Why two is not six: is there a lexical distinction between lower and higher numerals in Bangla? 
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That there is a syntactic difference between lower numerals (2-4) and higher numerals (5 onwards) in Bangla is argued in Syed (2014). Phrasal movement of an adjective-noun sequence in Bangla is sensitive to higher numerals, in the sense that such movement is licit when the numerals are lower (upto four) and not allowed when the numerals are higher than five (cf. Syed 2014). 
1. ami 
[lal 
boi]i 
du  To/tin Te/char Te/?panc Ta/*choy Ta/*sat Ta  ti kinechi

I 
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2 Cl/   3    Cl/   4   Cl/     5    Cl/   6       Cl/7     Cl
  buy-pr perf-1p 

‘I have bought the two/three/four/?five/*six/*seven red books’
To account for the blocking of such a movement across a higher numeral, Syed proposes that higher numerals are generated in the specifier of NumP whereas lower numerals are in the head of NumP. The blocking of phrasal movement of adj-noun across higher numerals is explained with a further proposal that NumP is a mid-level phase within the nominal domain, and for the phrase adj-noun to move further up across the NumP, it has to go via the edge of the phase (Spec,NumP in this case). Since Spec,NumP is already occupied when the numeral is high, a phrasal movement is not allowed. However, an important question remains- what makes certain numerals heads and others specifiers? What makes two different from six? This paper addresses if there is a lexical difference between lower and higher numerals, which determines if they will be merged in the structure as heads or specifiers. I explore in detail two possible analyses to this question. 
Analysis 1: Bhattacharya (1999) proposes that Bangla classifiers -Ta and -gulo are fused with numerals to form fused heads. If we borrow this idea of a fused head, and club that with Biswas’s (2014) idea that NumP is required in Bangla
 even though there is no number agreement in the language, and that -Ta and -gulo are number markers marked with –plural and +plural features respectively, we can account for the distribution of lower and higher numerals in terms of a lexical difference. The possible details of such an analysis are as follows: the numerals 2,3,4 comes with a lexical specification that they need to be fused with [–plural]; thus whenever 2, 3 or 4 occur, it’s a fused head 2-To, 3-Te, or 4-Te. And because they fuse with –Ta, they occur as heads, which is the position where –Ta/-gulo is generated. The higher numerals do not have this specification, and hence they don’t have to fuse with a head, and thus occur in the specifier position of the NumP. The relevant structure is as follows:
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Analysis 2: An alternative view on the lexical difference between lower and higher numerals will be that, in fact, there is no difference- the lower numerals and the higher numerals share the same or near-identical lexical features. In other words, two and six are essentially the same- they share the same specifications which make them cardinals, and it is possibly a synchronic fluctuation that one of them is syntactically realized as a specifier, and the other as a head. This fluctuation could be to ultimately bring a change in the language, where a specifier eventually gets reanalysed as a more stable head. This idea has its origin in Cinque (1999) where it is argued that what is generated in the specifier share similar properties with the head of the functional projection; he argues that the adverbs in the specifier have similar features of the head. The basic idea is that what is generated in specifier in a functional projection may be quasi-identical or even identical to the head of that projection. 
I argue in favor of Analysis 2, based on the reasoning that this specifier-head distinction is not an isolated incident in lower and higher numerals in Bangla- there are other paradigms where an analysis based on a specifier-head distinction is necessary. Simpson and Syed (2013) use the idea that “in certain instances it may not be possible to predict (without further information about word/phrase-level size and diachronic development) which position in a phrase will be lexicalized by an element with a particular semantic content”; they argue this is what happens with negation in Bangla- the same negation element na is generated in the specifier of NegP in non-finite clauses, whereas it is generated in the head of NegP in finite clauses. 
The quantifiers seem to show similar distribution as the numerals in terms of allowing phrasal movement across them. The quantifier ko(y) allows a phrasal movement of adj-noun across it, whereas other quantifiers do not allow such movement (see examples 2-3).  
	2. ami lal  boi    ko    Ta  kinlam 

I      red book some Cl bought

             ‘I bought those red books’
	3. ami lal  boi    *sob  kinlam 

I      red book   all   bought

             ‘I bought those red books’


This can be very straightforwardly captured if the same analysis of the numerals is extended to the quantifiers, namely that all quantifiers have the same features, which make them quantifiers, and they have to be generated in the NumP. But regarding where they will be lexicalized in the syntax, in the head or specifier of the NumP, there is fluctuation as a specifier can be quasi-identical or identical to a head of the relevant functional projection, NumP in this case.
Such alterations in Spec-head lexicalization is not uncommon in other languages as well, some of which are listed below (cf. Simpson and Syed 2013, citing cases from work of van Gelderen 2004):
a.   The reanalysis of demonstrative pronouns in Spec,CP as relative clause complementizers (van Gelderen 2004: 82-87, Heine and Kuteva 2002). 

b. The reanalysis of demonstrative pronouns in Spec,CP as complementizers embedding complement clauses (van Gelderen 2004: 89-92, Hopper and Traugott 1993). 

c. The reanalysis of demonstrative and possessive elements in the specifiers of DP-internal functional projections as the heads of these functional projections (van Gelderen 2004: 27-28, Wood 2003). 

d. Alternation in the projection of pronouns in English, Arabic and French as the specifiers or heads of functional projections (van Gelderen 2004: 19-25). 

e. Alternation in the projection of the Korean negative morpheme an as specifier or head of NegP (van Gelderen 2004: 26-27). 

f. Reanalysis of a wh-pronoun in SpecCP as an instantation of C0 (Bayer 1995, Bangla je; Aoun and Li 2003, English which; Heine and Kuteva 2002, Spanish que). 
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� Biswas (2014) shows in the data below that plurality is marked in Bangla when the marker –gulo is used, even without numerals; hence she argues for a NumP in Bangla which marks grammatical number. 


onek gulo boi


many gulo book


‘many books’





