
izer.

(© 2003 Rachel Hastings
Jan Anderssen, Paula Menéndez-Benito, and Adam WerleTadsProceedings of SULA 2,
Vancouver, BC: 35-55. GLSA, University of Massachusettah&rst.
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In (1), the noun phrase ‘big house’ is expressed as the toesthatun wasiwhich
shows the standard Quechua word order (adjective + noun)samdirked with the ac-
cusative Case marketa. However, unlike English, Quechua also allows discontirsuo
noun phrases, in which different parts of an apparent simgla phrase each receive their
own Case marker. These parts may be separated by the vernferaher clausal con-
stituent) as in (2) and (4) or adjacent to one another as i (@)l describe all these cases
as involving discontinuous noun phrases.

(2) Wasita riku-rga-ni  hatunta.
houseACcC seePAST-1sg big-AccC
‘| saw a big house.’

(3) Pisita mikhunata mikhu-rga-ni.
a.little-acc food-Acc  eatPAST-1sg
‘| ate a little food.’

(4) Qulqgi-yta tari-rga-ni llipi-n-ta
money-1sgacc find-PAST-1sg all-3sgAcc
‘| found all my money.’ (Muysken 1989 15a)

This phenomenon is described as “floating” of the modifier bjebvre and Muysken
[1988], who further note that the directionality of the flagnhot fixed [p.163]. This vari-
ability of word order can also be observed in (2) to (4). Iniadd to examples like those
above, which involve quantifiers and adjectives, there @&eodtinuous noun phrases in
Quechua in which possessors or wh-words appear separatadtie noun. Here | will
limit my discussion to quantifier and adjective discontiras.

In this paper | look at the semantics and syntax of the diseoatis noun phrase con-
struction in Cuzco Quechua. | consider the question of wéredhcontinuous DP is con-
structed (or perhaps re-constructed) as a single unit dettet of interpretation (LF). |
also ask more generally what semantic relationship is kstedal or indicated via the “co-
Case marking” of the different parts of the noun phrase. kiregking these questions |
look at some semantic differences between the continuadisi@continuous versions of
noun phrases and point to implications for the LF structdrgiscontinuous NPs. In par-
ticular, | argue that the indefiniteness of certain disecardis noun phrase constructions
points to an interpretive configuration in which the modifyielement appears outside of
the definiteness head of the DP which contains the noun.itself

The data in this paper come from my own fieldwork, from pastagtic studies (as
noted), and also from an autobiographical narrative by @iegCondori Mamani [Valder-
rama & Escalante 1977] (GCM), who was a portr@adon in Cuzco. The organization
of the paper is as follows. In the next section | provide mase@htinuous noun phrase
data and background on Quechua quantifiers. In Section Xushksprevious syntactic
analyses of discontinuous noun phrases in Quechua anchpdega illustrating semantic
effects of the discontinuity. In Section 4 | propose an asiglyvhich essentially states that
co-Case marking of a modifier indicates scope outside thdrD8ection 5 | discuss an
apparently misbehaved strong quantifsapa‘each’. Section 6 is the conclusion.
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2 More data
2.1 Co-Case marking

| begin with further examples of the phenomenon of “co-Casekimg” (to borrow a
term used in [Lefebvre & Muysken 1988]). In (5) to (7) | showther examples involving
the three categories of discontinuous noun phrases whidhdreas in this paper: weak
guantifier, adjective and strong quantifier discontinsitia (8) and (9) | show examples of
possessor and wh-word discontinuities, although | willsietuss them individually.

(5) Weak quantifier:
...mikhunata-qa ashkata-n qu-wa-g-ku.
food-acc-ToP  a.lotAcc-evid give-1sgpPasT(habitual)-3pl
‘...they gave me a lot of food.” (GCM p.25)

(6) Adjective:
Runata rigsi-ni  kallpa-yuqgta
manAcc know-1sg strengthwiITH-ACC
‘I know a man with strength.’ ['l know a strong man.’] (Lefetev& Muysken 1988
p.142)

(7) Strong quantifier:
...llipin-ta manka-kunaa chhalara-pu-ni.
all-acc  pot-PL-ACC change-1sg
‘I changed all the pots.” (GCM p.27)

(8) Possessor:
Nuga Gabriela-gta ashka agha-nta ukya-ra-ni.
I GabrielacseN-Acc a.lot cornbeer-3sgrcc drink-PAST-1sg
‘| drank a lot of Gabriela’s cornbeer.’

(9) Wh-word:
Hayk'a-ta riku-rga-nki  Maria-q hatun wasi-n-kunata?
How.manyAcC seePAST-2sg Maria-GEN big  house-3sgrL-AcC
‘How many of Maria’s big houses did you see?’

The phenomenon | am considering here is largely limited ¢éodihect object position.
Certainly it is most common and productive when involving tta marker. The basic
incompatibility of co-Case marking with subjects is shown(10) and with locatives is
shown in (11

2As pointed out in [Muysken 1989 p.636], the incompatibitifyquantifier discontinuities with subjects
is not entirely clear. The example in (i) is cited. My conaals are similarly uncertain regarding these
constructions.
(i) *?[e; runa-kuna] hamu-n llipi-n
manPL come-3 all-3
"The men all come.” (Muysken 1989 (22))
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(10) *?Ashka hamu-ra-nku runa.
many  comePAST-3pl person

‘Many people came.

(11) *Hatun-pi tiya-ni wasi{pi.
big-Loc live-1sg housetoc
‘ live in a big house.

Besides the cases of quantification and (restrictive) maaditin considered here, there
are other situations in which the same Case marker may betwgmlin Quechua. These
include ambiguous Case markers, conjunctions, appositaed secondary predicates.
These constructions are outside of the scope of this paeveter, the last of these may
closely resemble the constructions studied here and ang&asgiven below in footnote
4.

2.2 Quantifiers

In this section | give further background on the Quechua tifiers in question. | claim
that the basic use of the quantifiers is as D-quantifiers, etetfthiner-like” quantifiers (in
the vocabulary of [Bach et al. 1995]). An example is showrl)(

(12) wakin‘some (of)’
ayni-ta-ga ru-ra-yku [waki-lla-n paisano]...
work.exchangexcc-ToP do-PAST-1pl(excl.) somebELIM-3 peasant
‘...only some peasants did the work exchange.” (GCM p.36)

Other quantifiers that appear DP-internal in constructsuth as these apasi ‘a few/a
little’, ashka'a lot/many’, tukuy ‘all/every’, llipin ‘all/every’, sapa‘each’, and numbers
like huk‘one’. All these quantifiers behave like classic D-quantdim a variety of ways.
For example, within the noun phrase they must appear prenadly as illustrated in (13).
Furthermore, they can be scrambled along with the DP as in E#dally, these modifiers
do not have their own Case markers in these common usageareandt ambiguous with
respect to their associates.

(13) *[Agha pisi]-ta ukya-rga-ni.
cornbeer a.little-acc  drink-PAST-1sg

(14) Ukya-rga-ni [pisi aghal4a.
drink-PAST-1sg a.little cornbeeracc
‘| drank a little cornbeer.’

Although the most common use of these quantifiers is as Dtiigas, in DP-internal
position, one issue which complicates this picture is thaytsometimes also have adver-
bial (A-quantificational) uses. These uses have been ngt&ubihuaméan [1976] among
others. A clear adverbial use of the weak quantifisr ‘a little’ is given in (15). Note that
here there is no direct object (implicit or explicit) whicbudd be construed as co-Case-
marked with the adverpisi-ta.
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(15) Pisita llank’a-rga-ni.
a.littleta work-PAST-1sg
‘I worked a little.’

Non-quantificational adjectives can also participate ia #uverbial construction. An
example is illustrated in (16). Here, however, there is abigmity present. The ambiguity
is between a verb-modifier use sfimag-ta(‘'well’) and a noun-modifier use adumaq-
ta (‘good’). Because of the coindexation betweeasi‘house’ andsumaqggood’ in the
latter case, and the adjectival interpretation of ‘goduls teading falls into my category of
discontinuous noun phrase.

(16) Nuga wasita sumagta ghawa-sha-ni.
I houseAcc goodia watchPROG1sg
‘I am watching over the house well.

? ‘I am watching over a nice house.’

In (16), consultants vary on whether one or both readingsaent. However, the con-
sultant who suggested the above example with the first rgadiso proposed the following
two examples in whickumadgood' is construed as adjectival (modifying a noun) and fel
that (17(a)) and (17(b)) have the same meaning.

(17) Machu Picchu-pi  sumag mikhunata mikhu-ra-yku.
Machu Picchutoc good food-acc eatPAST-2pl(excl.)

‘At Machu Picchu, we ate good food.’

(18) Machu Picchu-pi sumagta mikhunata mikhu-ra-yku.
Machu Picchutoc goodAcc food-acc eatPAST-2pl(excl.)
‘At Machu Picchu, we ate good food.’

One hypothesis which we might entertain at this point is thatadjective or quantifier
is some sort of unselective binder. That is, that this elémsgy be associated to any
element within the VP. This would be a way to view both measinfjsumagqg-taigood-
ta’ in (16) as essentially adverbial, with the difference etating with the identity of the
bindee. That this is not the case is illustrated in exampleshich an oblique appears
within the VP but cannot be associated with t@marked modifier in the same way
as the discontinuous noun phrase reading of examples IKeadsociates the adjective
sumaggood’ with the nounwasi‘house’. This is illustrated in (19) and (20), where the
-ta-marked modifier fails to generate a reading in which it isemstbod as modifying a
locatively-marked obliquexasi-pi ‘in a house’).

(19) *Hatun-ta tiya-ni wasi-pi.
big-acc  live-1sg housetoc
(intended: ‘I live in a big house.)

(20) ~?Pisita tiya-rga-ni wasi-kuna-pi
a.little-acc live-PAST-1sg housepPL-LOC
*] lived in a few houses.’
(One consultant did suggest the adverbial reading®fta: ‘I lived in the houses a
little (for a short time).))
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Recall further that we saw in (11) that an adjective such asith (19) also cannot be
locatively co-Case-marked withasi-pi(‘house+ocC’). Thus I conclude that thea marker
on the adjective or quantifier is not marking an unselectineldér/adverbial but rather is
indeed co-Case-marked with the direct object.

3 Interpretation and structure
3.1 Previous work

A small body of previous work has considered the syntax afatiinuous noun phrases
in Quechua. In this section | discuss a range of these pasbagiyes.

The approach to what | have been calling discontinuous nbuases adopted by many
Quechua grammarians is that these are examples of the &lenhstruction mentioned in
the previous section. Antonio Cusihuaman provides thevehg examples in the course
of illustrating adverbials.

(21) Hatun-ta-n chakra-ta-qa muna-yku.
big-tafoc field-acc-Ttop want-2pl(excl.)

‘We want bigger plots.” (Cusihuaman 1976 p.128)
Another similar reading salient to my consultant: 'We wabigfield.

(22) Sumag-ta-n papa-ga  wifla-mu-sha-n.
good-taFOoC potatoTOP grow-CiIs-PROG3sg
‘The potato is growing well.” (Cusihuaméan 1976 p.128)

Here, (21) contains what | consider to be a discontinuous pduiase since the adjective
‘big’ modifies the noun ‘field’, whereas (22) | consider to b&we adverbial construction.

Other approaches to this construction are found in [Lefel8&vMuysken 1988], [Muy-
sken 1989] and [Sanchez 1996]. Since each of these worksmtea different analysis
of discontinuous noun phrases | will briefly discuss eachheké in turn. Each will be
shown to answer the question “Is the discontinuous stracchieved through syntactic
extraction?” in a different way.

Lefebvre and Muysken [1988] look at a wide range of phenomewvaving co-Case
marking. They posit that instances of discontinuous qtiargiand adjectives are a result
of extraction of these modifying elements from the noun paraA sample analysis for
an instance of “adjective float” is given in (23). Accordirgthis theory there is a Case
position in the periphery of the noun phrase which functiagsn escape hatch from the
NP, and the floated element picks up its Case marker in th#@igus

(23) [t; Runalta rigsi-ni hatun-ta
[t; man]-Acc know-1sg tall-Acc
‘I know a tall man.” (from Lefebvre & Muysken (6) p.143)
In [Sanchez 1996], an extraction analysis of a different isgosited (in particular for
the case of disjoint adjectives and nouns). Here, the iddeatthe modifier is left behind
and the noun phrase raises. Sanchez adopts the idea oivtefad Muysken that the

Spec of the noun phrase is a Case position, where the extraleiment picks up its Case
marking.
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(24) [Focr RUna-ta [ro. rigsi-ni[ag-p [pp [t'; hatun-ta] [ o [prear [t L1111
[ Focr Man;-ACC [ o KNOW-15Q [iyrp [pp [U'; tall;-ACC] [ or [prear [t 41111111
‘I know a tall man.’ (from Sanchez 1996 pp128-131)

(In the above example note that the adjective ultimately esao the Spec,DP position
also. However, unlike the noun it never actually leaves DP.)

Thirdly, the analysis in [Muysken 1989] suggests that in deg of construction$
involving a double-ta Case-marker there is no literal extraction of one elementobu
another, but rather there is a co-indexation between the méPaaother phrase (“XP”,
which could represent a variety of categories) and thattivimdexation is what establishes
the semantic relationship between the two constituentsettain cases, including that of
“quantifier float”, Muysken (p.634) proposes that an emptgrapor moves from the base
position of a quantifier in the NP to the Comp position. Thigmgpor is coindexed with
the (external) quantifier itself, which allows for the quéat to be interpreted at LF as
the element filling the gap in the NP resulting from the opmratovement. This analysis
is presented as part of a theory of “predication chains”, Imctv co-Case marking is one
method of establishing a predication relationship betwberNP and the XP (rather than,
say, a purely structural relationship like C-command). Austration of this analysis is
shown in (25).

(25) [yp ..XP; ..NP..]
[vp [e; qulgi-y]-ta tari-rqa-nillipin-ta;]
[vp [€; money-1sg]acc find-PAST-1sg allAcc;]
‘| found all my money.” (Muysken 1989 (15a))

To summarize, all three basic syntactic options are repteddan the literature: dis-
continuous noun phrases have been claimed to be the resubdifier extraction, noun
extraction, and no extraction at all. Before returning tmeparison of these approaches,
| will look more closely at the meaning of discontinuous wersontinuous noun phrases. |
will then consider the implications of the semantics forttiree types of analysis presented
here. My eventual proposal will be that even if the modifieesloriginate within the noun
phrase, it is nonetheless interpreted externally, andmitdé base position.

3.2 Semantic effects of co-Case marking

In this section | will provide data showing that continuouslaliscontinuous noun
phrases are not identical in meaning. In particular, weakntfiers and adjectives in
discontinuous constructions yield indefinite meaningshef ‘complete” noun phrase. |
consider each of the three cases of adjectives, weak qeast#nd strong quantifiers in
turn.

3This study involves a rather different range of construdifsom the ones | am considering here, includ-
ing for example apparent small clauses and apparent eadraabjects from subordinate clauses. However,
it does encompass co-Case-marked quantifiers, like thel aliesuss in this paper.
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3.2.1 Adjectives

When an adjective and a noun appear independently Caseethdhks discontinuous
noun phrase receives an indefinite interpretation. By eghtthe continuous expression
can be either indefinite or definite. One context in which tastrast becomes evident is
illustrated in the examples in (26). Here, the speaker atlteldddressee) have previously
discussed a particular big house in the speaker’s villageibsequently visit her village,
and when I return the speaker questions me about my visitetthése circumstances my
consultants find only (26a) to be appropriate (‘Did you seehiig house?), not (26b) (‘Did
you see a big house?’).

(26) (a) [Hatun wasi]-ta  riku-rga-nki-chu?
big houseAcC seePAST-2sg-Q
‘Did you see a/the big house?’

(b) #Hatunta wasita riku-rga-nki-chu?
big-AcC  houseACC seePAST-25g-Q

‘Did you see a big house?’

It is interesting to note that this same paradigm is refleated in the glosses of exam-
ples such as (27) from [Sanchez 1996].

(27) (a) [Hatun runal-ta...
big man-AccC

‘Althe big man’ (Sanchez 1996 (263) p.129)

(b) Runata rigsi-ni  hatunia
manAcc know-1sg big-Acc

‘I know a big man.” (Sanchez 1996 (257) p.126)

In (27) we again see that the discontinuous noun phraseegneted as if it were a
continuous but indefinite noun phrase.

4] should note that some consultants do accept certain exaaphsisting of a definite noun phrase and
an adjective, each with their own Case marker. However, ¢h sases the adjective seems to be interpreted
as a depictive secondary predicate, which | take to be a raigin distinct from the cases of restrictive
modification found in my examples of discontinuous noun pbsa Consider (i), which is similar to (27(b))
except a demonstrative is associated with the noun. Algsoyehb is in the past tense, which one consultant
proposed to make the only possible reading more plausibte tthat the adjective is now interpreted as a
depictive secondary predicate.

(i) ?[Chay runa]-ta hatun-ta rigsi-ra-ni.
that manAcc big-Acc know-PAST-1sg
‘I knew that man as a big person.’
Consultant's comment: Perhaps he is sick now, and no lorig@r b
We now see that since a secondary predicate reading of 'Bigbt salient in the context given above
for (27(b)), that example is not saved by this alternativacitre. For examples and discussion of ambi-
guity between discontinuous noun phrases and depictivenslacy predicates in Australian languages see
[Schultze-Berndt & Himmelman p.36].
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3.2.2 Weak quantifiers

A co-Case-marked weak quantifier also can provide a strdtagfprcing an indefi-
nite interpretation. Examples comparing a continuous rhwase with a discontinuous
noun phrase are shown in (28(a)) and (28(b)). Note that tse Bxeglish translation of
the discontinuous noun phrase in (28(b)) involves the fpaetexpression ‘a few of Ana’s
llamas’. Again the discontinuous version is necessaritiefmite. In this example the in-
definite reading is not available for the continuous vergi8(a)), and so the discontinuity
is forced if in fact Ana has llamas that | didn’t see.

(28) (a) [Ana-g pisi llama-n]ta riku-rga-ni
Ana-GEN a.few llama-3sgACcC seePAST-1sg
‘I saw Ana’s few llamas.’

*| saw a few of Ana’s llamas.’

(b) [Ana-g llama-n]ta pisi-ta riku-rga-ni.
Ana-GEN llama-3sgAacCc a.fewACC seePAST-1sg
‘| saw a few of Ana’s llamas.’

It is interesting to compare (28(b)) with the paraphrase2®).( Consultants feel that
these two examples have the same meaning, each indicatinggAw a small number of
[lamas among the total (larger) number of llamas owned by. At@vever, the expression
in (29) contains an ablative noun phrase as an adjunct arsiiressa null nounli@ma) in
the object position noun phrase containpigi ‘a little’.

(29) [Ana-q llama-n]-manta pisi-ta riku-rga-ni.
Ana-GEN llama-3sgAaBL a.fewACC seePAST-1sg
‘Of Ana’s llamas, | saw a few.’

Another example of a discontinuous noun phrase with a weaktifier and an overt
demonstrative is shown in (30)Note that the interpretation is again indefinite.

(30) Kinsata [chay manka-kunala ranti-rga-ni.
threeAcc that pot-PL-ACC buy-PAST-1sg
‘| bought three of those pots.’

*| bought those three pots.

5In some cases of co-Case marking between a weak quantifiex aodn phrase consisting of demon-
strative+noun as in (30), some consultants have a strofigrprese for an ablative marker on the noun phrase
instead ofta. | do not at this point know what circumstances lead to sucteepence in some examples but
not others.
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3.2.3 Strong quantifiers

In the previous two sections we have seen that in the casegak guantifiers and
adjectives, discontinuous noun phrases force indefinddings. However, it is not simply
always the case that co-Case marking can be associatedweitidefiniteness of the (com-
plete) DP in question. Consider the following examples inchla strong quantifietukuy
‘all’ appears in noun phrase-internal position (in (31(@))d then in a disjoint position (in
(31(b))). I am not aware of any semantic differences betwkese two sentences.

(31) (a) Nuqga [Gabriela-q tukuy agha-n]ta ukya-ra-ni.
I Gabrielasen all cornbeer-3sgxcC  drink-PAST-1Sg
‘| drank all of Gabriela’s cornbeer.’

(b) Nuga [Gabriela-q agha-n]ta tukuyta ukya-ra-ni.
I GabrielaceN cornbeer-3sgrcC all-Acc  drink-PAST-1sg
‘| drink all of Gabriela’s cornbeer.’

3.3 Approaches to the indefiniteness of discontinuous noursglra

Before giving a meaning-oriented analysis of the LF strieetof discontinuous noun
phrases, in this section | present briefly and reject two ickate explanations for the se-
mantic effects just discussed.

Sanchez [1996] suggests that when adjectives are “stlaride noun phrase moves
out of the DP to a focus position above TP. Hence she sugdegtmtsentence (32), there
is focus orruna‘man’.

(32) Runata rigsi-ni  hatunta
manAcc know-1sg big-Acc

‘I know a big MAN. (Sanchez 1996 p.129 (265))

However, in general | am unable to find evidence that the nemecessarily focused,
and indeed a different element in the sentence may just dg apgear with a focus marker,
as seenin (33).

(33) Nuga-n pisi-lla-ta lamata  muna-ni michi-mu-na-y-paq
I-FOC/EVID a.fewDELIM-ACC llama-Acc want-1sg herd-NM-1sg-purpose
‘I want a few llamas so | can herd them.

| conclude that while discontinuity may facilitate focus)ce it permits what are normally
subconstituents of the DP to be independently focus mark#drnvthe sentence, there is
no direct dependence between focus and discontinuous riwasgs.

Another possibility which is suggested by the kind of datarsia 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 when
viewed as a restriction on extraction is that what we have fsan instance of the cross-
linguistic Specificity Effect. This phenomenon has beeuis in a variety of languages,
for instance in Germanic (e.g. [Diesing 1992]) and Turkislg( [Kornfilt 2002]) and
others. The basic generalization is that no extractiondsvald from specific DPs.
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Of course, we must have some way to recognize specific DPdir ¢o see if this
is the relevant constraint in Quechua. In [En¢ 1990] it isgarsed that specificity should
be understood in terms of membership in a contextually pnentigroup (as opposed to
definiteness, which requires that the particular referémt definite noun phrase be con-
textually prominent). In [Diesing 1992] this specificityiterion is analyzed in terms of
presuppositionality. An example provided by Eng of a sfi@cioun phrase in Turkish is
‘two girls’ in (34).

(34) Odam-a birkagc cocuk girdi.  Iki Kiz-i taniyordum.
my-roomDAT several child entered two girl-Acc I-knew
'Several children entered my room. | knew two girls.” (Er#i9D (16,17))

In (34), the presence of the accusative marker makes ‘tws’ ginambiguously spe-
cific, and hence the two girls are included in the contexyuptbminent set of children
who entered the room. Without the accusative marker this pbwase is non-specific and
hence the two girls may not be members of the original set.

If we look at a similar example in Quechua we find that at lea@sten this definition
of specificity a discontinuous noun phrase may be specifidjustrated in (35). Here
consultants report that the discontinuous ‘two girls’ mayrbembers of the group who
arrived or not.

(35) Ashka irgi-kuna chaya-mu-rga-nku. Iskay-ta warmi warmacha-ta
A.lot child-PL arriveis-PAST-3pl. two-AccC girl-Acc
rigsi-ra-ni.
know-PAST-1sg
'A lot of children arrived. | knew two girls.

Now if the semantic differences between continuous anddistuous noun phrases
in Quechua could be explained via the Specificity Effect weid@xpect the two girls in
(35) to be outside of the original group. Thus we cannot imiatety attribute the indef-
initeness of the co-Case-marked noun phrases to a restrigti extraction from specific
noun phrases.

Also striking in this regard are the examples of apparentitpas as seen above in
(28) and the case of the co-Case marking of strong quanté#gens (31). These examples
cannot be assimilated to the view of a Specificity Effectioetd above, since in both cases
the noun phrase with the quantifier internal to it seems todbiaite.

In the following section | will therefore pursue a differdimte of reasoning in order to
explain the indefiniteness of certain discontinuous nouag#s. In contrast to an analysis
in terms of the Specificity Effect, where essentially thidefiniteness is attributed to a
condition on extraction, my analysis below will be that thdefiniteness arises as a result
of the external interpretation of the modifier.

4 Co-Case marking indicates scope outside the DP
4.1 The basic interpretive structure

Recall that one of the basic questions surrounding thegrag&tion of discontinuous
noun phrases was whether these noun phrases are interpsetesingle unit at LF. The
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semantic differences between the discontinuous and agniswersions of the same noun
phrase indicate that even if some sort of constituent renactgon takes place, it cannot
be the case that the LF structures of the two versions ar¢icdénHowever, the lack of
ambiguity of the association between the adjective or gii@nand the noun, and the sim-
ilarity in meaning because the two surface versions of thearphrase do suggest that the
two parts are interpreted as a unit. To solve this problensitam interpretive structure in
which the quantifier or adjective (label&tbd) is located outside the scope of the definite-
ness head D of the noun phrase at LF. This solution is illtesirachematically in (36). |
return below to the question of whether the Modifier is in aiDfrnal position (Spec,DP)
or a position immediately dominating the DP.

(36) VP
V
Mod-ta DP
/\
D NP
/\
Noun+ta

This structure is based on the notion that an external modifieterpreted externally to
the noun phrase. | claim that it captures not only the enmgdifact that the modifier appears
outside of the noun phrase at surface structure, but alsadeéniteness effect described
in Section 3. In the next sections | show how this structureemtly predicts the interpre-
tations noted for discontinuous noun phrases containipgctides, weak quantifiers and
strong quantifiers. | then return to some syntactic issuéssranalysis.

4.2 LF structures
4.2.1 Adjectives

| assume that adjectives are modifiers of typet>. When an adjective appears outside
of the head responsible for definiteness, the resultingpreéation of course depends on
the type of the sister to the adjective. Consider first the césn indefinite DP. | represent
the indefiniteness by a [-definite] feature on the head D @haa reasonable alternative
would be to assume that no D is present at all in this case, arftewe simply a bare NP).
| assume that an indefinite DP is also of type,t> (and presumably can be eventually
subject to existential closure). Thus | represent the indefD head as semantically vacu-
ous. The interpretive configuration of a discontinuous nplurase of this sort is shown in
(37(a)). In (37(b)) I show the disallowed structure in whikbk adjective modifies a definite
DP. Intuitively, the problem here is that the adjective aarfarther modify a constituent of
typee. This is expressed formally by the fact that the result ohsacombination could
only be of typet, and hence this constituent could not function as the (natufirect
object of the verb (‘see’).
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(37) (a) VP b * VP
\Yj V
hatun-ta DP hatun-ta DP
tall-acc <e,t> tall-acc e

D(indef) NP

D(def) NP
<e|,t> << et>e> <et>
y |
h wasl-ta wasi-ta
OUSEACC houseAcc
‘(I saw) a big house.’” (from (26)) * (I saw) the big house.’

4.2.2 Weak quantifiers

We now turn to the case of weak quantifiers, which behave aiiyito the adjectives
but in fact allow more structural options due to what | takééatheir more flexible types.
Again | start with the case in which the determiner is indéfinand consider the structure
in (38(a)) in which the weak quantifier is interpreted outsid the definiteness head.

(38) (a) VP (b) VP
\Y V
pisi-ta DP pisi-ta DP
a.fewAcc <et> a.fewAcc e
D(indef) NP D(def) NP
<et> <<et>,e> <et>
Il | t
ama-ta
llama-Acc Ana‘-q llama-n-ta
Ana's llama-3G-Acc
‘(I saw) a few llamas.’ ‘(I saw) a few of Anas llamas’. (from @8)

As in the case of adjectives, the interpretation here is tie expected in the case
of a DP-internal weak quantifier too, again because of theasémvacuousness of the
indefinite D. However, | propose to capture the differingdabr of weak quantifiers and
adjectives by assuming that the apparently partitive reggdallowed in the case of weak
guantifier discontinuous noun phrases are a result of thg@aosition of the weak quantifier
with the definite noun phrase as illustrated in (38fb)).

81t is not clear that a possessor+noun combination shouldyavibe considered definite in Quechua,
however. One reason for this is that such phrases can appesistential contexts. For space reasons | am
unable to discuss possessor phrases or co-Case-markedgmssurther here, but leave this to future work.
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Therefore | propose that a weak quantifier can combine dyredth a type e DP and
the result is interpreted as an indefinite, partitive exgiges In fact, an analysis in which
guantifiers regularly and perhaps universally take complemsof typee can be found
in [Matthewson 2001]. However, here | presume that this ity @me option for weak
guantifiers in Quechua, and still assume that quantifiersatsmcombine directly with a
type <e,t> nominal as we saw above in (38(a)).

4.2.3 Strong quantifiers

Finally we turn to the case of strong quantifiers. Recall gtaing quantifiers did not
obey the generalization that seemed to prohibit discoatisunoun phrases from encoding
definite DPs. In fact, strong quantifiers are perfectly abkepear separated from the noun
they are associated to. To explain this fact under the ctamalysis, we may simply posit
the configuration in (39) for the LF structure of a discontina noun phrase with the strong
quantifierllipin ‘every’.

(39) VP ‘(I ate) every apple.
\Y
llipin-ta DP
everyAcc <et>

D(indef) NP
<et>

manzana-ta
appleAcc

Note that in (39) | represettiipin ‘every’ as combining directly with an indefinite DP
and the overall unit is interpreted as ‘every apple’. It iggpossible, however, that just as
in the case of weak quantifiers, a strong quantifier can akeoaalefinite DP complement.
At this point | am not aware of semantic differences betwéese possibilities.

4.3 Revisiting the syntactic options

In the preceding section | suggested that the semantiaeiiftes between continuous
and discontinuous noun phrases can be explained by positirig= structure in which
the modifier appears outside of the definiteness head of thénDRs section | consider
the syntactic issues raised by this configuration, padrtylin light of the three syntactic
analyses previously discussed. These three analysesmanessized again in (40).
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(40) (a) Modifier stranding (b) Modifier floating (c) Prediiat chain
[Sanchez 1996] [Lefebvre & Muysken 1988] [Muysken 1989]
FocP S S
man : big; : VP
D|P D|p money; . .. all,

PN TN
t, D t; D’

_ —_

big t; t; man

Among these three, my analysis is most immediately incoiblgatvith (40(a)), mod-
ifier stranding. Omitting details, the basic idea is as shotr@ NP moves out of the
DP, leaving the modifier stranded. The problem for me herbasthe only way for the
adjective to have scope over the noun at LF, which is part @twlam arguing, is via re-
construction of ‘mayi to base position. This may very well be what Sanchez hasimdm
but of course this solution predicts that (aside from theopsed focus effect, which I dis-
cussed in Section 3), the continuous and discontinuous plrases should have the same
meaning. The indefiniteness restriction would not be captur

There is another piece of evidence against (40(a)), whidhas although the basic
word order in a noun phrase is numeral+adjective+noun, @klinit is not possible for the
numeral+adjective combination to appear alone in the diszoous version proposed in
(42). This seems surprising if the noun phrase containisigyasi‘house’ can be extracted.
On the other hand, the combination adjective+noanappear alone as in (43), with the
expected indefinite meaning.

(41) [Kinsa hatun wasi]-ta  riku-rga-ni.
three big houseAcC seePAST-1sg
‘| saw three big houses.’

(42) *Wasita [kinsa hatun]ta riku-rga-ni.
houseAcc three big-AcC seePAST-1sg
Intended meaning: ‘I saw three big houses.’

(43) Kinsata riku-rga-ni  [hatun wasi]-ta.
threeACC seePAST-1sg big houseAcc
‘| saw three big houses.’

Turning now to the structures sketched in (40(b)) and (40(believe that my analysis
is potentially compatible with either of these syntactitiops. | do not attempt to choose
between them, but comment briefly on each.

The option in (40(b)), in which the modifier leaves the nounagk (possibly picking
up Case marking in Spec,DP as proposed in [Lefebvre & Muydk&8] and supported by
[Sanchez 1996]), could be adopted in conjunction with thaysis | have outlined here.
However, the modifier could not be construed as reconstigitbiits base position. Clearly,
if the role of the base position of the modifier is to provide gosition at which the moved
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element is to be interpreted then there is no expected etaxtpon difference between the
continuous and discontinuous versions of the noun phraBee ossibility that there is
an island effect associated with specific noun phrases lasralleady been discussed and
rejected.) However, it could be that reconstruction takasepto the Spec,DP escape hatch,
which would give us the exact LF configuration | have posiidte question remains open,
however, of why reconstruction would only be to this intediagy position.

The LF structure | have proposed is also compatible withwcsire in which the mod-
ifier and noun are generated as independent constituentisesnadne associated through
some sort of coindexation as in (40(c)). This analysis adsses a number of theoretical
guestions, however. Assuming that accusative Case maskaggociated with a particular
structural configuration in association with a Case assjgreeems that the twaa-marked
elements would still have to be in a local configuration at s@arlier syntactic level, as
in (44). Thus the LF configuration would be presumably a poséambling reconstruction
to this basic configuration. Again the question of how theepehdent generation of a
modifier phrase and a noun phrase in the scope of the Casa@ssames about remains
open.

(44) S
VP

V
Mod-ta DP-+a

To summarize, the question of whether movement has occilnatds, whether there is
a trace within the DP—-is addressed in my analysis with tha tat there is no semantic
gap within the DP (no position to which reconstruction tagke), but there still may be
a syntactic gap.

5 Why sapa‘each’ won't behave

In this section | discuss a strong quantifier which does nemsw fit into the pattern
established in the previous sections, and offer an exptamat

5.1 The problem witlsapaeach’

The basic problem is thaapa‘each’ cannot be co-Case-marked like other universal
guantifiers. This is illustrated in the contrast between(@sin whichsapaappears in a
continuous noun phrase and (45(b)) in which it is disallowsdoart of a discontinuous
noun phrase.

(45) (a) [Sapa/llapan [Inka-kuna-mantarima-g libru]]- ta qu-wa-ra-nku.
each/every Inka-PL-ABL talk-NM book-Acc give-1sgPAST-3pl
‘They gave me each/every book (that talked) about the Ihkas.
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(b) [Inka-kuna-mantarima-q libru]-ta *sapata/llapanta
Inka-PL-ABL talk-NM book-Acc eachAcc/everyAcc
qu-wa-ra-nku.
give-1sgrPAST-3pl
‘They gave me *each/every book (that talked) about the Inkas

5.2 Two different lexical items?

To address the basic fact theipacannot appear in a discontinuous configuration, we
need to look more closely into the meaningsaipa It appears in fact that there are at
least two uses o$aparelevant to the current discussiébnThe first use €apq) is as a
D-quantifier meaning ‘each’, as shown in (45) above and a&$46) and (47).

(46) Navidad-pi [sapa irgi]-man t'anta qu-y-qa, nuga-q
Christmastoc each child-DAT bread givedNF-TOP [-GEN
costumbre-y-mi
custom-1sge=VviID
‘“To give bread to each child at Christmas is my custom.

(47) [Sapa irqi] urqu-man wicha-nga.
each child mountainbAT climb-3sgFuT
‘Each child will climb the mountain.’

The second usesapg is as a quantifier over adverbial clauses. This versiosapia
can appear immediately before a clause whose verb is maritbdmne of the adverbial-
izing suffixes-spa(main and subordinate clause subjects are the samefigmain and
subordinate clause subjects are different). Examplesarersin (48), (49) and (50). Note
that other universal quantifiers are not acceptable in tl@sagdverbial position, as shown
in (48).

(48) Sapa/*llapan/*tukuy [pro rima-ri-gti-y], loro-pas rima-n.
each/everyl/all speakiNCH-BI.ADV-1sg parrotALSO speak-3sg
‘Each time | talk, the parrot talks too.’

(49) ...chay lambe mayordomokunawan maganakunay kaq
| had to fight with those wardens

sapa [pro llant’a-ta otaq g'ara-ta gechu-yta

each firewoodAcc or cowdungAccC takeiNF-ACC
muna-wa-qti-nkul].

want-1sgsl.ADV-3pl

(each time) when they wanted to take my firewood or cowdu@CN p.27)

’In fact there are also a variety of fascinating adverbiaswgsapainvolving agreement morphology and
discussed in [Muysken 1994] and [Sanchez 1996] which ldesside here.
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(50) Sapa [pro galetata mikhu-qgti-y], loro phawa-mu-n.
each crackerACC eatBl.ADV-1sg parrot run-C1s-3sg

‘Each time that | eat a cracker, the parrot comes running.’

5.3 Role of the suffix -nka

It is important to note at this point that the two versionsapado not have the same
status with all consultants. Whigapa is acceptable to all my consultants and can be found
fairly frequently in the narrative of Gregorio Condori Mamasapa is unacceptable or
marginal to some consultants and | have not found exampiesdhe narrative. However,
sapa can be “saved” by adding the suffirka?® as illustrated in (51). Nenkais allowed
on instances odapa, however, as illustrated in (52).

(51) sapa-?(nka)/llapa-(*nka)/tukuy-(*ni-nka)llama
eachNKA/everyNKA/all-EUPHNKA llama
‘Each/every/all llama(s)’

(52) Sapa-(*nka) rimari-qti-y, loro-pas rima-n.
eachNKA talk-vi.ADV-1sg parrotALSO talk-3sg
‘Each time | talk, the parrot talks too.’

Furthermore, a very common (and generally accepted) usapdis as a quantifier
over time and (rarely) space adverbials. In these casessdpa-nkas disallowed, and in
this sense these uses can be assimilatedsappia. Examples are shown in (53), (54) and
(55).

(53) [sapa-(*nka) p’unchay]
eachnka day
‘every day’

(54) [sapa tuta] huiuna-ku-q ka-yku
each night gatherrReFL-PAST(habitual) be-2pl(excl.)
‘Each night we would gather together...” (GCM p.53)

(55) Kay mulaypa sutinmi Renunciable karan, payllawanmi magsggpurinay kag...
‘That mule of mine’s name was Renounceable, and with her ketaéverywhere...

[sapa legual-pi sama-spa,....
each leaguetOC restuNI.ADV
resting every league...’ (GCM p.41)

8This sulffix is referred to as ‘distributive’ in [Cusihuam4B76] and its use as a distributing or group-
forming morpheme associated with weak quantifiers was etlih [Faller 2001]. These uses seem to be
distinct from the examples studied here-nkaon sapa As far as | knowsapais the only strong quantifier
which supportsnka
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5.4 Proposal for sapa

The collection of facts outlined thus far suggests that tasidouse ofsapais as a
guantifier over adverbials. Not only is this a form that isegatable to all consultants, but
the intervening suffixnkais prohibited in this construction. Thus the denotatiorsapa
would be as in (56).

(56) [sapd=[AP. [\Q.Ve P(e)— Q(e)]]

Here P(e) means that the proposition P is true of event e.céltiiat only one event
is named in this denotation. Leaving aside details, | am twagere what is essentially
Rothstein’s [1995] analysis of ‘every’, as in: ‘Every timeéat a cracker, the parrot comes
running’. Briefly, under this analysis Q in this example wbtgpresent not the proposition
that the parrot came running but the proposition that theesmievent e’ which is related to
e by a certain matching function (M) and e’ is an event of theqiaunning. For details
the reader is referred to Rothstein’s original expositidnder this analysis, the denotation
in (56) would yield the following interpretation for sentan(50).

(57) [MP. [\Q.Ve P(e}> Q(e)] I([l eat a cracker])([The parrot comes runningfjue iff
Ve, [l-eat-cracker(e)}- 3 e’, [Parrot-running(e’)] and M(e’)=e

The role of the matching function can be seen clearly in thésvle: without it, (50)
would be true if | ate cracker after cracker and the parroy dialppened to come running
once, perhaps because the cat had chased it.

In the case of pre-time-adverbsdpawe have a similar analysis, with an event reading
of the adverbiap’'unchay‘day’ in (58), for example. The interpretation is given ir9§5

(58) Sapa p’unchay llank’a-ni.
each day work-1sg
‘Each day | work.’

(59) [MP. [\Q.Ve P(e}> Q(e)] I([day]([! work])=true iff Ve, [day(e}- Je’,
I-work(e”)] A M(e")=e

We are now ready to consider the role-nkain sapa-nka | suggest that thessapa
affixed versions ofnka are syntactic heads which mediate between the adverbrgndi
sapaand the noun which follows. The relevant structure is shaw60(a)).

(60) (a) DP (b) DP
salo{X Sap/ahp
each n ka N|P eaCh |

llama llama

When consultants accept a D-quantifier ussagfal suggest a null version atkaas shown
in (60(b)). These suffixes thus function as type-shiftersctvleffectively convert a noun
phrase into an adverbial.
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5.4 So why can't sapa “float™?

We are now ready to answer the original question posed irsdtson: why doesapa
not behave like other strong quantifiers in appearing inatisnuous noun phrases? |
propose that the adverbial cannot be accusative-markegh@mtlently. Since adverbials
cannot be Case-marked, a Case-marked noun with digapdamust be understood as a
pure DP as in (61(a)). However, in this case the resultingdffiguration would be as in
(61(b)).

(61) (a) (b)*LF:
S
Subject VP Subject VP
\Y \Y
sapa-ta DP
sapata. ..DP-ta |
llama-ta

Without the intermediary level, at LBapaends up with scope immediately over the
DP, which gives us a type incompatibilitggpacombines directly with llama).

6 Conclusion

This paper set out to address the problem of how discontsiooun phrases are inter-
preted in Quechua. The main data arguing for a structurerdiit from a simple recon-
struction of external modifiers to “base” position withiretDP involved cases in which
discontinuous and continuous noun phrases had differeahimgs. The generalization
was that when adjectives or weak quantifiers appeared eutsitheir noun phrase, in
a co-Case-marked position, the overall noun phrase ret@mdandefinite interpretation.
Strong quantifiers, however, seemed to have the same meaartiogh positions. One ap-
parently exceptional strong quantifisspa‘each’ was shown to fall outside of this basic
pattern because its principal use is as a quantifier overrhaidde and not directly over
nouns.

| argued that the meanings of continuous and discontinuous phrases could be ex-
plained by positing an interpretive configuration in whibk tdjective or quantifier appears
outside of the determiner head, which | take to be the hegmbnssble for definiteness. In
this sense, | have claimed that the surface position of thdifying element determines its
interpretive scope.
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