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Abstract

The goal of this paper i® provide a systematic overview and analysis of the syntax of Icelandic
adverbial clauses in terms of the whether they do or do not alleeallsnl main clause
phenomena. The classification of adverbial clauses follows the typology of Haegeman (2012)
where adverbial clauses are divided into two classes: central adverbial clauses that resist main
clause phenomena and peripheral adverbial clauses that may permit such phenonrfesrai(gP
etc.).It turns out thafronting is possible in a subset of advettikauses exactly as predicted by
Haegeman's typology and such exampledarad inboth in judgement data and written sources.
Further, this initial work shows that there appears to be a distinction between argument fronting
(less free) and adjunct frang (more free) in Icelandic and this a distinction that has not
previouslybeen systematically examined.

1 Introduction *

It has long been observed that adverbial clauses exhibit variable word order. In English for
example, some adverbial clauses allagument and adjunct topicalization whereas other
resist such fronting. Here, we are concerned with similar word order variation in adverbial
clauses in Icelandic primarignddata from ¢her Scandinavian languagesresented briefly

for comparative pyroses. This paper is largely descriptikewever it can be taken as a first
steptowards a typology of adverbial clauses in Scandinvian more generally.

The framework adopted here is the typology of adverbial clauses set out in Haegeman
(2012, and muchrpvious work) where adverbial clauses are divided into two groups: those
that allow main clause phenomena and those that do not. Further, Haegeman distinguishes
between adverbial clauses that she terms 'peripheaal(entral' to capture the degree of
integration of adverbial clauses with respect to the clause that they modify. For Scandianvian
verb second languages then, we might expect that adverbial clauses that are 'peripheral’ in
Haegeman's sense may allow main clause word order whereas such @desstéed in
central adverbial clauses. The second part of the paper presents an overview of Haegeman's
typology as applied to adverbial clauses in English. The third part of the paper dicusses data
from both written and spoken Icelandic. In the fourth section, we provide comparative data
from other Scandinivian languages showing that adverbial clauses can be analyzed with
respect to the possibility of main clause phenomena as predicted by HaegemanOs typology.
This is followed by a short discussion.

We wish to thank seminar participants at Lund University, the University of Iceland, and Goethe University
Frankfurt, and the audience at GLAC 22, University of Iceland where parts of this work were presented.
Special thanks go to Victoria Absalonsen arakatis S. Hansen for translations and assistance with the
Faroese data. Thanks are also due to the Faroese university students who answered the questionnaire at
Fr—Iskaparsetur F¢roga April 6B7 2016. All errors are, of course, our own.
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According to Haegeman's typology, central adverbial clauses (henceforth CACs) are those
that disallow argument fronting in English while some permit adjunct fronting. Peripheral
adverbial clauses on the other hand (henceforth PACs) allow both argumedijianud a
fronting. The following tabldlustrates these two adverbial clause types.

Table 1:Adverbial clause types (based ldaegeman 2012163, Table 4.3)

CACs PACs

before/after/until (eventtime) --

when (event time) when (contrast)

since (event time) since (premise/cause)

while (event time) while (concessive)

if (event condition) if (conditional asssertion)
although -- although (consessive)

whereas -- whereas (concessive)

so that purpose result

because event cause/reason rationale

2 Adverbial clauses in English

The following examples show contrasts that hold for Englisbrevadverbial clauses that are
CACs resist argumenopicalization as in examples (1) to (5).

@D CAC a. Iread her second bodiefore finished the first one.
b. *l read her second boddefore the first ond finished.

2 CAC a. When she began to write her regular column again, | thought she would

be OK.
b. *When her regular columshe began to write again, | thought she would be
OK. (Haegemar2012 155 ex.17a,b)
3) CAC a. Sincel ate that fishl have feltsick.
b. *Sincethat fishl ate | have feltsick.
4) CAC a. He looked at the headlinadile he made the coffee.
b. *He looked at the headlineghile the coffeehe made.

5) CAC a. I've been trying to finish this artickncel wrote theprevious one last year.
b. *I've been trying to finish this articlsincethe previous onéwrote lastyear.
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In the following examples, which are all PACs by Haegeman's typology, argument fronting is
possible.? Such adverbial clauses have readings suchs contrast @b) or premise (6aather
than temporal readings

(6) PAC a. The students ordered new copies whenthe old oneshey could easiljiave
used.
PAC b. While these problemBill can't solve, | think Susan can.
PAC c. Sincethese problemkcan't solve on my own, | will need to ask them
for help.

Conditional clauses that are event conditionals resist argument fronting as in (7a,b) whereas
argument fronting is possible in so-called conditional assertions as #t).

(7 CAC a. Ifyoufail this exam, then you can't finish the course.
CAC Db. *If this examyou fail, then you can't finish the course.
PAC c. If this particular exariarold fails, why would he go on?

Concessive clauses freely allow argument fronting as shown in (7).

(8) PAC | did not finish her second bo@ithough/whereasthe first ond really
enjoyed.

One of the clearest contrasts can be seen between purpose and result clauses. This is shown in
the following examples where a contrast can be $#stween purpose (CACs) and result
clauses (PACs) as in (9a-C).

C)] CAC a. Iread her second book carefusly that | could understand the first one.
CAC b. ?7?lread her second book carefidtythatthe first ond couldunderstand.
PAC c. Ilost contact with my college friend® thatmost of them never saw
again.

In addition, purpose and result clauses in English can also be distinguished by so-called
comma intonation as in (10).

(100 PAC a. He hurried, so he wasn't late result
CAC Db. He hurried 8 he wasn't late. purpose

2 Not all spakers of English find topicalization acceptable in adverbial clauses. There are varieties of English

where topicalization in general is more acceptable than it is in what can be termed General American English.
Such varieties include Australian Englishe tBeltic Englishes, and Yiddish influenced New York English for
instance.
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3 Adverbial clauses in Icelandic

In general, adverbial clauses in Icelandic are known to be resistant to argument and adjunct
fronting, but there there are exceptions to this as nmtelSgnvaldsson and Thrtinsson
(1990:25), Magntisson (1990), and Angantysson (2011), among others. However, examples of
non-subject fronting in adverbial clauses provided by RSgnvaldsson and Thrfinsson (1990),
for instance, all seem to involve Stylistic Rtimg, as J—nsson (1996:37) points out. Some
examples of nosubject initial order in adverbial clauses taken fr®$gnvaldsson and
Thrtinsson (1990:25)hat involve stylistic fronting are given in (11).

(11) a. begar komi! var til Reykjav'kur ...

when arrived was to Reykjavk ...
‘When one arrived to Reykjav’k O.

b. Ef gengi! er eftir Laugaveginum ...
if walked is along the Laugavegur ...
‘If one walks along the Laugavegur ...’

c. fgfer, nema komi! verli til m—ts vil —skir m’nar
| leave, unless fulfilled will  be my wishes
‘I will leave unkess my wishes will be fulfilled

However, given that stylistic fronting targets Fin on the bordétiedT P/CP domain as argued
in Sigur!sson(2010),it shouldnot be surprising that it appears to be quite free in adverbial
clausesin Icelandic as the contrastge are concerned with here in a subset of adverbial
clauses, namely PACs, involve movement of non-subjects into the domain and do not
involve a subjectjap or low indefinite subject as stylistic fronting does.

Futher observations have been made with respect to the resistance of fronting in
adverbial clauses in Icelandic. For instarfé@nco (2010:146) concludes that-¥i#ial order
is not possible in agkrbial clausesHrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009:28, examples
(10b,c)) give the following examples to show that adjunct fronting is not possible in
conditional and temporal clauses. Both examples are arguably CACs and therefore this is not
unexpected.

(12 CAC a.*Hann kemurbara heim ef I morgun hefur hann t'ma til less.
he comesonly home if tomorrow has he time toit
CAC b. *Hannsi hana'legar 'g%r  f—r hceen ut.
he sawher when yesterday went she out

However, there are extensive examples given in Magnoessson (1990) that show fronting of
arguments in adverbial clauses of various types. Not all speakers of Icelandic agree with
Magncesson«s judgements, but we will take the data presented in his work as a starting point.
Below is a range of examples all taken from Magnusson (1990) and each is classified by the

authors aso whether the adverbial clausea CAC or PAC and labeles such.
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(13) CAC a. ?Skceli ¥tlar a! cetskrifast ’ josf'ritgerlina getur hann kltra! fyrir
eventcond. Skeeli plans to graduate in June if thdsiscan he finish before

minalam—tin.

end-of-monththe

‘Skeeli expect® graduate in June if he can finish the thésfore the
endof the month.O (p.102, 570a)

premise  PAC Db. fyrst hurlina getum vid ekki opnad verdum vid ad brjota gluggann
since dootthe can  we not open must weéreak windowthe
@ince we can't open the door, wi#l have to break the windo®.
(p.104,5-75,a)
temporal CAC c. ?Egget ekkert skrifalmelan hendina ver! Zg a! hafa ’ fatla.
|  can nothing write while hanthe must| to have in sling
@ can't write while théand is still in aling.O (p.107,586,3)

temporal CAC d. !a"er langt s’lan lessar buxur hef Zg geta! notal

It is long since these trousesave | could used

@ havenOt been able teubkese trouses for a long tihe

(p. 113,5106,a)

temporal CAC e. !a"lei" ekkilangur tmifrf slysinu uns fingurna

it passednot long time from acciddm until fingersthe

gat Zgfarii al nota fnl.

could | start to use again

ax was not long since the accident uhtivas able to use (my) finge€s.

(p.113,5108,a)
temporal CAC f. 7?Skcel¥tlar ad taka sZr langt fr’  legar ritger!inni

Skeeli plans to take himself long pause whenthesisthe
verlur hann boeinn  a! skila.

will  he finished to submit
Gkeeli is gointp take a long break when he is finished with the th@sis.
(p. 114,5-110,a)
concessivAC g. Stnasaglia! b—kin ’'heild v3ari frekar leilinleg
St'na said that boethe in whole was rather boring
jafnvel I—tt/l—tt einstaka kaflgy3sti  hoen alveg hugsad sér
although some chapters coulcshe well think herself
al lesa aftur.
to read again
(t'na said that the book as a whole was rather boring although she
couldimagine herself realg some selected chapters ag@in
(p.114, 5112,14a)

In the following table, we contrast Magncesson«s judgements with those of Angant!sson. First,
Magnoesson appears to accept more examples of CACs with argument fronting than with
adjunct fronting, for instance foemporal clauses introduced byan 'since' anduns until’,

which is unexpected under our analysigl these examples are noted as highly questionable
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here In addition, he accepts argument fronting in PACs introdugefyrist 'since’ and—tt
OalthoughO and this is entirely to be expected under the framework adopted here. When the
judgements of Magnocesson are compared with those of Angant!sson, we find a clear contrast.
For Angant!sson, argument fronting is highly disigreed for all the clauses discussed in the
table (PACs and CACs) with the exception of concessive cldi8g3 and adjunct fronting

iIs more acceptable, but not for all clauses where we might expect it to Beursioer
judgement data collection must li®ne of course, but wean make a tentative initial
conclusion here that there appears to be a contrast between the acceptability of adjunct and
argument fronting, with adjunct fronting preferred. This is not surprising, as corpus examples
of argument froting in general in Icelandic embedded clausesvamy difficult to find
(RSgnvaldssor2007).

Table 2:Comparison of data judgements in Magncessson (1990) with Angant!sson (2016)

Magnusson (1990) Angantlsson (2016)
Adjunct fronting | Argument | Adjunct fronting | Argument
fronting fronting
ef OifO CAC |OK ? OK *
(5-70b,c) (5-70a) (5-70b,c) (5-70a)
fyrstOsinceO| PAC | ? OK OK *
(premise) (5-75b) (5-75a) (5-75b) (5-75a)
melan CAC |7 ? ? *
OwhileO (5-86b) (5-86a) (5-86b) (5-86a)
s'lan Osince( CAC | ? OK * ?
(temporal) (5-106b) (5-106a) (5-106b) (5-106a)
unsOuntil® | CAC |? OK * ?
(5-108b) (5-108a) (5-108b) (5-108a)
legar Owhen( CAC | ? ? * *
(5-110b) (5-110a) (5-110b) (5-110a)
I—tt PAC | OK OK OK OK
OalthoughO (5-112b) (5-112a) (5-112b) (5-112a)

Having said thisit is clear that there are examples of argument fronting in Icelandic adverbial
clauses that are completely natias shown in the examptepeated below as (Ldndtaken

from Magroesson (1990). The fronting of the arguneamittaka kafldcertain chapters' in the
concessive clause is perfectly fine.

(14 Stnasaglia! b—kin  "heild v3ari frekar leilinlggfnvel '—tt/!—tt
St'na said that boethe in whole was rather boring although
einstaka kafla g¥%ti hoen alveg hugsal sZr a! lesa aftur.
some chapters could she well think herselfto read again
Gt'na said that the book as a whole was rather boring although shéncagide
herself reading some selected chapters again.

(p.114, 5112, ¥a)
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In addition, a quick Google search immediately turns up a number of examples with
adjunct fronting in clauses that are all arguably PACs. In the first example, we have a
concessive clause, a result clause in the secobdcauseclause in the third,ral finally a
contrastivewhile clause. All of these clauses can be readily classified as PACs and thus the
adjunct fronting that we find here is entirely to be expedimhe of the fronting in these
examples is due to stylistic fronting as each has adeffite subject.

(15) a. Hann er mjSg fagur og einkennilegur!—tt eigi  sje hann
he is very beautiful and strange although not is he
vatnsmikill.
watermuch

(e is very beautiful and strange although he is not very rich if water.’
(Unga Island D1905. Frgagur 1905, 4. tSlubla!, Page 30)
b. lau settu upp fiskbce! vio Sogaveginnog raunarv’lar,
they set up fish store at Sogavegur andalso other places, so
svo al! enns—ttu Reykv’kinga matv%li til l'eirra hj—na
so that still soughR.ers food to that couple
OThey established a fish store by Sogavegur and also in other places so that the
inhabitants of Reykjav’k still got food from them.O
(Morgunblali! - 3. n—vember 1993, 250. tSlubla!, Page 38)

C. Gera lettaeinsog var I sjSundu Sld aflva" var
do this as was on the seventh century because then was
gullSldin gl¥asilega.
goldenagethe magnificent

Odo this as they did on the seventh century because the magnificent golden age was
then®  (FrZttablali! - 16. January 2016, frgangur 2016, 13. t3lubla!, Page 90)

d. éensku eru sterkbeyg'ar sagnir taldar —reglulegar, ¥ melan
in Englishare  strong verbs assumed irregular while
' fornensku eru 13 taldar reglulegar.

in Old-English are they assumed regular
https://is.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C3%93regluleg_s%C3%B6gn

In the following sections we will examine Icelandic further and provide some comparative
data from Faroese and other Scandinavian languages.

4 Main clause phenomena in central vs. peripheral adverbial clausés
Icelandic and related languages

In this section, we provide an overview of the possibility of argument fronting in central versus
peripheral adverbial clauses in Icelandic, with sonmaparison to Faroese. These two closely
related languages behave differently with respect to verb/adverb placement in embedded clauses
in the way that subjegnitial V2 is always the default word order in all types of embedded
clauses in Icelandic wheregiss the marked option in embedded clauses in Faroese, to varying
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degrees depending on the type of endleeldclausesee Thrtinsson et al. 2004, Thrfinsson
2010, Bentzen et al. 2007, 2009, Heycock et al. 2010, 2012, and Angant!sson fortjcoming
On the assmption that subjeanitial V2 is a main clause phenomenon in Faroese, it is
interesting to see if the two languages also vary with respect to the possibility of argument
fronting in adverbial clauses or Hé restrictions are similar.

First, we discusscelandicexamples in (1E2) that are directly comparable to the English
dat that we discussed in sectionL2t us first consider argument fronting in temporal central
adverbial clauses conjoined withur en Obefore@nd!egar wherO(15B16a/b) compared to
such fronting in a contrastive peripheral adverbial clause conjoined witdanOwhileO (B

(16) CAC a. fglas alra  b—kina hennaruren  Zg klfrali I fyrstu.

temporal | read secondbook her before | finished the first one
dread her second bodkfore | finished the first on®
b. *fg las alra b—kina hennafuren i fyrstu klfrali Zg.

I read second bookher before the first one finished |

(17 CAC a. !egar hoen byrjali a! skrifa reglulega pistla aftur hzZlt Zg
temporal when she began tarite regular column again thought |
al hceen yrli n¥aglari.
that she would be more glad
@thought she would be more glad when stated to write her regular
column agair®
b. *legar reglulega pistla byrjali hcen a! skrifa aftur hZlt
when her regular column beganshe to write again thought
Zg al hcen yrli tn¥aglari.
| that she would be more glad
PAC c. Stoedentarnirpsntulun” eintSk ¥ melan 'augSmiu  heflu leir

contrast the students ordered new copieswhen the old ones had they
aulveldlega geta! notal.
easily could used
(he students ordered new copigsenthey could easily had used the old
onesO

The catral temporal adverbials in (15b) and i) &lisallow argument fronting, as they did in
English, while the peripheral contrastiudverbial in (16¢) allows it. The central temporal
clause conjoined with s’lan @incedin (17) also prohibits argument fronting and the contrastive
peripheral is questionnable. Similar holdsetfor the sentence pair in {18

(18) CAC a. S'lan Zg ft lennanfisk hef Zg veri! lasinn.
temporal since 1 atethat fish have | felt sick
‘I have felt sick since I ate this fish.O
b. *S'lan lennan fisk ft Zg hef  Zg veri! lasinn.
Since that fish atel have | felt sick
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PAC c. riva" lessi vandamifl get Zg ekki leyst ver! Zg
contrast since these problems can | not solve need |
al bilja um hjtlp.
to ask for help
®ince | cannot solvthese problembneed to ask for hel@.

(199 CAC a*Mara s—tti tma Fmelan !ENAb—k voru !eir a" nota
temporal Mary attended classes while your book were they using
en ekki 1 melan MéN var notu!
but not  while mine was used

PAC b. 2cmelan !éNAb—keru leir alnota ' tveimur nimskeilum
contrast while your bookare  they using in two courses
hafa leir ekki einu sinni pantal MéNA tb—kasafni!
have they not even ordered mine atthe library

‘While they are using your book in two courses they haven‘t
even ordered mine.’

In (20) we have if-clauses where argument fronting is not possible in the event conditional
whereas it improves in the conditional assertive, although it is not perfect, at least not this
particular example. The concessive adverbial clause in (21) allows argument fronting very
easily and so does the purpose clause in (22b) as inthe result clause in (23).

(200 CAC a. Ef loe fellur i l!essupr—figeturlu ekki klfra! nfmskeilil.

event cond. if you fail onthisexam canyou not finish course-the
“You cannot finish the course if you don‘t pass the exam.’
b. *Ef & pessuprofi fellurou geturdu ekki  klarad namskeidid.
if this  exam you fail, then you can't finish the course
PAC c. ?Ef  4bpessu tiltekna profi fellur Haraldur, afhverju etti hann
cond. assertion  if this exam fails Harald, why would he

pba a0 halda afram?
then go on
(21) PAC fg kitrali ekki alra b—kina hennasa"  fyrstu b—kina hafi Zg
concessive | finished not her second bookalthough the first one had |
kunna! vela! meta
enjoyed well
@ didnOt finish her second boalkhough | really enjoyethe first oned

(220 CAC a. Eglas adra  bokina hennar vandlega svo ad ég geeti
purpose I read her secondbook carefully so that I could
skilid pa fyrstu almennilega
understand the first one properly
‘I read her second book carefully so that I could understand the first one

properly.’
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b. Eglas alra b—kina hennar vandlega svo a! !t fyrstu g¥4ti Zg
| read hersecondbook carefully so thatthe first one could |
skilio almennilega.
understand properly

(23) PAC a. Eg missti samband vid  menntaskélavini mina svo ad fasta peirra
result I lost contact with my college friends  so that fewest of them
sa ég aftur.
saw | again
‘I lost contact with my college friends so that most of them I didn‘t see
again.’

Overall there is a clear contrast between central and peripheral clauses with respect to the
possibility of argument fronting.

Now, consider Vfin-Adv order or subject-initial V3 which is restricted to certain types of
embedded clauses in Icelandic, most typically relative clauses (see Angantysson 2011). An
interesting consequence of Haegeman’s analysis is the following: If the sentence types that
prohibit Embedded Topicalization (relative clauses, indirect questions) are more likely to allow
Adv-Vfin (V3) order in Icelandic than are complement clauses, as Angant!ssonOs (2011) results
indicate, then there should becantrast between AdVfin order in CACs and PACs in
Icelandic. This seems to be borne asithe data in (34how.

(249 CAC a. Ef l,e  ekki n%r! lessum pr—fumf%arlu ekki grtluna

(Adv-Vfin,V3) if you not pass theseexams getyou not the.degree
‘If you don‘t pass these exams you won‘t get the degree.’

PAC b.?Ef vi0 ekki getum gagnrynt setningafraedigreininguna, getum vid

(Adv-Vfin, V3) if we not can criticize the syntactic analysis can  we
a0 minnsta kosti sagt helling um  merkingarfraedigreininguna at
‘If we can’t criticize the syntactic analysis we can at least say something
about the semantic analysis.’

Thus we see that Embedded Topicalization and Adv-Vfin V3 orders in Icelandic are, in a way,
in “complementary distribution”. Further research is to be carried out in order to see if central
vs. peripheral adverbial clauses show systematic differences in this respect.

We have no judgement data for the contrast between CACs and PACs in Icelandic yet, but
new data from Faroese shows that there is a very clear contrast between argument fronting in
CACs (table 3 and PAC4table 4 (judgements from 32 informanBa written questionnaire
(Angant!sson, 2018
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Table 3: Argument fronting in a Faroese CAC (conjoined with medan ‘while’)

Yes ? No
(25) Maria lurtali  eftir cetvarpinum, melan hon gj¢ rdi d¢,gurla) 100% | O 0
Maria listened to radio-the  while she madfod-the
(26) Maria lurtadi eftir utvarpinum, medan degurda gjordi hon. 0 0 100%
Maria listened to radio while food-the made she
Table 4:Argument fronting in a Faroese PAC (conjoined waitelan OwhileQ)
Yes ? No
(27) Studentarnir b’l¢,gdu nlggju cetgfvuna av b—Kkini, 84.5% | 155% | O
Studentghe ordered the new editionf bookthe
melan teir 134ttliga h¢ vdikunna! broekt tagomlu.
while they easily had couldusedthe old one
(28) Studentarnir b’l¢,gdu n!ggjwetgfvuna av b—Kkini, 25% | 31% 44%
Studentghe ordered the new editiorof bookthe
melan ta gomlu h¢vdu teirl34ttligakunnal broekt.
while the old one had they easily could used

Not surprisingly, dlthe Faroese speakers reject embedded topicalization ICAIR (24)

(Hooper & Thompson 1973 show the same for English and Vikner 1995 for the Mainland
Scandinavian languages), but therenisch more variation regarding embedded topicalizatoin

in the peripheral one where 8 speakers out of 32 fadlgept the argument fronting (28
Argument fronting in a PAC conjoined witldast ‘although’ is also possible for some Faroese

speakers as shown in table 5:

Table 5: Argument fronting in a Faroese PAC (conjoined with héast ‘although’)

Yes ? No

(29) Eg klaraoi ongantid ta fyrru bokina hja henni, 89.5%| 3.5% | 7%

I finished never the first book of her

h—ast  eg havi hildi'seinnu b—Kkina veri! sera g—!a

although | hadhought the seconthiook been very good
(30) Eg kIfrali ongant’! tafyrru b—kina hjt henni, 24% | 17% 59%

| finished never the firdbook of her

héast  seinnu bokina havi eg hildid verid sera goda.

although the second book  had I thought been very good

Finally, table 6shows that adjunct fronting (B& somewhat eagi¢han argument fronting (32
in central adverbial clauses in Faroese (see discussions on this distinction in Icelandic in

Jonsson 1996: 42843):
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Table 6: Argument fronting vs. adjunct fronting in Faroese CACs (comnjoined with medan
‘While’)

Yes ? No

(31) Poula arbeilir * garlinum, melan Andras bakar k¢ kur ’ k¢ kinum. | 100% | 0 0
Poula works in yard-the while Andras bakes cakes in kitchen-the
(32) Poula arbeidir i gardinum, medan kekur bakar Andras i kekinum. 0 0 100%

Poula works in yard-the while cakes bakes Andras in kitchen-the
(33) Poula arbeidir i gardinum, medan i kekinum bakar Andras kekur. 13% | 26% | 61%
Poula works in yard-the while in kitchen-the bakes Andras cakes

This contrast also holds for written Faroese as shown by examples collected from the Timarit.is
corpus (Jonas 2016). In Icelandic, the situation seems to be similar to Faroese in this respect
although we still lack comparable judgement data.

Further comparative data fromvdalians shown intable 7(Angant!sson 2015):

Table 7:Argument fronting in ...vdalian PA@®njoined wittum Oif &) conditional assertion
Yes ? No

(349 Um an ar aldri siOtt filmin  ur beller and EvE
if he has aver seen movithe how can  he then have
nog! mieningg uman?
some opiniorabout he

OIf he has never seen the movie how can he have any opinion of it7 7 0 0

(35 Umfilmin ar analdrisiOtt ur bellerand EvE an
if movie-the has he never se&iow can he then have he
nog! mieningg un?
some opinion about

OIf he has never seen the movie how can he have any opinion of it? 0 1 6

Six out of seven ...vdalian informants fulyected the argument fronting whereas one speaker
put a question mark&n odd sentence that | could hardly ay
Finally, we see an example of argument fronting in Danish (Angant!'sson 2011):

Table 8:Argument fronting in Danish PAGsonjoined withhvis Oif @) conditional assertion
Yes |? No

(36) Hvis filmen har han aldrig sethvordan kan han sE
if moviethe has he never sd@ww can hethen
udtale sig om den?
express himself about it
dr he has never seen the movie, how can he then commenton it?¢ 4% | 58% @ 38%

Interestingly, the majority of the Danish informants (14 out of 26) put a question mark to
argumenfronting in a conditionally asserted PAC.
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5 Concluding remarks

What we have found here can be seen to be an initial promising approach to word order
variation in adverbial clauses when they are considered in the light of the typology argued for
in Haegeman 2012 and much prior woikhis appears to beraghly promising approach as a
means of accounting for long observed word order variation in adverbial cl&uses
environments that are typically said to resist fronting of both arguments and adjumcts
Icelandic and also in other Scandinavian languages although the latter work is more
preliminary. As we have shown here, fronting is possible in a subset of adverbial clauses
exactly as predicted by Haegeman's typology and such examples are botremgntigata
and written sources. Further, this initial work shows that there appears to be a distinction
between argument fronting (less free) and adjunct fronting (more free) in Icelandic and this
distinction has not before been systematically examinedutime research, what we have
found here can be supplemented by further work with speakers and this approach can be
fruitfully extended to other Scandinavian varieties. However, it should be borne in mind that
there may be individual speaker differenceg d¢o resistance to embedded topicalization in
general, and, in addition to this, there may be age differences as shown in Angant!sson
(2011:120) for other types of embedded clauses in Icelandic. The work presented here,
however, is a start towards solvitige longstanding question of word order variation in
adverbial clauses.
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