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General Embedded V2: Icelandic A, B, C, etc.!

Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarsé& Anna-Lena Wiklund

Abstract

On the basis of data from Icelandic, this paper hypotheshmaspure GV2
languages do not exist. Even a very liberal variety of lcéi@displays LV2
properties upon closer examination. By looking for GV2 mdi@s in the
more restrictive varieties of Icelandic, the more extenaeailability of V2
is identibed as mostly involving fronting of what appearbécstage- or con-
trastive topics. It is proposed that such fronting, inchgpa OspuriousO Stylis-
tic Fronting, targets an inner TopicP which is licensed byRA@ Fin. If this
is correct, verb movement may be reintroduced to the list@RArelated dif-
ferences in Scandinavian (Holmberg 2009), although in tiage of a more
extended V2 rather than in terms of V-to-I movement.

1 Introduction

The prevailing assumption underlying works on Icelandiotay is that

topicalization is allowed quite freely in Icelandic depenticlauses (Mag-
noesson 1990, Rsgnvaldsson and Thrfinsson 1990, latridéir@ch 1992,
Johnson and Vikner 1994, Vikner 1995), based on the obsemtat non-

subject fronting is possible in environments where otherlajuages,
such as Swedish, display restrictions; e.g. under ematd/es and non-
assertive predicates, cf. (1), from RSgnvaldsson and fksbin (1990: 23),
vs. (2).

(1) a. J—refast uma I morgunfari Mar'asnemme f¥tur. (Ic.)
John doubts  that tomorrow gets Mary early  up
b. J—nharmarad pesseb—kskuli Zghafa lesi.
John regrets that this book shall I have read

Iwe wish to thank the audience at Grammatikseminariet, NoQ99, Lund University for help-
ful discussion, our informants (including two anonymoumgliists) for judgements of Icelandic
data, Johan Brandtler for judgements of Swedish examplebk/ing emotive factives, and Pnally,
Christer Platzack for his comments.

2Centre for Languages and Literature (SOL-centrum), NORM@d University

3Centre for Languages and Literature (SOL-centrum), NORM®Bd University / Department of
Language and Linguistics, University of Tromsyg,

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 84 (2009), 21D51.
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(2) a. *Johntvivlar pCE atti morgon gEr Maria upptidigt. (Sw.)
Johndoubts thattomorrowgoesMary up early
b. *John@Engraatt denhSr bokenlSstehan.
Johnregretsthatthis herebook readhe

This led Vikner (1995) to discern two classes of (non-resifiy2 lan-
guages labelledeneral embedded V2 languagé®enceforthGV2) and
limited embedded V2 languag@senceforthLV2). Icelandic and Yiddish
are said to belong to the former class, Danish, Dutch, Faréesian, Ger-
man, Norwegian, and Swedish to the laft&V2 languages are claimed
to lack the main/embedded asymmetry seen in LV2 languagbsegard
to possibility of having the verb second word order.

The description of Icelandic as a GV2 language has howe\anr te-
bated already from early on, see J—nsson (1996), and memdy &Srtner
(2003) and Wiklund et al. (2009). We will provide evidencatthlso the
purported GV2 variant of Icelandic, referred tolaslandic Ain J—nsson
(1996) and Wiklund et al. (2009), displays LV2 propertiesmigloser ex-
amination. Pending further investigation of Yiddish, thetyore emerging
Is one where there are no strict GV2 languages, at least tiwe sense brst
intended by this term. Languages can be OmoreO or Olessg s
we know already from differences betweesidualV2 languages, such as
Modern English and Modern French, where V2 is restrictedhterroga-
tives and\egpreposing environments, agéneralV2 languages, such as
the rest of the modern Germanic languages, in addition td&a@glish and
Old French, where topicalization in general involves thew&d order
(the distinction originating with Rizzi 1996)Here, we hypothesize that
all V2 languages display LV2 features, that is to say thay @idedisplay
main/embedded asymmetries when scrutinized.

4For works conbPrming that Faroese displays embedded Vactists, see Wiklund et al. (2009)
and Angangsson (2009).
SKashmiri is also a general V2 language, see Bhatt (1999).
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Nevertheless, even the more restrictive (LV2) variantefdndic ap-
pear to qualify as OmoreO V2 than Swedish, counting envérdswhere
V2 is possible, see (3), just like Swedish is more verb setioaud English
by the same calculus, see (4).

(3) a. Hannsteftr v a 'g%r haf'i hannekkiteki' sZr
he regrettedit thatyesterdayjnhad he not takenseLFr
t'matil a' horfa ¥ myndina. (Ic.)
time for to watchon movieDEF

b. *Han Engradatt igEr hadehaninte tagit sig tid att
he regrettedthatyesterdahad he not takenrREFL timeto

se blmen. (Sw.)
watchmovieDEF
4) a. Ig&Er kom hanhem. (Sw.)
yesterdaycamehe home
b. *Yesterday came he home. (En.)

We would like to take an additional step towards a more peaescription
of this OmoreO V2 property of Icelandic vis-"-vis the otler-residual V2
languages and towards an identibcation of the relevardriof variation.
In the end, the V2 word order, whether subject-initial or,®bbligatory
in most types of clauses in Icelandic and in those clausesenthe Pnite
verb may be left in situ, V2 is always an optiémn this sense, Icelandic
gualibes as a general embedded V2 language. However nigooitinon-
subjects seems restricted across varieties both withdegaine context in
which it appears and with regard to the fronted constituent.

6In fact, there seems to be variation in Swedish with regattiéacceptability of an example like
(3b), cf. Julien (2007). Most speakers, though, bnd theeseatmarked or ungrammatical.

’See Angarifsson (2001, 2007) and Wiklund et al. (2007) on toatexts where ¥in-situ is
possible.
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2 Icelandic B

The first paper mentioning restrictions on fronting in Icelandic that we
have been able to trace is Ottdsson (1989: 95). In his discussion of differ-
ences between Stylistic Fronting and topicalization in embedded clauses,
he states that “[...] Stylistic Fronting applies freely in embedded clauses,

whereas topicalization is heavily restricted”, providing the examples in (5).

(5) a. *Konur ver! ahreddaref/"egard Islandi berjastmenn. (Ic.)
womerget scared if/when onlcelandbght persons
b. Konur ver! a hreddar ef/" egar settar eru m#s 1 ba! keri! .
womenget scared if/when put aremicein bathtub-the

From the paper, we cannot know whether or not the variant exemplified
counts as heavily restricted when contexts other than if -clauses are taken
into consideration but examples like (5a) already tell us that non-subject
fronting is not allowed freely. That fronting is restricted also in other types
of clauses (both wh- and non-wh-) was brought to attention in Magnus-
son (1990). Later, Jonsson (1996) argued that there must be two variants
of Icelandic, one that accepts topicalization in complements of so-called
non-bridge verbs, labelled Icelandic A and one where topicalization in
these complements is considerably degraded, referred to as Icelandic B In
Icelandic Bthus, the examples in (1) above, repeated in (6) below [with
our addition of % in front of the sentences], are judged as bad or marked,
whereas the same sentences are judged as fine in Icelandic A In this con-
nection, it is worth noting that variation with regard to non-subject fronting
has also been reported for Yiddish, see Lowenstamm (1977), Travis (1984),
Besten and Moed-van Walraven (1985), Diesing (1990).

(6) a.%Jon efast umal! & morgun fari Maria snemma 4 fetur. (Ic.)
Johndoubts thattomorrowgetsMary early up
b.%Jon harmar al "essa bok skuli ég hafa lesi! .
Johnregretsthatthis bookshalll haveread
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In order to avoid confusions yielded by the tetmidge-verb, we will
henceforth speak of non-assertive verbs (6a) and emototerda (6b),
which seem to constitute the class of verbs under which cola V2 is
limited in LV2 languages (Wiklund et al. 2009, Wiklund 2069)

Taking the observations by J—nsson (1996) as a point ofulep&Srt-
ner (2003) in turn proposes that we need to revisit the contivat are
supposed to establish the GV2 naturdwiandic A, in particular because
Icelandic B appears unexpected Agpr-based analyses of this GV2 prop-
erty, such as the analysis proposed by Holmberg and Pla(z88k). Ac-
cording to GSrtner, some of the contexts are actually cabipatith the
assumption that alstrelandic A displays restrictions of the kind seen in
LV2 languages. Highly relevant in this respect are clauskxted by emo-
tive factives and non-assertive predicates (includin@teshassertive pred-
icates), which as mentioned display restrictions on V2 i2 lséhguages.
In a detailed investigation of embedded V2 declarativesssc6candina-
vian, Wiklund et al. (2009) present data that not only conltmm exis-
tence oficelandic B but also show that restrictions on non-subject fronting
IS quite common, in so far as the informants (linguists witklandic as
their mother toungue) are representative. Only one out efifformants
allows non-subject fronting across-the-board of the emadtactive and
non-assertive contexts examined (Wiklund et al. 2009: 1983 way of
illustration, non-subject fronting in the emotive facto@ntext (7a) and the
non-assertive context (7b) below are judged as impossypfedut of 5 in-
formants. (7c) is judged as impossible by one speaker, rddmkipossible
by two speakers, and bPne by two speakers.

8The notion ofbridge-verb concerns the extent to which a verb permits extraction frasncaom-
plement clause (see Erteschik-Shir 1973 for an early dismojsand does not seem to go hand in
hand with the extent to which V2 is possible (cf. Vikner 1998ljen 2007). But see Featherston
(2004) for a different conclusion for German.

SWe disregard here the one informant (no. 5 in Wiklund et 209 @hat shows restrictions on Pnite
complementation with the relevant class of predicates.
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(7) a.%Hoest eftir pv' @ pessab¥zkurhefdi hoenesio. (Ic.)

she regrettedit thatthese bookshad sheread

b.%fger ekkisammilaykkurumad pessab—klas haoerof
| amnot agree you on thatthis bookreadshetoo
h%agt.
slowly

c.%Hoervar leid ybr pv’ a pessamb¥skurhefdi hoerekki lesio
she wassad overit thatthese bookshad shenot read
enn.

yet
Needless to say, the assumption that Icelandic is a genelzdded V2
language in the sense that there is no main/embedded askynwaiidt re-
gard to non-subject fronting is wrong, except potentiadly Itelandic A
which however appears uncommon in its purest form. Thegefee would
like to re-adress the question OHow Icelandic can you beuitpeak Ice-
landic B?O (GSrtner 2003: 120) by investigating the evilgiven for the
GV2 status ofcelandic Aand by looking for additional LV2 properties of
what seems to be such a variety. We will provide indicatitiagitelandic
B is very Icelandic indeed becaulselandic Aas we thought of it may not
even exist.

¥ Observation:
Main/embedded asymmetries appear more common than eglpecte
from a GV2 language.

¥ Hypothesis
Icelandic Aalso displays main/embedded asymmetries.

3 LV2 properties of Icelandic A

According to the seminal work by RSgnvaldsson and Thring4®90:
24), there is Ono general asymmetry between main clauseslamdinate
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clauses as far as topicalization possibilities are concerned”. As noted by the
two authors though, the claim hinges on the their assumption that Stylis-
tic Fronting is a type of topicalization in Icelandic (cf. also Rognvaldsson
1986 and Hrafnbjargarson 2004). This is an important point because the
examples of non-subject fronting in adverbial clauses provided by Rogn-
valdsson and Thrainsson (1990) all seem to involve Stylistic Fronting, as
Jonsson (1996) points out. Compare (8a) below (from Rognvaldsson and
Thrainsson 1990: 25), which involves Stylistic Fronting of a participle in a
temporal adjunct clause, with (8b) and (8c).

(8 a. Pegarkomid var til Reykjavikur [...] (Ic.)
whenarrived wasto Reykjav’k

b. *Pegar komid var barnid  til Reykjavikur [...]
whenarrived waschild.DEF to Reykjav’k

c. *Komid var barnid  til Reykjavikur pegar [...]
come waschild.DEF to Reykjav'’k when

Abstracting away for the moment from the debate on the status of Stylis-
tic Fronting as being a subcase of topicalization or not, there are several
ways of knowing that (8a) does not involve a “normal” topicalization. Ap-
plying some of the diagnostics by Maling (1980, 1990), the fronting is not
possible in the presence of an overt subject, cf. (8b), participles cannot
be topicalized, which is exemplified by a root clause in (8c), and Stylistic
Fronting contrasts with topicalization in being clause-bounded. In addi-
tion, topicalization is generally bad in temporal adjunct clauses like the
one above, a fact also noted by (Magnusson 1990: 114), from whom the

example in (9) below is borrowed.

(9) ?Utanrikisradherra hélt bladamannafund pegartil S'’n  hafdi hann
foreign.minister heldjournalist. meetingvhento seLF had he
bodad alla sendiherra  landsins. (Ic.)
invitedall ambassadorsountryDEF
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Although Magnusson assigns a question mark to the sentence in (9), we
infer from the running text that such examples are judged as marked and
quite unnatural.!® Consulting the tables given in Magntisson (1990: 116-
117), who is taken to be representative of Icelandic A (cf. Jonsson 1996),
fronting is easiest in that-clauses, possible in e.g. concession clauses, pur-
pose clauses, and reason clauses, but bad in e.g. embedded wh-clauses
(with the exception of clauses introduced by hvort ‘whether’), temporal

clauses, and conditional clauses.

3.1 Wh-clauses, temporal, and conditional clauses

The alleged GV?2 property of Icelandic thus neither applies to wh-clauses,
nor to temporal clauses, nor to conditional clauses. Note that these clauses

also do not allow V2 in Swedish:

(10)  a. *Hann spur! i hvar 1 ger hef! i hann hitt hana. (Ic.)
he  asked where yesterday had he met her
b. *Hann kemur bara heim ef & morgun hefur hann tima til "ess.
he  comes only home if tomorrow has he time to it
c. *Hann s4 hana "egar i geer for hdn 1t.
he  saw her when yesterday went she out

(11)  a. *Han fragade var  igar hade han sett henne. (Sw.)
he asked where yesterday had he seen her
b. *Han kommer bara hem om i morgon far han tid.
he comes only homeif tomorrow gets he time
c. *Han sag henne nidr igar gick hon ut.
he saw her when yesterday went she out

A few examples have been given in the literature to show that topicaliza-
tion is sometimes possible in embedded wh-clauses in Icelandic, see (12),

taken from Iatridou and Kroch (1992) [with our addition of % in front

10The judgements described in running text in connection with Magnisson’s examples do not always
appear consistent his grammaticality assignments in the examples. Sometimes, a question mark
may imply a fairly natural occurrence of embedded topicalization, whereas in other cases it refers
to a relatively bad example of embedded fronting.
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of the sentence]. For a couple of other examples, see Magnusson (1990).
Many speakers of Icelandic find the sentences ungrammatical though. Re-
cently, Thrainsson (2007: 44) seems to agree that non-subject topicaliza-
tion is “usually quite bad or even impossible” in embedded wh-clauses and

relative clauses.

(12) %Eg spurdi hvar henni hefdu flestir adddendur gefid blém.  (Ic.)
I asked where to-her had most admirers given flowers

3.2 Concession, purpose, and reason clauses

Turning to concession clauses, purpose clauses, and reason clauses, it is
rather unsurprising that non-subject fronting is possible in these in view
of the fact that such a fronting is available also in Swedish in the same

environments if the fronted element is a spatial or temporal adjunct:

(13) a. Han klarade provet fastin  pa skolan hade de inte sett
he passed test.DEF although at school had they not seen
honom alls. (Sw.)
him  at.all

b. Han gomde sig sa att hela dagen skulle hans mor
he hid SELF so that whole day.DEF would his mother
tro att han var pa skolan.
believe that he was at school

c. Hangomdesig darfor att hela dagen hade han trott

he hid  REFL because that whole day.DEF had he believed

att de jagade honom.

that they chased him
So far thus, the GV2 status of Icelandic is questionable. Even if we disre-
gard wh-clauses and conditional clauses, which arguably involve operators,
the presence of restrictions in temporal clauses is unexpected. Moreover,
to the extent that Icelandic is a GV2 language, so can Swedish be said to be

a GV2 language. Because up to now, there does not seem to be a big dif-
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ference between these two languages with regard to envaotsmvhere
V2 is unrestricted.

3.3 That-clauses

That-clauses Pnally, where topicalization is reported to béeesgdivide

in two classes with regard to the availability of root pheroia such as
embedded topicalization (Hooper and Thompson 1973, Asdar$975,
Green 1976, den Besten 1977/1983, Wechsler 1991, Holmhdrglatzack
1995, Haegeman 2006, Heycock 2006, Truckenbrodt 200612006,
2007, Wiklund et al. 2009). As mentioned above, one of thégsses,
viz. clauses selected by emotive factives and non-assemnedicates, has
played an important role in determining the GV2 property adlandic.
Cross-linguistically, root phenomena are not possibléasé clauses, but
as we know, Icelandic has been considered to be an exceptiois tcf. the
often cited examples in (1) above. As pointed out by Wiklunalg(2009)
however, the emotive factiviemrma OregretO in (1b), repeated in (14), dif-
fers (just like Englishregret) from the corresponding Swedish version, i.e.
dangra, with regard to update potential: The content of an embedtiese
underharma does not have to be part of the common ground; it can be new
information to the addressee. In this sengema resembles both semi-
factive and assertive predicates, which makes the pasgiiiihon-subject
topicalization less surprising.

(14) J—nharmaral "esséb—kskuli Zghafa lesi . (Ic.)
John regrets that this book shall I have read

Another important observation that is yet to be fully untied but which

may be relevant to examples like (14) is that non-subijecttiing in Ice-

landic improves considerably in the presence of certainalsad the em-

bedded clause, see Hrafnbjargarson (2008). A more acquiediécate to

use when screening for GV24s eftir OregretO, which as noted by Wiklund
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et al. (2009) behaves like Swedighgra with regard to (lack of) update
potential and in requiring coreference between the matrk@mbedded
subject. As mentioned above, only one out of bve informaotepted

non-subject fronting under this predicéte:

(15) %Hoest eftir 'v' a' !essab¥kurhef'i hoenesi'. (Ic.)
she regretted it that these books had she read

Concluding our brief discussion of emotive factives, itieresting to note
that Swedish appears to show a split between emotive fadikedngra
OregretO, on the one hand, and emotive factivesrikea sig dver Obe
irritated overQuara glad éver Obe happy about@a stolr sver Obe proud
of O, etc. on the other. Under the latter, fronting of scettaxg adverbials
(Lambrecht 1994) or stage topics (Erteschik-Shir 1999,720€ in fact
quite possible, something that to our knowledge has not besussed
previously in the literature.

(16) a. *Han(Engradatt igCEr hadehanintetagit sig tid att
he regretted that yesterday had he not taken SELFtime to
se blmen. (Sw.)
see film.DEF

b. ?Hanirriteradesig Sver att igCEr hadehaninte tagit
he irritated SELF over that yesterday had he not taken
sig tid attse PImen.

SELFtime to see film.DEF

(17) a. *Han@Engradatt denhSr gEngenadehankommitih@Eg
he regretted that this here time  had he come to.mind
attringa. (Sw.)
to call

11A minor complication withsja eftir OregretO is that some speakers of Icelandic do not all@wv bnit
complements embedded under this predicate. This was dedtfor in the study of Wiklund et al.
(2009).
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b. ?Han var glad 6ver att den hidr géangen hade han kommit
he was glad over that this here time  had he come
ihdg  att ringa.
to.mind to call

This difference, again, goes hand in hand with a difference in the update
potential of the embedded proposition. With dngra ‘regret’, the embedded
clause already has to be part of the common ground for most speakers and
thus cannot be introduced as new information to the addresse, except in
a very indirect way via the presupposition. With the other predicates on
the other hand, the embedded proposition can more easily be introduced
as new information to the addressee. Adding emotive factives to the pic-
ture, Icelandic is starting to look like Swedish and depending on the point
of view from which we consider this picture, Swedish displays more GV?2
properties than we thought, or Icelandic is an LV2 language, except that
we have identified a speaker of Icelandic that allows non-subject fronting
in complements of emotive factives of the kind that seem to lack update
potential. Either this speaker is a speaker of Icelandic A or sjd eftir ‘re-
gret’ behaves like harma ‘regret’ with respect to update potential for this

speaker.

The most frequently cited example of fronting under a non-assertive
predicate, used to validate the GV2 property of Icelandic, is arguably (1a),
repeated in (18a), involving the predicate efast um ‘doubt’. It is a well
known fact that adjuncts front more easily than arguments. If we try to
front an argument under efast um, as in (18b), the more restrictive speakers
reject the example as marked or impossible (cf. Wiklund et al. 2009). In

Swedish, both examples are impossible or heavily marked, cf. (19).

(18) a. Jon efast uma! 4 morgun fari Maria snemma a faetur. (Ic.)
John doubts  that tomorrow gets Mary early  up
b.%J6n efast uma! "ennan mann hafi Maria hitt.
Jon doubts on that this man has Maria met.
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(19)  a. *John tvivlar pa att i morgon vill Maria ga upp tidigt. (Sw.)

John doubts on that tomorrow will Maria go up early

b. *John tvivlar pa att den hdr mannen har Maria tréffat.

John doubts on that this here man  has Maria met
There may be some variation with respect to the possibility of topicaliz-
ing stage topics under tvivia ‘doubt’ in Swedish. According to Christer
Platzack (p.c.), the examples in (19) are not completely ungrammatical,
but heavily marked. For him, topicalization improves with betvivia, also
meaning doubt. As we would expect, in his variant, betvivia differs from

tvivla in being able to embed new information to the addressee.

3.4 How Icelandic are they who speak Icelandic A?

What remains of Icelandic A given the above facts? A speaker accepting
(15) and (18b) above must qualify as a speaker of Icelandic A. The verb
second word order is not allowed in the relevant environments in most
varieties of Swedish, nor fronting of demonstrative DPs in the restrictive
varieties of Icelandic that we have examined. Given that there is at least
some variation present also in Swedish, Icelandic is perhaps not as ex-
otic as it may seem on the surface. (15) and (18b) involve a contrastive
topic, (18a) a stage topic. It is tempting to relate these features to the in-
ner Topic position dominating FinP in the left periphery of Rizzi (1997),
the latter of which may be described as introducing the here and now of
the discourse, cf. Platzack (1998). Below, we will encounter some further
indications that these features play a role in determining variation. Impor-
tantly however, Icelandic A does not seem to be a GV2 language in the
sense that main/embedded asymmetries are not present. If the demonstra-
tive is removed, even the most liberal speaker rejects fronting in the crucial
contexts despite being given a context that facilitates a contrastive (topic)

reading. This is illustrated in (20b) in the context of (20a).
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(20) a. Fyrir helgi hafi kennarinn bedid stcedentanaum
beforeweekenchad teachemEeF askedstudent®DEF about

ad lesa b—kina og leysaverkefnp " lok kalRa
to read bookDEF and solveassignmenhEF in end chapter
Sex. (Ic.)
SiX

b. *¢ minudagfuréadi kennarinn sig f ad b—kina
on Monday surprisedteachemEF SELF on that bookDEF

hsfou steedentarniekki lesio en verkefnp hsfou peir
had student®DEFnot read butassignmenberhad they
allir leyst.

all solved

The same fronting is unproblematic in a root clause, as shio21).

(21) B—kina hsfou steedentarnekki lesio en verkefnd hsfou
book-thehad students-thaot read but assignment-théad
peir allir leyst. (Ic.)

theyall solved

These data enable us to conclude that even the most allownmgfy that
we have identibed in our investigation displays LV2 propsmipon closer
scrutiny, i.e. a main / embedded asymmetry with regard to-suiect
fronting. Although it needs to be investigated in more degiurther indi-
cation of this asymmetry concerns concessive V2 clausashvals shown

in Wechsler (1991) seem to be independent from the forceeofrtatrix
clause in an LV2 language as Swedish. As a consequence,diaeses
escape the scope of matrix negation, yieldimgpap, because opterpreta-
tion but not anot (p, because qeading, see GSrtner (2003) for discussion.
This is exemplibed below.

(22) Jagvar inteorolig fSratt haninte hadekommithem. (Sw.)
| wasnot worried becauséie not had come home
A (p, because q)
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(23) Jagvar inteorolig fSratt hanhadeinte kommithem. (Sw.)

I was not worried because he had not come home
- p, because q

The reading of (22), involving a non-V2 word order, is one vehthe ma-
trix subject was not worried by the fact that the embeddedestithad
not returned (but the matrix subject might have been woroe@nother
reason). In (23) however, involving the V2 word order, théyarading
available is one where the reason the matrix subject was ooted was
because the embedded subject had not returndcellindic A would be
a GV2 language in the sense intended, we would expect a rimeesu
fronting in a similar context to be compatible with the prsadingnot
(p, because g), i.e. we would not expect such a fronting to impose to any
restrictions with regard to the scope of matrix negations Hxpectation
does not seem to be met:

(24) Hannsi hanaekkiaf!v’ a" ybr rau'u peysunni var hcen
he  saw her not because over red jumper.DEF was she in
svartriregnkfpu (Ic.)
black rain.coat
) = p, because q
(i)  #- (p, because q)

The only reading available according to our most allowiniprnmant is
the one where the reason that the matrix subject did not seenibvedded
subject was that she had a black rain coat over her red juthpebetter
example illustrating the point would be the following:

12Scopal possibilities have been observed to be affected digeelof mood, see Sigusson (1990).
Subjunctive mood is impossible in the adjunct clause of %) mood is not subject to variation
in this context, nor in the context exemplibed in GSrtnedB2@xample 2), borrowed from latri-
dou and Kroch (1992). Variation in mood is therefore notljike have anything to do with the
Icelandic A/B split, cf. GSrtner (2003).
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(25) Hanrnfer ekki’ sund af pv’ ad heitu pottunumPnnsthonum
he goemot inswimmingoecausewarmpotsTHE Pndshe
svogott ad sitja’. (Ic.)
SO0 goodto sit in

Although it remains to be tested, we expect that also hererthereading

available is the one where the subject doesnOt go swimmaagise he

likes to sit in the warm pots instead. The second readinghiesone where
the subject goes swimming for some other reason than sittitige warm

pots, should not be available. A natural next step is to ftelaslandic B

and look for GV2 properties, which would give us a clue to the@O V2

property of Icelandic.

4 GV2 properties of Icelandic B

Although as mentioned above, fronting of a demonstrativafi@@ment in
the complement of the emotive factisg eftir OregretO is rejected by many
speakers, (26), fronting of a stage topic is possible fot¢bndic author

of the present paper (who speaks the more restrictive yardt (27).

(26) *Hoerst eftir pv' @ pessabdakurhefoi haenesio. (Ic. B)
she regrettedit thatthese bookshad sheread

(27) a. Hanrsfeftr pv'a 'g¥%r  haBi hannekkitekid sZr
he regrettedit thatyesterdajnad he not takenseLF
t'matil ad horfa ¥ myndina. (Ic. B)
time for to watchon PImMDEF

b. Hannst eftir pv’ ad Dpettaskipti haioi hanngleymt ao

he regrettedit thatthis time had he forgottento
hringja.
call

This fact conbPrms the observation that fronting of adjuréten yields
a better result than fronting of objects, see e.g. J—ns896)(From the
contrast between (27a) and (28) below, furthermore, we oanlade that
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also Icelandic B displays GV2 properties and even though restrictive in
comparison withicelandic A, the variety is OmoreO V2 than the standard
varieties of Swedish.

(28) *HanEngradett igCEr hadehanintetagit sig tid attse
he regretted that yesterday had he not taken SELFtime to see
PImen. (Sw.)

film.DEF
The possibility of fronting stage topics in some of the sad.V2 envi-
ronments thus seems to be one GV2 property that setddditndic A and
Icelandic B apart from the rest of the Scandinavian languages (abstract
ing away from minor variation). The possibility of frontimgntrastive ar-
gument topics seems to be the GV2 property that Befandic A apart
from bothlcelandic B and the rest of the Scandinavian languages, (29) vs.
(26)/(30). Speakers vary with regard to whether or not a aestnative is
required.

(29) Hcesteftir v a' !essabdkurhef'i hoenesi'. (Ic. A)
she regretted it that these books had she read

(30) *HanEngradeitt de hSr bickerna hadehaninte ISst. (Sw.)
he regretted that these here books.DEF had he not read

A requirement for demonstrative contrast has been noteddiore of the
embedded frontings in Yiddish, see Diesing (1990).

5 Adding some peace to various debates

As mentioned in passing above, we tentatively proposeltiedarget phrase
of the relevant material (contrastive topics and stagec&)ps the inner
topic projection, which immediately dominates FinP in R(@897):

(31) Force Top* Fodop* Fin
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Depending on the viewpoint one wishes to take, FinP is th& rdge of
the C-domain or alternatively the left edge of the I-domdithe clause.
We follow Rizzi (1997) in viewing Pniteness as the core |Rtexl property
expressed by the complementizer system, and thus a pae @f-8ystem
rather than the I-system of the clause. Assuming Wiklund.€2807) to
be correct in taking (all) verb movement in Icelandic to kiggered by
FinP (cf. Holmberg and Platzack 2005), it appears reasertabtonnect
the licensing of material in the relevant Topic phrase tdvaovement to
FinP13 We specibcally propose that the presence of a trigger of &)
movement in Fin (arguably AGR) licenses the innermost Thiase. On
the assumption that (V2) verb movement targets a phrasehigan Fin
in Swedish (and the other Mainland Scandinavian languaged)iklund
et al. (2007), the analysis correctly predicts a differdmetsveen Icelandic
and the rest of the Scandinavian languages with regardanding of verb
second in the relevant LV2 contexts. These contexts cankies t@ lack
the domains above Fin. Hence, only Icelandic is expectedsigay V2
in such environments. In this sense Icelandic can be destab a GV2
language, albeit with expected LV2 properties; we hypodeethat these
follow from universal structural debciencies of LV2 clasis&d in the case
of scopal opacity/island effects from the presence of matar the inner
Topic phrase (available in the LV2 clauses that contain Rifcelandic).
Thelcelandic A/Bsplit, in turn, can be argued to follow from differences
between speakers regarding where contrastive topicsareskd; the inner
TopicP forlcelandic Avs. the outer TopicP fdicelandic B

In view of the proposal that at least some of the cases refdéoras
Stylistic Fronting in the literature may have discoursated effects and
pattern with topicalization with regard to (absence ofuslboundedness
and possibility of appearing with an overt subject, see kbglrgarson

13Whether this movement involves head movement or XP moveisartt relevant here. The im-
portant point is that FinP licenses V2 in Icelandic but nag.ig. Swedish.
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(2004), it seems natural to investigate whether the frgstidentibed here
as establishing the presence of GV2 properties of Icelacainstitute a
spuriousStylistic Fronting of this kind. As we will see in the next seaq,
this indeed seems to be the case. If we are correct, some pescalso
be added to this debat&ue Stylistic Fronting may be seen as movement
to FInP andspuriousStylistic Fronting as movement to the inner TopicP.
Both types are dependent on a trigger for verb movement intikénlatter
on our assumption that this trigger licenses fronting toitiner TopicP.

6 Spurious Stylistic Fronting

Stylistic fronting, see Maling (1980, 1990), RSgnvalds§b®86), Platzack
(1988), Falk (1993), J—nsson (1991, 1996), Holmberg (2008,), Sells
(2002), Hrafnbjargarson (2004), and Ott (2008) among mémgre, known
in traditional Swedish grammar &8-konstruktionen (the wedge construc-
tion), is a leftwards movement of various types of elememssially one
word; typically movement of an adverb, a participle, or abvparticle,
into a position that immediately precedes the bnite vegilisBt Fronting

Is attested in Icelandic and to some extent in Faroese aswllthe older
stages of Swedish and Danish. (32) illustrates Stylistomting of the par-
ticiple kost Oelectedd.

(32) !'f semkosi' hafaFrams—knarf3okkinrtvisvarsinnum (Ic.)
thosethat electechaveProgressive.partperFtwo  times

Stylistic Fronting has been related to V2 and (in particidas of V-to-1)
verb movement and it has also been argued that StylistictiGgpapplies
in order to rescue a V2 clause structure, e.g. Maling (1990} satisfy an
EPP feature in the same way as expletive insertion, e.g. birign(2000).
As we have mentioned, the claim of RSgnvaldsson and Thrgmgks990)
that topicalization is equally good in main and subordirdéeises hinges

14The example was found on the Internet: http://bjorgviraeyig/kjrgengi.htm.
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on the assumption that Stylistic Fronting is a type of tolgedion. In an
attempt to unify SF and embedded V2, Hrafnbjargarson (20@4ins that
the landing site of Stylistic Fronting is within the CP-ddm#&

Since Maling (1980, 1990), we also know that Stylistic Fnogtis
restricted to clauses involvingubject gapse.g. embedded subject ques-
tions, subject relative clauses, and impersonal passiViese are clauses
in which OnormalO non-subject fronting is typically madwmaghgrammat-
ical. As can be seen from (33c), however, Stylistic Frontsigke topical-
ization in not being restricted to embedded clau$es.

(33) a. Fyrswar spurt hvort kosit hefliveri [...] (Ic.)
prst wasaskedwhetherelectechad been
b. "eir sempessaerkiu fkvSounver aal taka
thosethat this difbcultdecision have to take
c. Kost verur til #ings " n¥astwiku.
electedbecomeso parliamentin next week
Stylistic Fronting is restrained by the so-callédcessibility Hierarchy
(34), brst mentioned in Maling (1980). If there are two or emoandidates
for Stylistic Fronting in the clause, only the leftmost ometbe hierarchy

may be fronted.

(34) The Accessibility Hierarchy (adapted from Maling 198090)
! $ | $
" Negationekki % " past participl?e/0

> > Predicative adjective
# Sentence advefb # Verb particle &

Unlike Stylistic Fronting of the elements listed on Malisgiginal hier-
archy, Stylistic Fronting of PPs (regardless of their a8 argument or
adjunct) does not obey to the Accessibility Hierarchy. Viélasr Stylistic

15The target is proposed to be FocusP in Hrafnbjargarson {24t is not obvious to us that the
fronted item is not a stage topic or a contrastive topic arhte

16(33a) is taken from the Internet, http://samgonguradussynedia/Skyrsla/Sameiningarskyrsla.pdf,
(33b) from Holmberg (2000).
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Fronting of a participle in the presence of a sentence adaenbegation)
Is impossible, see (35b), PPs may front freely, cf. (35c).

(35) a. Hanrspubihvort aldrei hefoi verio basd ° pesstheesi. (Ic.)
he asked whether never had been livedinthis house
b. *Hannspuli hvort  buio hefoi aldreiverio’ pessuhaesi.
he  asked whether lived had never been in this house
c. Hannspuli hvort ¢ pessu hiisi hefoi aldreiverio bosd.
he  asked whether in this house had never been lived

Even if we try to make sense of the Accessibility Hierarchteirms of lo-
cality (the Minimal Link Condition, closest attract/shest move, equidis-
tance, etc.), any analysis of Stylistic Fronting will rurtartroubles ex-
plaining why Stylistic Fronting of a PP is Pne in the presesfcesentence
adverb/negation (which would be closer than the PP to thdirigrsite of
Stylistic Fronting) but not the Stylistic Fronting of a pgarple (which is
equally close to the landing site as, at least, the PP argumé3b), both
originating from within the verb phrase). The differenceven clearer in
impersonal passives embedded under non-assertive pejisae (36a).
As (36¢) and (36d) illustrate, the fronting is not clausermbed. The only
reading available for (36¢) and (36d) is the one where the ifhates
from within the embedded clause.

(36) a. Hanrefast umad ' pessuhcesi habnokkurnt'ma verio

he  doubts on that in this house has any time been
bos. (Ic.)
lived

b. Hannefast umad ' pessithaesi habSilv’adrottningnokkurn
he  doubtson thatinthis house has Silvia queen  any

t'ma bosd.
time lived

C. & pessuhcesi efast hannumad habnokkurnt’'ma verid
in this house doubts he on that has any time been
bos.

lived
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d. & !essihcesi efast hannuma' Silv'adrottninghabnokkurn
inthis housedoubtshe on thatSilviaqueen hasany
t'ma becei.
time lived

Although, as Wiklund et al. (2009) point out, non-asserpvedicates are
not compatible with embedded non-subject fronting in atletzes of Ice-
landic, even the restrictive speakers allow fronting ofesttopic (spatial
or temporal adverbials) in these complements. Since teaesubject gap
in impersonal passives, any fronting in these is by traditoalyzed as
Stylistic Fronting. Importantly however, fronting of a g&atopic in the
presence of a subject in the active counterparts is alsobpessf. (36b).
Since these complements do not have a subject gap, whatrapgpdae
the same fronting is by tradition analyzed as topicalizatithe only dif-
ference between Stylistic Fronting and topicalization B§Phen seems to
involve the subject gap restriction.

If we disregard the possibility of a subject gap for the motieing,
which makes the fronting a potential candidate for an amalysterms
of Stylistic Fronting, the absence of clause-boundedress$ an analy-
sis of the relevant fronting in terms of topicalization mthhan Stylistic
Fronting. As (37) illustrates, fronting of a participle isuase-bounded.

(37) *Bcel efast hannuma' habnokkurnt'maveri"’ !essthaesi. (Ic.)
liveddoubtshe on thathasany timebeeninthis house

Moreover, fronting of a participle is restricted to claus@gh a subject
gap, (38a) vs. (38b) below, whereas, as illustrated abowegrtifg of PPs
can appear with or without an overt subject, (36a-b).

(38) a. Hanrefast uma' bcagi habveri®’ !essthcesi £ s™ustu
He doubtson thatlivedhasbeeninthis houseonlast
Sld. (Ic.)

century
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b. *Hannefast uma!l bcadi habSilv’adrottning’ "essuheesi
He doubts on that lived has Silvia queen  inthis house
1 s'lustusld.
on last  century

In all respects, fronting of temporal and spatial adjuctgiments appear
to qualify as topic fronting rather than Stylistic Frontivge therefore pro-
pose that fronting of these targets the Inner Topic Phrass & the ab-
sence of an overt subject, and that tkparious Stylistic Fronting is just
another reRection of the OmoreO V2 property of Icelandite mnaailable
in virtue of the presence of a trigger for (V2) verb displaeamin Fin;
arguably AGRY’ In a way, our proposal seems to rescue a connection be-
tween rich agreement and verb movement, with a proviso treveérb
movement targets the C-system rather than the I-systenedflfiuse, in
contrast to the verb movement found in e.g. Northern Norarggivhich
undoubtedly targets the I-system of the clause (Bentze®,200klund
et al. 2007). As far as we can see, our analysis is consistémntive pro-
posal of Holmberg (2009) that certain differences betwéen3candina-
vian languages are related to agreement. Before we conctwaeuld be
interesting to have a closer look Aklandic C, a variety reported on in
Wiklund et al. (2009) as one that rejects fronting of demi@iste argu-
ment DPs in most if not all embedded environments, includiresserted
clauses.

170ur analysis bears some resemblance to the analysis médsertiolmberg and Platzack (1995),
in the sense that AGR is able to license a recursive C, in #rglysis a second Obniteness op-
eratorO. It is also in line with the proposal in Hrafnbjasgar(2004) that Stylistic Fronting and
embedded V2 should be related to V-to-I movement (corredipgrio V-to-Fin movement here).
On the face of it, the analysis seems to be a notational tarfgoostulating an edge feature in Fin
(alternating with an EPP feature), cf. Platzack (2009) tmhsan analysis of T in Icelandic. The
licensing of the inner Topic phrase (or edge feature) by A&Rains to be understood.
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7 Icelandic C

Icelandic Chere refers to the variety of one informant (consulted in the
work by Wiklund et al. 2009), who seemed to reject frontingrein the
complement of assertive predicates and even in the presér@cdemon-
strative in the fronted argument constituent. Given owlte$ere, we may
hypothesize that the informant is actually a speakéc@findic Band that
given the right context, fronting of stage topics and po&digtalso con-
trastive topics should be Pne at least in assertive envieotsn This is
indeed the case. The a-examples below provide the contdxharinfor-
mant was asked to judge the b-examples. Both fronting ofgeettaic and
fronting of a demonstrative DP is judged as Pne in the comgiérof an
assertive predicate:

(39) a. ¢ foreldrafundinum kom framad RestbSrn  byrja ad
onparent.meetingeF cameforth thatmostchildrenbeginto
I%ra margfsldunartsBuna ' 3. edad. bekk. (Ic.)

learn multiplication.tableDEF in 3rd or 4thgrade
b. Kennarinn sagi samt ad ' pessunsk—Iabyrjudu
teachemEF said neverthelesthatinthis  schoolstarted
bSrnin T margfSldunartSBunni pegar * 1. bekk.
childrenDEF onmultiplication.tableDEF alreadyin 1stgrade

(40) a. Seélabankastj—ri tilkynnti ad styrivextir mynduh¥akka
central.bank.directoannouncedhatprime.ratewould rise
um15%’ lok min®arins. (Ic.)
on 15%in endmonthDEF

b. Hannsagi jafnframtad pessatkvsoun hefdi hanntekio
he said also that this decision had he taken
eftir mikla 'grundun.
after muchthinking
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8 Conclusion

We have hypothesized that there are no pure GV2 languagdbedra-
sis of data from Icelandic. Even the supposed GV?2 variesiandic A
displays LV2 properties upon closer examination. In thisssdécelandic
B should be considered rather representative of Icelanddgeitheless,
it is hard to dispute the fact thatelandic B despite being restricted, is
more liberal than Swedish (and arguably the rest of the Scawidn lan-
guages) with respect to non-subject fronting in environimémat cross-
linguistically resist root phenomena of this kind. We havarmected this
possibility to the presence of a trigger for V2 (or verb desgg@ment) in Fin
(supposedly AGR), which licenses an inner TopicP, immetiatominat-
ing Fin (in the left periphery of Rizzi 1997). We have theremded one
more phenomenon to the list of AGR-related differences em8mavian,
recently updated by Holmberg (2009), viz. that of generadbeaded V2,
in the slightly modibed sense described here (includinghfemibedded
asymmetries). We have argued that the inner TopicP is thettposition
of at least stage- and contrastive topics, which in the alesehan overt
subject have been analyzed as Stylistic Fronting. We hawerskthat this
type ofspuriousStylistic Fronting is best seen as topicalizatimelandic
A andlIcelandic Bcan be said to differ with regard to where for example
contrastive argument topics move (inner vs. outer TopicP).

Our claim that the GV2 status of Icelandic is neverthelesidid should
be more or less expected, if we assume that there is varwattbrregard
to which layer of the C-domain is targeted by the movemeng&)onsible
for the verb second word order and if we assume that depectirges
differ with regard to which parts of the C-layer are avaiiglalin assumption
in favor of which there seems to be enough independent esden

The data presented here constitute yet another piece &readgainst
the assumption that Icelandic is a language that displalependent V-to-
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| movement. All verb movement in Icelandic targets the Qteysof the
clause (Wiklund et al. 2009). If the I-system of the clauseenargeted,
it would be a rather strange coincidence that the extendesdilmbty of

fronting non-subjects (extended V2), which seems diseotekated, and
near obligatory verb movement to a high position in the @ags hand in
hand in the Germanic languages. In our analysis, these arsiti@s of the
same coin.
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“Disagreeing” pronominal referencand
gendenn Swedish

Abstract: Swedish allow the use of a pronoun, such &g (it.neuter) ‘it’ below, which
seems to disagree with its antecedent in formal gender:

() Bohar kSpt [en dansk cykel]. Det vill jag ocks&E ha.
Bo has bought [a.common Danish bicycle];  it.neuter want | too have
"Bo has bought a Danish bicyclel would like to have one like that too.’

This paper examines the properties of alleged “disagreement”, illustratedin (i), as well as in

topic doubling. In order to explain the observed phenomenon, the featune sethe four

nonplural 3° person pronouns is examined. It is argued that Swedish has two instances of the

pronounsadet (it.neut) ‘it and den (it.common)‘it’, one referential pronoufR-pronoun) and

one syntactipronoun(S-pronour. Spronouns link to linguistic entities, whereagpRnouns

link to discourse entities. It slsoargued thatlef (it.neuter) ‘it’ in (i) is an Rpronaun which

lacks a number feature, hence no true disagreement is at hand. A unified account is presented

as to what type of meanings the use of gar@oun and an{Rronoun may give rise to.
Therelation between the formal and the semantic gender systewedish is discussed,

and a fowway semantic gender system is proposdtereeach gender correspaio a third

person nosplural pronoun.lt is furthermoreproposed that formal gender featugee not

syntacti¢ but features that are addpdstsyntactically,in a morphological moduleTheir

function is to make visiblethe presence aabsence of other featurds, particularnumber,

which othervise wouldlack aphonological exponent.

Keywords: formal gender, semantic gender, pronouns, disagreement, anaphoric pronouns,
deictic pronouns, topic doubling, cross-sentential reference
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I" #$%&')*%+'$

The main function of nounsin human language it identify and track
discourse referents sentence internadigd across clausal boundariésa
pronoun andts antecedent noun phrakave the same refencein the world of
discourse For instancein an authentic utterancsuch as (1) belowthe /ittle
girl and sherefer to the same person

(1) [The little gir]; was happy. Shéad just won the swimming race.

The interpretation of pronouns waskhe ame way in Swedishs in English
and in many other languagdsut in Swedishit is possible to use a pronoun that
appears to disagree with ismtecedentin formal gendeas well as imumber.
Swedish has two formajenders on nouns: common gender andiarelihe
noun phrasex dansk cykel "#$%#&'()$*'+,+-.18 (2a and b)s a common gender
nounphrase since cykel "*'+,+-./$'($#$+0110&$2.&3.4$ &D5&1 is a common
gendempronoun whereasdet is neuter.Nevertheless, both (2a) and (2b) el
formed

(2) a Bohar kSpt [en dansk cykel]. Den vill  jag ocksE ha.
Bo has bought [a Danish bicyclel; it.common want | too have
160$)#($*052) 7 $#P%#&'()$*'+,+-.8$9%$:05-3%-';.$70$)#<.$7)#7$0&.$7008/

b Bohar k8pt [en dansk cykel. Det; vill  jag ocksE ha.
Bo has bought [a Danish bicyclel; it.neuter want | too have
[608)#($*052) 7 PHHF &' ()$*'+,+-.8$9%5:05-3%-;.$708)#<.$0&.$-';.$7)#7$7008/

In Swedish, Topic doubling occurswhen a sentence initial noun phrase is
doubled ly a pronournandis a phenomenorthat seems to be closely related to
crosssententiareference In the unmarked casthe pronoun and its antecedent
agree for examplein formal genderas shownn (3a); however#$=3'(#24ing>$
pronounis also possibleas illustratedin (3b)?

! The phrasealen danska cykeln "7).$%#&'()$*'+,+-./1$'&$H@ a definite noun phrase, whereas
en dansk cykel "HS%HE&' )$*'+,+-./$'&$?A*BS($'&3.C'&'7.8$D).$ 4. #{E:lpdsk cykel, den

vill jag ocks@hais not equally well formed is not crucial to the points | make in this paper.
me it seemss thougtthe two segmentsDen danska cykeln and den aremore closelyrelated

to each othethan £n dansk cykel and den. Whether this isactually true, and in that case
how it should be formalized is out of the scope of this paper.
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(3) a [Den danska cykeln|;, den vill  jag ocks®E
thecommon Danish bicycle.common.def  it.common want | too
ha.
have

IHSY& () HY%0+),-, $/%0%1'(2%23%H# 4$%24#'2%3($%23356

b [En dansk cykel; det vill  jag ocks&E ha.
a.common Danish bicycle it.neuter want | too have
17%&'()*#%+),.$/%0%1'(2%23%# 4$%3($%23356

The purpose of this articles threefold: The first goalis to provide an
explanationof the use of 89)*:;$3$ing8%ronounsin crosssentential reference
and in topic doubling asillustrated in (2b) and (3b)n order toexplainthese
facts, we must considerthe properties of the3™ personpronown systemin
Swedishin detail The secondgoal of this papers thereforeto makea detailed
study ofthe 3 person nosplural pronoun systerin Swedish han '#$6/%on
I*#$6/%en <)25,3==3(>%!)26/%6/€0%) 25($?2$;>%\y2Gexaminewhich features
the pronouns express and how reference is establsheay of these features
In orde to be able to explai@isagreemesf the role of formal and semantic
gender haso be taken into consideratipthus,the third purpose is to explain
theformal and semantic gendgystemsn Swedishand how they interact

The outine of the paper issafollows: In section 2 present some background
on different pronoun types and how reference between a discourse antecedent
and a pronouns established irdifferent ways In section 3 the distinctions
presented in section 2 are developed and apptiethe 3 person Swedish
pronouns han 6#$6 hon *#3$/6 den <)25,3==3(>% !)261d def <)25($72%$;>% !)265
Section4 contains'%,.3*$%*2?9-% 3A% 2#$% @9)*':;$$=$(28%s It Z;Pa2¢B(
in (2b) and (®) above, and in section I5discussformal and semantigender
primarily from the point of view ofSwedish although the description might be
valid for otherlanguagesSection6 containsa summary ane conclusion.

" #$%&'()*+, "

In an influential study from 1983, Bosch makes a distinction between
referentiallyfunctioning pronouns RP9§ and syntactically functioning ones
(SPs), terms that | wilborrow, although | willusethe abbreviationd®R-pronouns
and SpronounsAccording to Bosch, Bpronouns differ from $ronouns in not
referring to linguistic antecedemtthese pronouns refer directly to referents in
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the world of discourseBosch describesan S-pronounas in crucial ways
equivalent to agreemenand it refers back to a linguistic expression with the
same feature set as the pronournthintypical casghe S-pronounrefers backo

a preceding noun phraggvhich of course in turn may refer to an entity in the
world of discourse)A diagnosti¢ by which Bosch in a later papeiBosch
1986) singles outS-pronounsfrom R-pronouns is a commutationtest a
referential antecedent for a®-pronoun should bereplaceableby a non
referential antecedersuch asnobody.? In short the idea is thatie in (4b)
cannot be amR-pronounsinceit refers back taan expressionnoboady, that has

no referenceThis means thabeis an Spronoun The pronourniein (4a), on the
other handis an Spronoun.

(4) a Fred said he was sick.
b Nobody said he was sick.

Bosch assumes thRtpronounscome in two versiongheyare either deictic, in
which case reference goes dirgctio a conceptual representatiom the
discourse, or anaphoric, in which case reference goes to a conceptual
representation made available by the linguistic con@osider 5):

(5) Nobody was tired. But they lefanyway)

They in (5) cannot refer baclotthelinguistic expressiomobody since they is a
plural pronoun whereasiobody is singular(or at leasinot plural); the pronoun
they refers to “the contextually understood set of people over which.e. the
quantifier nobody] quantifies”. Sincethey in (5) cannot be an-pronoun it must
be an R-pronoun Aobody in (5) is clearly norreferential, but, as Bosch
(198674) points outyrobody makes theantecederavailable.

As we proceedave shall see thahe distinction betwee8-pronounsandR-
pronours is of importance for a proper understanding of the Swedish
pronominal systemHowever,it will also be evident that we achieva better
understanding othe function ofpronounsif we decomposeéhe notions S
pronounsand R-pronounsinto featuresreferenially-functioning features- R-
features— and syntactically functioningpnes— S-features By means ofR-

2 The examples i(4) are from Bosch (198666).
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featuresan Rlink is establislked between the pronoun arlde relevantiscourse
antecedentAn Slink is established by way of-features

Tasmowski & Verluyten (1985 (seealso TasmowskiDe Rijck & Verluyten
1982) hencefort T&V,!"#"$%& '()$*+)& ,-".& %*.%& %*"& /.,0& -,) YhHesVe D&
pronominal elementshould be maddetweenR-pronounsand S-pronouns
They suggesinsteadthatthe main dividing lie is between deictic pronouns on
the one hand and nateictic (or anaphoric)oneson the other. For deictic
pronouns a linguistic antecedastnot available For anaphoric pronourssfull
interpretation requires a linguistic antecedent.

Following Bosch, Cornish (198% assumesthat the main distinctions
between R-pronouns and S-pronouns However, Comish prefersthe term
antecedentrigger rather tharantecedentvhen describing the element to which
an Rpronoun refers.

Ore important difference between&V +)& /(-"1& (0& %*'& (0"& *.0-& .0-&
Bosch/Cornistt) on the otler is that Bosch/Cornish assuitimat text (including
spoken language) is but one input for the discourse representation (the
2.0%"$"-"0%3& (& 2.0%"$%60%1 "1 35& .0-& Y%oh % B8aphoricoronoun mayalso
refer to a nodinguistic, conceptual representatjoan antecedent that is
2"6(7"-3&89&%*"&1,04:,)%,$&$(0%";%<

One important point in Cornisil986 is that he introduces a new way of
viewing the relation betweeR-pronounsand the elemntto whichthis pronoun
refers. T&V refer to this relation in terms d$(0%!(13he antecedent controls
the pronounCornish suggests that tlsetup of available pronoun2=!(6,-")&
the speaker with a subtle means of imposimgsteriori, a particular referential
perspective upon a referent which has already been entered into the discourse
/(-"13&>=<& ?@A5<&B(!10,)*&d(0&& .)& % (& ):44")%& Y%*. % & JReRo @it
DED&F* $*&G$(0%!(1)+&(1&"%"!/,0")&%*"&.BP TR HGGuentlyaccording to
Cornishthe reverserder of control holdbetween ars-pronoun(Cornish uses
%*"'&%"1/& 2)%!,$%& .0.=*(135& .0-& %*"& 0(:0& =*1.) " & Y66SF S, $anPORBOUIO T
this typehas2semantielogical properties and acts upon gsverning predicate
expressionthe result of which thedetermines a controller, following which the
$(0%!(11"1+)&.4""/"0%&C".%:1") &.1"&%!.0)C""-&%(&%*"'&.0.=*(13&>=<&? @H5<

% See also Bosch (1986r a similar conclusion.



58

It should be pointed out that the term ! control” in this framework differs from
the way it is used elsewhere in present-day syntactic theory. In this paper, the
term #$%&'$(") *+(() ,-) ./-0}o refer to &1-) 23&#1+%4)$")1/32-%-//")$5) 5-3&.'-/6)
The assumption that an S-pronoun is controlled by its antecedent means that a
noun/NP requires that the corresponding pronoun does not carry conflicting
features; for example, if the noun phrase antecedent carries the features common
gender and plural, an S-pronoun cannot be neuter and singular. The assumption
that an R-pronoun controls its antecedent means that the features of the
anaphoric pronoun do not correspond to any morphosyntactic features of an
antecedent, but that the features carried by the pronoun evoke the notion of a
referent of a particular kind.

l'#$3%&" () &*+,"(&+,+-,*  '%,".)'%*$ "~'0U&+,+-,* "+&'1
(&+,+-* 2

In this section we take a closer look at the third person pronouns in Swedish,
beginning with den 7+&8#%$22$%9)and. el 7+&8%-.&-'9) us& as S-pronouns
in 3.1, and continue with Aan :1-;)3%0)hon ’;/1-;) +%)<8FBe subject of 3.3 is
the linking procedure, i.e. the way features and meaning components are linked
across sentence boundaries. In 3.4 deictic pronouns are discussed and compared
to an instance of def, 7+&8%-.&-'9) :w&ieh I argue is an R-pronoun. In this
section, the meaning of the feature number is highlighted. In 3.5, S-features and

contrastive stress are discussed. 3.6 is a summary.

3.13), "(it.common) ‘it’ and )4 "(it.neuter) ‘it’, used as S-pronouns

As a first step it seems clear that the distinction between S-pronouns and R-
pronouns is relevant for Swedish (although, as we shall see below, the situation
is rather intricate). Consider first 3™ person pronouns in the singular. There are
two pronouns, which seem to be clearly syntactic, or, rather, which may be used
as S-pronouns: den 7+&8#%$22%$%9) :+&;W@4R8%-.&-'9) +@;@)ially, den and
det, used in this way, ! agree" in formal gender (neuter or common gender) and
number with a noun (phrase) in the preceding discourse:*,’

491-)"%$,$0@)&-/&")&138)A$/#1) 7TBCD<9)./-/) 7#58) 7TEQ)3,$F-9)/--2/) %$&)&S),-)3/)-3/+(@) 3G G (+
to Swedish, since the common gender /ngen ;%$,$0@;) +/HUMAN, and the neuter /ngef
;%0$&1+%4;HMAN.
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(6) a Jag klappade en tiger.  Den var randig.
/ patted acommon tiger. it.common  was Striped.common.
I"#P%&&' (HYHE) '+, HiBfseol#

b *Jag klappade en tiger.  Det var randig-t.
/ patted acommon tiger. itneuter was Sstriped-neuter.

c Jag klappade ett lejon.  Det var gul-t.
/ patted aneuter lion.  itneuter was yellow.neuter
I"#$%&&' (#%#0)1 2, H &b #

d *?Jag  klappade ett lejon. Den var gul
/ patted aneuter lion.  it.common was yellow.common

We may conclude that the formal gender, i.e. common gender on figer and
neuter on /gon, as well as number, link the noun phrase en tiger and denin (6a),
as well as éeft /gonand det in (6¢) 3 the antecedents en tiger/ett [gon control the
pronouns den and der, according to the definition given in section 2; the
pronouns den 4)&,5166127#)dld det 4)&,2'8&'+7#1)&{6a and c) refer back to
the linguistic expressions @1 tiger 4%,516612# &)*'+7# %0o# &)iit/ét /ejon,
4%,2'8&'+# 0)127# |%#B)k2tively.® We have no reason to assume that the
formal gender specifications on den 4)&,5166127# )&dé& der 4)&,2'8&'+7# D&/
(6a and c) are semantically meaningful per sg at least not to any higher degree
than what holds for formal gender on nouns. Although there is a fairly strong
tendency for nouns denoting inanimate and abstract entities to be neuter, it is not
possible to predict the formal gender of a noun on the basis of its meaning.’

> Note that sentences corresponding to (6b) could be well formed too if defrefers to the event
of patting a tiger:

(1) Jag klappade en tiger. Det var  stor-t.
/ patted acommon tiger. it.neuter was great-neuter
I"H#S%&& (HYOHE) '+ #" &H-Y0 #*+'%&,/

In cases such as (i), det is no longer an S-pronoun, but an R-pronoun. This use of def will be
discussed in detail below.

% According to the standard view noun phrases such as e tiger and eit /gion are DPs (see
Abney 1987). However, some of the noun phrases that will be discussed in this paper are
simple NPs and some probably larger than DPs I will refer to them by the common
denomination noun phrase or NP.

7 It might very well be the case that semantic rules are operative in the assignment of lexical
gender to nouns (see e.g. Corbett 1991, Fraser & Corbett 2000), but these rules are in that case
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When it comes to the number feature it seems safe to conclude that both den
"#$%&"&()*+"thiid det (it$(-.#-/)*+"#garry a number feature. The reason is that
aden "#3%&"&()* +"#ahd det "#$(-.#-/)* +"#annot refer to a plural antecedent:
Had for example det "#3$(-.#-/)*+"theen devoid of a number feature (which I
will argue below is the case for a homonymous instance of det "#$(-.#-/)*+"},
we would have expected that det "#3$(-.#-/)*+"#puld refer back to a noun phrase
in the plural, such as tvd /gion +#0&*1"&(B{7b). This is not the case:®

(7) a Jag klappade tva tigrar. *Den var stor.
/ patted two tigers. it.common was big.common

b Jag klappade tva lejon. *Det var stor-t.
/ patted two lions. itneuterwas big-neuter

To conclude this subsection: Den (it.common) +"#,*3(4fet "#$(- #-/)*+"#,* %3 (*5-*
used as S-pronouns in Swedish.

"#8'H $'H#5D0&'Po&IBU"H#E R )*+,&,-& $%&'/' %012
In cases when the discourse antecedents are conceived of as ANIMATE’ the
pronouns /1an +6-,*3(4hon +26-,*3/4#ormally chosen:'’

(8) a Jag triffade en man. Han var lang.
B met a man. He was tall.,

b Jag triffade endam. Hon var lang.
4 met a woman. She was tall.,

At a first glance it might seem plausible that han ,6-,* 3(4* hon +26-,* 3/-5-
pronouns, just like den "#$%&"&()*+"#ghd det "#3$(- #-/)*+,#as shown in 3.1.
The reason would be that #an and hon are traditionally assumed to be common

gender pronouns. However, at a closer examination this seems to be the wrong
conclusion 8 fan +6-,*3(4hon +26-,*399-3/*#&*188ntal gender specifications.

quite vague, full of exceptions and sometimes contradictory. In my view it is not reasonable to
view lexical gender on nouns, i.e. common gender and neuter, as a meaningful category.

¥ As pointed out in footnote 6, (7b) is fine if det (it.(-.#-/)*+"#,*/-;-/2to the event of patting the
lions. This use of det (it.(-.#-/)*+"# ill be discussed in detail below.

? I will use the term ANIMATE as synonymous to HUMAN.

' Throughout the paper semantic features will be given in capitals.
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Consider frst (9) below, which shows thatconcordin formal gender between
den/det andtheir corresponding antecedemun phrasgis required™

(9) a Jag klappade en tiger.*Det  var stort.
/ patted a.common tiger.  it.neuterwas big-neuter

b Jag klappade ett lejon.*Den var stor.
/ patted a.neuter lion. it.common was big.common

No concordin formal genderis requiredif the discourse antecedsnare
ANIMATE neuternours, for examplestatsradet "#$% &$&'$(%)*% " "#$%+, H"/%
(10a) and bitradet ""#3$%+0%(t/¢00b):

(10)a Jag trSffade statsr@Edet. Han/honvar enkonstig typ.
/ met minister.neuter.def. he/she was a Strange type
12%&$" %" #3% &-.-3"$(4%5$6B4Be61 8% 0w/

b Jag talade med bitrSdet. Hanhonvar en konstig typ.
/ talked to  clerk.neuter.def. he/she was a Strange type.
129" ,01$8%") %" #$%+0%$(14% 8 $6G:1%96 Teind/

The examples ir{10) indicate that the pronounshan '#$/%nd hon '3#$/%ck
formal gender9 they can refer back toounphrases witreither formal gender
specification. If han I#$/% ,.8%on /3#$/%ould havea formal gender feature,
presumablya common gender feature (which timditionally assumed) we
would expect 10a) and (10b) to be ugrammatical.Since this is not the cade
will assumein what followsthat 1an #$/%nd hon |3#$/#e unmarked foformal
gender they are neither neuter nor common gemutenouns Further evidence
that this iscorrectcomes from antitopicalizatiogiata'® Consider {1) and (2):

(11)a Den har gEtssnder, bussjSveh/
it.common has gone broken, bus.devil-common.def/
*busshelvetd.

*bus.hell-neuter.def
12"/3%'()1$.:%"#$%8,&.$8%";34/

1 As expected, (@ is fine if dét is interpreted as referring back to the dvehpatting the
tiger (cf. footnotes).

12 For the notion of antitopicalization, see e.g. Lambrecht (1981) and Herring (19%4). Th
Swedish term for antitopicalization sgansdubblering \",-0% ($8;<0-+,"-)./%)(u dubblering
I*-,0%8);'0-.=/4%>$$%73$0%$&,.% @%,04%ABCCCIL %<, ("% E:%FBG
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b Det har gCEtts3nder, *bussjSveln/busshivetet.
it.neuter has gone broken, *bus devil-common.def/bus hell-neuter.def
"#3$%&'()*+,-&#.+&/01,+/&'2%3%

(12)a  Han fSrsvann med pengarna det svin-et/
he disappeared with money-the that neuter swine-neuter.det/
den idiot-en.

that common idiot-common.def
14+&/5%066+0(+/&75#.&#.+&1),+8-&#.0#&'0%#0(/3$

b Hon fSrsvann med pengarna, det svin-et/
she disappeared with money.the that neuter swine neuter.det/
den idiot-en.

that common idiot-common.def
19.+&/5%066+0(+/& 75#.&#.+&1),+8-&#.0#&'0%#0(/3$

(11) shows thathe pronounsien :5#3;)11),<&!5#$8d det :5#3,+2#+ (<&t
with the antitoptdized elemergin formal gender(12) showsthatthis does not
hold for han and hor, thesepronounsmay refer both to neuter and common
genderantitopic noun phrasesThe conclusion makeis thathan!.+$&0,/&on
1%.+$&=0;*&>)(10=&"?+,/+(3

So farl have shown that the pronouhan !.+$&nd hon 1%.+3&ck aformal
gender featureWithout furtherdiscussion alsoassume that these pronouns are
morphosytactically markedfor the featuresSFEMININE and MASCULINE,
respectively.lt would be quite natural to assuraésothat common noungoo
could be markedor semanticfeaturessuch asMASCULINE/FEMININE, and
also ANIMATE, COUNTABLE etc. If this is the casethen han !.+$&nd hon
1%.+%%uld beconstrued as&-pronounsin spiteof their lack ofa formalgender
feature@he linking wouldin such casebe between thenaturalgenderfeature
of the pronoun(e.g. MASCULINE/FEMININE) and thecorresponding feature
on the antecedenboun phrase, for example betwedwnnarkemnne '#.+&
7)10,%&in one clauseand horkgyinine '%.+38n the next | arguethatthis is not
the casecommon nounsn modern Swedislseem ¢ be morphosyntactically
unmarked for semantiteatures. There is no morphological evidencand, in
particular no type of agreemenbn common nounghat expresssthe features
MASCULINE/FEMININE. The sole evidencethat could indicatéhe presence
of a ndural gender feature on common nownsuld have tobe the choice of
anaphoricpronoun which as we shall see belovdoes not provide enough
evidence In particular, it would work only for a small portion of the nouns, and
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an alleged violation, which would happen when a speaker would choose an
“incorrect” anaphoric pronoun, does not give rise to ungrammaticality but a
pragmatically odd sentence.",'* The most obvious argument that common nouns
carry a semantic gender feature comes from the meaning of nouns such as man
‘man’ and Avinna woman’, nouns which of course denote males and females,
respectively, as well as nouns such as sto/ ‘chair’ or bok ‘book’, which normally
denote inanimates, and hence could be thought of as morphosyntactically
marked ~ANIMATE or INAMATE. Nouns like sto/ ‘chair’ and bok ‘book’
denote individual entities, which means that it is not unreasonable to assume that
they are also morphologically marked as COUNTABLE. It is true, of course,
that nouns have a typical or prototypical meaning — some nouns more clearly
than others — but, in order to capture the whole body of nouns as well as all
different kinds of possible uses of these nouns, it is more reasonable to formalize
meaning by assuming that lexemes — nouns in this case — are more or less
inclined or apt to carry a particular meaning."> For instance, it is well known that
a noun such as Aund ‘dog’ is typically used as a countable; however it can be
used as an uncountable too:
(13) Ni fick mycket hund for pengarna.

you got much dog for money.the
“You got quite a lot of dog for your money.’

The possibility of using a prototypical countable noun as an uncountable without
thereby inducing ungrammaticality indicates that nouns do not carry features
such as +COUNTABLE or -COUNTABLE as a part of their lexical
specification; they are only typ/cally used as countables or uncountables, at least

in Swedish. A statement saying that Aund ‘dog’ is a countable noun is thus an

"> There is one piece of evidence that common nouns may carry a semantic feature, namely
the use of -e as weak adjectival inflection for attributive nouns: der /ille prinsen (the
little. MASC prince). However, according to Teleman (1999, part 2, 227ff), this type of
inflection is optional, secondly can be used also for sex-neutral expressions. Adjectival
agreement on -4 can be used for referents of both sexes.

'*"A consequence of this conclusion is that Hockett’s famous definition of gender does not
hold: ”Genders are classes of nouns reflected in the behavior of associated words” (Hockett
1958, 231). However, the very idea that an R-pronoun controls its antecedent, as proposed by
Bosch (see above), in particular the idea that the preceding text may trigger an antecedent —
not that it determines the choice of a particular pronoun — runs counter to Hockett’s definition.
' See e.g. Halliday (1973), Rommetveit (1974), and Allwood (2003) for a discussion on the
notion of meaning potential.
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assessmenmdf how this word is commonly used, whereas saying tha a
common gender noun, or a Declension 2 noumfact about the lexical entry
To put it bluntly,to usethe noun Aund "#$%s an uncountabls probablya bit
unusual, maybe evecreative,but grammaticalwhereasproviding it with a
Declension 1 plral affix, *hundor, or treating it as a neuter nourjundet
(dog.neuter.def)is ungrammatical; it wlates lexicogrammaticalrules. To
conclude:nouns in preserday Swedish are not morphologically marked as
countabés or uncoutables.

Now oconsider andter context:

(14)a SCEgni  hunden? Den var Sst.

saw  you dog.common.def?  it.common was cute
1&"' % (#)%*++%,-+%"#3.%/,%01*%2),+34

b  SEgni hunden? Han var sSt.
saw  you dog.common.def? he was cute
1&""% (#)%*++%,-+%/#800*%2),+34

When reference is made to a dog, theicebetweenden 5',32#66#78% !'att

han -+4%or hon '*-+4) as an anaphoric pronoutependson the speakers
knowledge of the referent in questi@re. if he or she knows wheth#re dog is

a female @ male dog) and/or hisor her attitude towards dogs in general, i.e.
whetherthe speaketikes to think of dogs as mainly humanlike or mainly

9,-'7%: -like. The word hund 4"#$4as suchdoes not carry featusesuch as
MASCULINE, FEMININE or INANIMATE ; the choice of pronoumepends on

-+% *;+1<+=4hoice of viewpoint. The different possibilities are present as
potentials in the word, and the choice of pron@uia question of how speaker

chooses t®@"#07>#1".% certaindiscourse entityn a suitablecogritive category

in an actual speech situatiodoes the speaker see the dag questionas

inanimate or animate, and the latter case, asfemale or malelog? In the 19"

century the worddkare!;-(*'2'174?%01*%1>01(*%;=#7#6'71>'@+"%A(%,-+%;=#T7#) 7"
han \-+42% TH 1 *-+4?%")+% ,#% ,-+%*'6;>+%B12,%,-1,% 1>>%"#2 Fhig0 0+=+%6]
situation changed during the ®@entury; nowadaysabout 50 % of all new
physiciansin Swedenare woman, hence referred to by the pronstm!-#74.

The cassunder discussioare good illustratios #B%C#=7"*-4*%;{ée above)

The setup of available pronouns a language9;=#D"'+*% ,-+% *;+1<+=%0',-% 1%
subtle means of imposing,posteriori, a particular referential perspective upon
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a referent which has already been esdeint” #$%" &'()!*+(%" ,!&%-."/0!+1'($"
1986, 251). We couldmake0!+1'($2("formulationeven sharperThe setup of
available pronounsn a languageforces the speaker to impose a referential
perspective upon a discourse referent

In my view, the most reasonableonclusion is that nouns in preselay
Swedishhave nomorphosyntactic categorization in terms deatures such as
MASCULINE/FEMININE, ANIMATE/INANIMATE , BOUNDED/UNBOUN-
DED or the like. Many nounsdisplaya more or less strontgndency to be used
for entities belonging to a certainonceptual category, for instandam 3-4&52"
andkvinna 36',4127"man 3,412"41800jke 38!527"8*#"#$'("#11")41"8%")49#*+%&"85"
a theory of potential meaning suchwords have a much strongéndency
towards beingused ast ANIMATE and +FEMALE/+MALE, as compared to
nouns such askinksmdrgds 3%4,"(41&6"$2"1+hund 3&':2 in principle though
they behave alike.

Before concluding the discussion on the featureupatf common nouns and
pronouns we need to consider the option thah@un such agiwnd 3&!:2'is
+BOUNDED, and that this feature is overrgld by another feature;
BOUNDED in contexts such as (13Jhe main reason against such a view is
thatit introduces more machinery than needed to explarobservedacts. The
idea tlat common nouns lack morphosyntactic features such as MASCULINE
and FEMININE is less complex than the idea that such featurggesent but
overridden It should be stressed though, that the conclualmmve holds for
Modern Swedish. In earlier stagestloé languagewe mayperhapsassume that
the suffixes-inna, as in kegisar-inna (empero%((;" 3%,9+%((@r -ska, as in
sommer-ska (taylor-<=>;" 37%,4%" #4'-1+2" )4++'%&" #$%" PEMIRHYE, and
that the corresponding suffix -are as in kgs-are 3%,9%+!+2" aé
morphosyntacticallymarkedMASCULINE. Since language change proceeus
a gradual manneremainders of thi®ld system maystill be presentin the
mental lexicons and grammao$ speakers of modern Swedish. Howevég t
0 H" H#AH" @ ?%,4-%." &%+ Adikbshavebecome increasingly rare, and that
words such asjukskiterska 31*+(%27"6'#3$"#$%" (“ska'Bf. sommerska above),
may refer both to male and female nurses indicate ¢batimon nounsin



66

Modern Swedish lack a semantic morphosyntactic marking on words.'® This is
what I will assume in the rest of this paper.

To conclude this subsection: Common nouns in Modern Swedish do not have
any grammatically encoded semantic features. There might be a more or less
strong tendency for certain nouns to denote males, females, animates and
bounded elements etc., but this is a question related to typical use, not
morphosyntactic features inherent to lexemes.

3.3 Linking

Let us now take a closer look at the role of formal gender features in the linking
of a pronoun to its antecedent. I concluded above that common nouns in
Swedish do not carry morphosyntactic semantic specifications such as
ANIMATE, INANIMATE or the like. Hence, the relation between the pronouns
han "#3$% &'(fon ') "#$%nd their respective discourse antecedents cannot be
formalized in terms of agreement in formal or semantic gender (taking
agreement to refer strictly to concord in morphosyntactic features). Instead, we
have to assume that another type of link is established between the
morphosyntactic feature of the pronoun, for instance MASCULINE or
FEMININE, and a segment within the potential meaning of the noun. From the
point of view of language processing, the pronoun is an instruction to the
listener to search in the discourse for a prominent referent that is or can be
thought of as corresponding to the features in question. The linking procedure is
illustrated in (9):"

(15) Jag triffade en larare. Hon var lang.
| me  ateacher She was tall
f EMININE

Meaning
potential:

ANIMATE:
MALE
FEMALE

'® For a detailed discussion on derivational suffixes such as -/7a and -ska in Swedish and

German, see Jobin (2004).

7 Not#%*"&*%+,#8'-' %/ 0*#*-&12%3#4#3)%*0%)/#85#3$)%5'06 1#(.#%& 708*%* '#%90::0'% #& -,
a noun. ANIMATE is a superordinate category, and MALE/FEMALE subordinate categories.

H%+ #&'-.%/0*#*-&1% 70<2%-)% &% =#3>%308."%)5#*9"% 04% *"#% #&'-'. % [OtHFF& 1 ?% &' (%0 -*
course be elaborated in great detail.
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Since /Sare ‘teacher’ in contemporary Swedishould denote botmen and
womenboth he features MALE and FEMALE are salient components of the
meaningpotentialof this noun(when it comes tdSrare ‘teacher’, | assume that
both components are equally prominemjhat (L5 shows is thathe feature
FEMININE on thepronounand the segmemEMALE of the meaning potential
of the nounenter intoa referential relation, not a relation than a par with
formal gender or numbeusesthe morphosyntactic featuresf the ponounas
its vehicle'® | will refer to this type of linking asreferential linking, or R-
linking. As illustrated in(15), R-linking will be illustrated by an arrowThe
direction of the arrow is from the pronoun to the proceeding noun phrase, which
illustrates Cornish’s point that R-pronouns control their antecede(dee section
2). R-linking normally goes between &ature on goronounand a preceding
nounphrase(or pronoun,) but in some cases-ltking links onenoun phras¢o
another (cf.(16a)) or “backwards”, i.e. when a noun phraseefersback to a
pronoun(cf. (16b)):*
(16)a Jag trSffade [mitt eX; p@bussen igEr. [Den idioter; hade
/ met my exonbus.the yesterday. That idiot.the had
Klippt hCEret.

cut hair.the
‘I met my ex on the bus yesterday. That idiot atla ha-cut’

b Mannen kysste heen [Den kvinnai) visste hur man ska
man-the kissed her.  that.common woman knew  how one should
kyssas!
kiss

‘The man kissed her. That woman knew how to kiss!’

In what follows | focus on the linking betweeithg features of) a pronoun and a
noun phraseén aprecedingclause leaving examples such as those in (16) aside
Syntactic linking or S-linking, is defined as the linking betweera patticular
syntactic featur@n an anaphoricS-pronounand an identical feature af noun
phrasein a preceding claus&-linking thusrelies onthe identity of features R-
linking, on the other handk the impogion or evacationof a segment within the
potential meaningof a noun phrasdn Slinking, the antecedent controls the

'8 Throughout the paper the terms FEMALE and MALE will be used to refer to the semantics
of meaning potentials, whereas FEMININE and MASCULINE will be used as terms for
morphosyntactic features.

9 For clausenternal binding of pronouns and noun phrases, see e.g. Reinhart (1983).
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pronoun in the sense thatfeature on a pronouelies ona feature on a nominal
antecedentlf we wish to talk about agreement holdiagross sentences:
linking would bea casef agreement.

It seemsas thougot all features of a pronoun and its antecedent have to be
linked ! features may be leftdanglingt Recall the idea that the pronoufsn
$%&HNnd hon $)%&léck aformal gender featuré they are neither neuter nor
common gendepronouns. This means that the featammmon gendeon the
antecedent/Sarein (15), is left unlinked (17) below is a slightly extended
version of (5):

(17) Jag trSffade enlSrare.  Hon var IEng.

/ met a teacher she was tall
+common +FEMININE

Meaning

potential:

ANIMATE
MALE
FEMALE

The assumption that anliRk is establishethetween the featureEMININE on
the pronounhon and thepotential meaning-EMALE of the noun phrasen
/Sarein (17) does not necessarily mean that the prontam $%&'s anR-
pronoun What we have notet considered is the rolef number. Bothen /Srare
$*(+&*,%8&altd hon $)%E&Are singulanominals It should not be controversial to
assume that number is a morphosyntactic feature, which means thdin&n S
can e established betweerthe number feature ofthon $)%&'@nd the
corresponding feature d@f antecedengn /Srare $a teacher Note the direction
of the arrowin (15 and (17) When it comes tdhe morphosyntactic feature
number the atecedent controls thanaphor in the sense discussaabve,
namely that the feature value of the anteceddgterminesthe choice of
pronoun When it comes to the feature FEMININE/FEMALEthe
morphosyntactic features FEMININE on the noun controls the meaning
potential FEMALE orthe NP1 /Sare Recall thano morphosyntactic feature
FEMININE is present on the noul&are $+&*,%&+his element of meaning is
evoked from or maybe eveuperimposed upon the nol&are®

201t should be pointed out that the notion of control does not have anything to do with
psychold0,*1( ,23+-214( 0.&.( *( )5&*6&-")(52))07010+8( +2( ,%22)§( TR 28 &P an S
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(18) Jag trSffade en ISrare.  Hon var IEng.
/ met a teacher  she was tall
SINGULAR— SINGULAR
COMMON FEMININE

Meaning
potential:
MALE
FEMAL

The conclusion is that theategoriesS-pronounand R-pronounare not fine
grained enouglto describe the Swedighird person pronoun$f we decompose
han"#3$%nd hon | &"#$'we find thatthese pronounsay participate in Rlinking
with an antecedent noun phraéeby means of the features MASCULINE/
FEMININE ( andin S-linking ( by means of the number feature. other
words, the number feature identifies theguistic antecedent, the noun phrase
en ISare and the Rfeature provides a particular referential perspective on this
discourse antecederdand, more specifically information about the sex of the
referent The featurdFEMININE on the pronounfion!&"#% (18) thusspecifes
the semantic gender of this referént is awoman

We need to consider the possibilityat the pronoungen)*+,-.//.01%!*+%and
det )*+,0#2+#31%&veéha 40456 +*7#8%mantic feature tocANIMATE, but for
the time being Iwill assume that this isot the case; tis question will be
discussed separatdiglow.

In section3.1, we sawthat he pronourdef )*+,0#2+#31%dt+Be used amn

S-pronoun but this seemsot to be the only possibilitygef )*+,04#2+#31%&8%$
other pronominal uses toGonsiderthe example ir§19):

(19) Mannen och kvinnan |Sste manuskriptet.
man.common.def and woman.common.def  read manuscript.neuter.def.
Det var tr(EKig.

it.neuter was boring-neuter
19"#%/60%60:%+"#980%3#6:%+"#%/602&-3*<+,%=+%;6&%>.3*05,$

The pronoundef )*+,0#2+#31%1*¢H#0) could of courserefer to manuskriptet
)/602&-3*<+,0#2+#3,:#?1% !+"#% /602&A3such%asesve would havean

relation he pronoun carries the same feature, with the same feature value, as its antecedent;

the antecedent thereby controls the pronoun. In aeld&ion the pronoun controls the
antecedent in the sense that thatdees of the pronoun determitlee semantics othe
antecedent.
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instanceof S-linking betweenmanuskriptet and det (both manuskriptet and det
are NEUTER and SINGULAR! def (it.neutet#$%&'#()*ithat casde an S
pronoun of the type described in 3According to a differentreading the
pronoun det -%&./0*&01"#Botkd refer to thespecific event described by the
sentencellannen och kvinnan laste manuskriptet $230#45/#5/ #&30#()45/#105,#
&30#45/*671%8&this case n&-linking would takeplace simply because there
is no feature on the clause which the neuter feature d&f -%&./0*&01"ADUI&'
link. Although it is pasible to assume that subordinate clauses, in particular
thatclauses, have dormal gender feature (see e.g. Josefsson 2009afor
suggestioh it is quite unlikely to assume that main clauses ctrig/feature
Likewise, we hag no evidence that main akescarry a number feature, neither
singular nor pluraf’ The conclusion isthat no Slinking could take place
betweender -%&./0*&01"#8#b8t's discourse antecedent 19)( according tdhe
second reading

Now consider Z0):

(20) Yasmine har feberoch Svenhostar. Det  SrfSrskrSckligt!

Yasminehas fever and Sven coughs. it.neuteris terrible-neuter
$9564%/0#356#5#:0;01#5/,#<;0/#7)*=36.#>&'6#&011%?+0@"

2L A that-clause as subject triggers agreement in the neuter on a predicative adjective, which
indicates thathe clauseis neuter:

() Att vi fGEr anslaget Srknappast trolig-t.
that we get grantthe is hardly probable-neut
$>&'BF1,+A#81)?5?+0#&35&#(0'++#=0&#&30#=15/&.'

In Josefsson (2006) | have argued that countability and number are interrelated in such a way
that arguments denoting events and substances lack a number feature. Alse clause
anticipatingder -%&./0*&01"#&H& & number feature only NPs denoting countable entities

have a number feature. This is why subjects consisting of conjoined clauses or NPs denoting
substances resist plural agreement on a predicative adjective:

(i) Att Bo sjungeroch att Lisa spelar Srtrevlig-t/*trevlig-a.
that Bo sings and that Lisa plays Is nice-neut/*nice-p/
$>8&#%6#/%70#8&35&#B)#6%/=6#5/ #&35&#C%65#8+5A6."

(i) GrSddeoch mijslk Sr guit/*gul-a.
cream and milk is yellow-neut/*yellow-pl
$D 105445/, #4%+E#%6#A0++)(.

See dsefsson (1999, 2006, 2009) for an account of the neuter agreement on the predicative
adjective in (ij)(iii)) and related issues.
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Det "#$%& #&()* y1#20) refers- or rather could refer both to Yasmine.
having a éver and Sven coughing, two states of affair that are expressed in
different clausesThe pronoundet "#$%& '#&()*is'#l&arly anaphoric.Since the
two events are described in two main clauses, even moreunreasonable to
assume that theiscourseantecedentor det "#$%& '#&()*wat)ld be aword or a
feature of a word in thdiscourseThe most reasonable assumption is thaBno
linking at all takes place irf20) andthat det "#$%&'#&()* i'#hese casels an
unambiguoufR-pronoun The precaling cortext enableghe interpretation of the
pronoun but the actual referent has to be retriew@anaybe evoked o created

on the basis ofmaterial inthe discourseThe referent in question could be
thought of as a reified everthat is,an evendressed up as a thinign my view,

the pror way offormulating thisis to say that the foronoundet !"#3$%& '#&()*+"#,
correspondgo a discourse antecedent that is motivated by a segment of clause
or a particular part of the textrucially det (it.neutd)*+"#in this usedoes not
referto linguistic entities, such as VP®s orCPs.

The conclusion so far is thalen "#$/0110%)*+"&d det "#$% & '#& () *atet S
pronounswhen they refer treceding nourphrases han +2&.,&nd hon +.2&,*
seemto be intermediate categories, with features relating to ®f@ronouns
and R-pronounsand theymay participate inS-linking by way of their number
feature and Hinking by way of a semantic gendefeature For the sake of
exposition it is probably instructive to think of them astwo homonymous
instances otfet.

Traditionally, the Rpronounder "#$%&'#&()*#i'#20) aboveis assumed to be
a neuter, singular pronoun. In what follgwswill argue thatdet, when used as
an Rpronoun lacks a number featur@nd thus can be consideredeficient.
This becomeglearif we compare the anaphoriR-pronounder "#$%& #& () *tag'#,*
its deicticcounterpartThis will be thetopic of section3.4.

F"#$%&'()'($*+,-,.-/$ 0-19$)2&$-.34&+$5&0).+&PH(,3*0+/,- &

The purpose ofhiis sulsection is to provide an accouiatr the feature content
and the usef the deictic 3 person pronouns in Swedishaigueherethat the
pronounshan +2&,3on +.2&,and den I"#$/0110%)* +"Have a number feature,
specified as singulakyhich sematically correlates to the feature BOUNDED,
and that he pronourdet "#$%&'#&()*+'#oth as a deictic and an anaphoric R
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pronoun ! lacks such a number feature. This, in turn, means that the use of the
R-pronoun dét"#$%&' ($')*+ d&stnot impose any BOUNDED ENTITY reading
onto its discourse antecedent. The properties of deictic pronouns are important
for the sake of comparison; as we shall see anaphoric R-pronouns seem to have
the same properties as deictic R-pronouns in this sense. We thus arrive at a
better understanding of t."+/)0/")$#'1+02+34#156)"#&67+5&5/.0)#8+/) 0 &06&1 +
compare them to deictic pronouns.

Consider first the difference in semantics between deictic dén "#$%80990&*+,#$-+
and det"#$%&'($)*+#%21):

(21) a [A person stands in front of a desk full of exotic fruit, nuts etc.]

Seller, with a strange, /)0:5:;<+'4#:;'+3%$.#&63+#&+ #1+.5&4=
I N&?

Well
>'9-

Buyer:
I' Jag tar den.
| take it.common
,@-;;+$5A"+#$%-

b [A and B standing in front of the freshly painted boat]:
A:
I' Vad tycks?
what think.pass
,>.5$+40+<0(+$.#&A?-

I' Det var snyggt!
it.neut was beautiful.neut
,@3$+B51+&#8'%-

The natural choice in (21a) is the pronoun dén "#$%80990&*+ #%n though det
(it.neute)*+ ,#$its a possible choice too. As is evident from the contextual
description, there is no linguistic antecedent available, (although there is no way

we can actually prove though that the speaker does not have a particular noun in
mind when using the pronoun dén "#$%80990&*+ )H$-den "#$%80990&*+ j#$-+
chosen, reference is made to a thing-like entity, i.e. an entity that has spatial
boundaries. If the seller were to .0;4+90)'+$.5&+0&'+31$)5&6'+'4#:;'+$. #&O7+H#&+
his/her hand, the pronoun dén (it.commO&*+ #$euld not be used; instead we
would have to switch to the plural dem ,$.'9-=7C56+$5)+4'97+, @+$5A'H$ 8%
buyer would choose to use the pronoun 0ét "#$%&'($')*+ #K21a), this would be
fine also, regardless what number of items the seller holds in his/her hand.
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Josefsson (2006) assumes that the use of def (it.neuter) ‘it” in examples such as
(21b) 1s motivated by the assumption that reference goes to an activity ‘to paint’
or a state, ‘the result of the painting’. Josefsson (2006) claims that den
(it.common) ‘it’ and det (it.neuter) ‘it” are linked to their respective discourse
representations by virtue of their morphosyntactic features, in particular number:
den (it.common) ‘it’ has the feature number, whereas def (it.neuter) ‘it’ lacks
this feature. According to the same description, the semantic interpretation of
the feature number relates to boundedness. Thus, by choosing the pronoun den
(it.common) ‘it’ the feature BOUNDED is imposed onto the intended discourse
antecedent; by choosing def (it.neuter) ‘it’ no boundaries are imposed. For this
reason, det (it.neuter) ‘it’ could be used when reference is made to a group of
elements since def (it.neuter) ‘it’ could refer to the whole assembly or mass.

The claims about deictic den (it.common) ‘it” and def (it.neuter) ‘it’ rely on
two assumptions that need to be argued for independently: First of all, the idea
that not all nominals (e.g. nominal extended projections) necessarily carry the
feature number, although this feature is available in the language, and secondly
that the feature number has the interpretation BOUNDED. I will start out by
arguing that number is not obligatory on nominals in Swedish, and, after that,
elaborate on the idea that number corresponds to the semantic interpretation
BOUNDED.

The idea that (deictic) det (it.neuter) ‘it would lack a number feature is
inspired by Grimshaw (1990), who claims that so-called “complex event nouns”
lack a number feature.”* Grimshaw’s arguments can be carried over to Swedish;
the nominalization m@ning (paint-ING) ‘painting’ can have both the event
reading ‘the action of painting’ and the “thing” reading, namely, ‘the picture’.
However, if a plural suffix is added, only the thing reading is available: md
ning-ar (paint-ING-PL) ‘the pictures’ — the event reading is incompatible with
plural.” The idea that nouns do not always have a full set-up of functional
projections relies on Bobajlik & Thrainsson (1998), who claim that that the

2 Grimshaw (1990, 59) argues that there is a difference between complex event nouns —
which lack a number feature, but have an argument structure — and simple event nouns which
allow pluralization but lack argument structure. See Grimshaw (1990, chapter 3) for more
discussion.

» An event noun such as m@@ande (paint. ANDE) “painting’ can have a determiner, which is
homophonous to the numeral ‘one’: et m@ande 1 assume that et is a D° element, not an
instance of Num”.
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inventory of functional projections open to parametric vation. One of the
main pointsin Bobajlik & Thrainsson’s article is thatthe inventoryof functional
projections in the extended projection of the verb may wasgslinguistically.

The idea that | propose hecencerns the nominal extendptbjectionand my
suggestions that the number of functional projexts may varyalsowithin a
language A proposalalong the same lineis made in Vangnes(2001) who
suggestghat grammatical number is encodeche functional head Num, and
that the Numhead isabsentwhen a noun appears as a mass n&imilarly,
Kamiya (2001), who bases her analysis on Japanese, suggests that the basic
reading of a noun is that of substance (i.e. UNBOUNDEDNESS), andhinat
feature thayields a BOUNDEDreading is hosted infanctional projection, and
hence isadded in thecourse of thesyntacticderivation The questionof the
semantics of the number featusediscussed in Borer (2005), who suggests that
the count/mass distinction is hosted in a functional projection tleatcals a
DivP. According to Boremumber marking is hosted in DivPinally, Josefsson
(2006 arguesthat nouns denoting substances, suchmgdk ‘milk’, grSide
‘cream’, and sengp ‘mustard’, in the unmarked caséack a number feature in
the syntax, amssumption that is supported by the fact that conjoining two noun
phrases such as/n ‘wine’ and vatten ‘water’ does not trigger plural
agreement?

(22) Vin och vatten Srgenomskinligt/*genomskinliga.
wine and water IS transparent-neuter/* transparent-plural

Note alsothat the subjects o£8) can be doubled by nonplural det.

(23) Vin och vatten, det Srgenomskinligt.
Wine and water, it.neuter is transparent-neuter

Josefsson (2006) argues thaunscan be used asubstances/uncountalsie
generally andin suchcase they lacka number feature. Conside#j2
(24)a Ni fick mycket hundfSr pengarna.

you got much dog for money.the
You got quite a lot dog for your money.’

4 The conjoining of two common gender noun phrases sugr@le ‘cream’ and stk

‘milk” does not trigger agreement in the common gender, but in the neuter. The reason for this
is discussed in Josefsson ((2006, 2009).
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b Senap ér gul-t.
mustard is yellow.neuter
"Mustard is yellow.’

As we have seen, there is ample of evidence in the literature that number can be
an optional category, not only in the sense that languages may lack this
morphological category, but also that number may be optional in
nominals/nominal expressions in languages that do have this category.

The next question is concerned with the meaning of the morphosyntactic
feature number. I proposed above that the semantic correlate to number is
BOUNDED (see also Josefsson 2006, 2009). The intuition behind this
conclusion is that we need to conceive of an object as bounded in order to refer
to it by using den (it.common) ‘it’. By using the pronoun déf (it.neuter) ‘it’, as in
(21b), no boundaries are assumed. To put it differently, by using the deictic

K

pronoun den (it.common) ‘it’, we make reference to ONE object where the
spatial boundaries define the object as a singleton element. By using a deictic
det (it.neuter) ‘it” no such reference is made. As a consequence, def (it.neuter)
‘it” can be used for reference to discourse entities of many different types, for
instance, when a speaker wants to refrain from assuming or imposing spatial
boundaries. This also means that def (it.neuter) ‘it” can be used to convey deictic
reference to things, events, states, substances of many different kinds. These
entities may well have boundaries ‘in the real world’, but the linguistic
expression does not encode such boundaries. As a consequence of the proposed
analysis, the noun md@ingen ‘the picture’ has a different feature set-up than
mdningen ‘the event of painting’; only in the object reading does the noun has
the feature +Number. In principle it is possible to add a number feature also to
substance nouns, such as vin ‘wine’ and vaftfen ‘water’, but in such cases the
pragmatics may give rise to special interpretations such as ‘a portion of x’ or ‘a
brand of x’.

There is no agreement in the literature as to the fact that the morhosyntactic
feature number should correspond to the morphosyntactic feature BOUNDED.
One counterargument is found in Delsing (1993), who discusses certain
“uncountable” word forms in the lexicon, for instance Asns ‘chickens’ mygg
‘midge’, and brSer ‘boards’. Delsing also argues that certain nouns, such as
morot ‘carrot’ and joragubbe ‘strawberry’, have a special uncountable form in

the lexicon, which is sometimes identical to the singular form, and sometimes to
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the pluralform, which implies that the dimension BOUNDELNBOUNDED
iIs independent from the featuraumber If this is true, there is no
correspondece between the morphosyntactic categargnberandthe semantic
meaningof boundednesdf we consider aquantifier such agnycket "#$%&, it
can takeeither form as its complementaycket morstter (much carrot.pl) but
mycket polatis (much potatsing) Delsing assumes thalhere is basically no
generaldifference between expression withycket "#3%&'()( *( +,$+( -+( .&/(
singular andnycket "#$%&'¢ a noun in the pluralConsider (38).
(25)a Vi kSpte mycket morstter.

we bought much carrot.pl
'0/(1,$2 &.(*(3,.(,4(%*55,.67

b Vi kSpte mycket potatis.
we bought much  polatoesing
'0/(1,%$2&.(*(3,.(,4(8,.*.,/67

If Delsing is correctin his assumptionthenthe plural morphemen morstter
"%*55,.610 (25a) has no983%$5*3mieaning it is simply a default uncountable
form of this particular noun will argue thatDel6-+2'6¢onclusiondoes not hold
and thatnumberfeature does have meaning the absence vs. presence of the
number feature correspds to the concept of boundaries.

First of dl, the speciauncountable of collectivéorms that are discussed in
Delsing (1993), for instancésns "%&-%:/+6'( *+alygg "#-<2/'( =(*+<(brSer
"1,*5<6'(are probably best thought as different lexermasscompared tdisna
"%0&-%;/+'(>?-.&(.&/(83%5*3(Aditdr), mygga"#,6@3-.,'(>?-.&(.&/(83%$5*3(4,5#(
myggor), and brSia/brSlor (board/board.pl) The fact thathsns is more
substancdike than Asna/hsnor (chicken/chickens)s no more strangehan the
fact thatSwedish has one word f&ysrk 4,5("1-5%&(.5//'(*+r6ther, a derived
word, bjsrke=(4,5("%3%$#8( ,4( 1-5%&( .5l6strerad svensk ordbok). Special
9%$+%,$+.*13/(?,5<(4,5#6:(<,(.&$6(+,.(%,+6.-.$./(*+A(85,13/#(.,(.&/(85,8,6/<(
analysis.

Secondly the fact that a plural fornfor some nouns i$6/<(-+(9%+%,34.3/:(
contexts,whereasa singular formis used in other contexis probablydue to
pragmaticsor idiosyncratic behavior of worgdgat is not a statement about
morphosyntactic features inherent to lexical itef&s.will be shown below we
get aparticularreading from the quantifiemycket "#$%&'(>Rich according to
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Delsing 1993190, is subcategorized for uncountables) + plural, a reading that is
different from mycket + a nonplural form. Sometimes the difference in
meaning issubtle;in othercasest is more obviousThe picture getslearerif
we comparehe quantifiermycket "#$%&to another quantifiern@ga!"()*&+

A plural form, such asbilar '$(,-& which is traditionally thought of as a
countable nounmay without problembe combinal with the quatifier mycket
I"#$%&'.," md@ga '"()*& (26a and b).Mycket "#$%&may combine with the
non-plural bi/'$(,&'/..0

(26) a Det var mycket bilar i stan igCr.
it was much cars in town yesterday
11%2,2'32,2'('4./"5'$(,-'6)'/.3)*2-/2,7(*+&

b Det var mEngabilar i stan igCr.
it was many cars In town yesteraay
11%2,2'32,2'('4./'"5'$(,-'6)'/.3)*2-/2,7(*+&

c Ni fick mycket bil fSr pengarna.
you got much car for money.the
18.#'9./'(4.I'($(,'5., . #,".)2*+&

The example in @) has a collective or uncountable readindpereas (@) has
more of a countable flavor. As expedit¢26¢c) has a substance reading, where
the pragmatics ofmycket bil (much car)6-'26/%2,"19..7" :#(46/*&;'"()* %.,-2'
<.32,-&'.,'1"()*=64.-".5'$(,&+

Also, a traditionally uncountablenoun such asmorot '$(,,./& can be
combinedbothwith mycket "#$%&'()7'36/%ndga!"()*&;' asshown in (Z):

(27) a Det var mycket morot i soppan.

it was much carrot in soup.the
11%2,2'3(-'('4.'.5'$(,,./'6)'/%2'- #<+&

b Det var mycket morStter i soppan.
it  was much carrotpl in soup.the
1% ere was much carrot the soup&

c Det var mCEngamorstter | soppan.
it was many carrotpl in soup.the
119%2,2'32,2"()*'$(,,./-'6)'/%2'- #<+&

(27a) and(27b) differ in meaningin an interesting waymorotin (27a) denotes a
substance, whereagorstter in (27b) denotes a nehomogeneous substance,
what JSrgensen & Svensson (19&&ll an aggregated substance, i.e. a mass
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made up of smaller segments or parts. (In fact, this is a reading that could apply
to (27a) too, but this example could also refer to carrot as a substance; however,
morot ‘carrot’ in (27a) could also mean ‘carrot flavor’ or ‘carrot substance’.) In
order to obtain a deeper understanding of the examples, let us consider the
“meaning” of p/ural. The common sense idea of the meaning of the feature
plural is probably ‘more than one item’. Another way of viewing plural would
be to think of it as a construal of a set consisting of parts. The plural form
blommor ‘flowers’ is thus a set of flowers, which is undefined as to its size. The
set itself can be lexicalized by a nominal expression, for instance, bukett
‘bunch’: en bukett blommor ‘a bunch of flowers’. The plural pronoun V/ ‘we’
denotes a set consisting of the speaker + other individuals. The parts of this set
can be lexicalized as well, by a noun in the plural, for example /ingvister
‘linguists’: v/ lingvister ‘we linguists’. Some nouns resist plural because the
construal of a set becomes pragmatically odd, for instance "grdddar ‘creams’
and “mjé/kar ‘milks’, entities that do not naturally fall in parts or combine into
sets. When it comes to “lexical” plural such as byxor ‘pants’, there are two
possible interpretations: the parts could be the legs, and the set the whole piece
of cloth. In the latter case, the set/whole could be lexicalized for example by éft
par ‘a pair’: étt par byxor (a pair pants) ‘a pair of pants’. The other option is that
the set consists of a number of pieces of cloth and the parts the individual pieces
of cloth.

Let us now turn to nouns such as ¢arrots, strawberriésetc. 1 have argued that
plural introduces the notion of a set consisting of parts. Without a quantifier the
set is undefined as to size, weight etc. A quantifier may specify the set: étt kilo
‘a kilo’ in ett kilo moraotter (a kilo carrots) “a kilo of carrots’ or €17 ask (a box) in
en ask joragubbar (a box strawberries) ‘a box of strawberries’. The quantifier
mycket ‘much’ refers to the size of the set, whereas the quantifier mdnga ‘many’
refers to the number of members of the set. The quantifier mycket ‘much’ can
thus be assumed to refer to a quantity without implying any boundaries on the
set. This is in fact why mycket ‘much’ normally combines with substance nouns:
mycket smor ‘a lot of butter’, mycket kdrlek ‘much love’, whereas manga ‘many’
combines with nouns denoting entities that are more readily thought of as
countables. When the quantifier mycket ‘mycket’ is combined with a noun in
the plural, we get a “combined” reading, the whole, the “set” conveyed by
mycket ‘much’, is combined with the notion of parts, i.e. an AGGREGATED
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SUBSTANCE-reading for instancemycket morstter ‘much carrots’ and mycket
bilar ‘much cars’.

A consequence is thahe quantifiermycket ‘much’ cannot be used as a
diagnostic for “the lexical uncountableform”, since mycket ‘much’ imposes an
element of meaningwhich | have specified as lack or absence of boundaries
Whether the combinatiomycket ‘much’ + a plural formof a particula nounis
conceived of as “the normalcasé&, hencepresumablyspecified in the mental
lexicon as suchis morea question of frequency language useas well asa
guestionasto what extent the concept, denoted by the plaat be thought of
as consishg of parts. For substances suchgaSide ‘cream’, smsr ‘butter, and
mys/ ‘flour’, the plural form would induce &ind or portionreading as possible
option? Conversely, a noun such @engar (litt. coin.pl) ‘money’ is usually
combined with the quariiters //te ‘little’ or mycket ‘much’, probably because it
is normally not the number of piechslls that isof importancebut the value that
they represent. However, alsem@ga pengar ‘many coins’ is a possible
expression(used by children, for instancéjt the meaning is simply ‘many
coins’. An expressiorsuch aseft kilo morot (one kilo carrot)may sounda bit
odd in isolation butit is fine and fully interpretable in a context whererot
‘carrot’ has a substancearing, for example ‘carrot purZeé. It is also possibléo
usewhen the aggregation form of the carrots is irrelevant.

The conclusion is thahe morphosyntactic feature pluddes haveneaning,
namely that of ‘parts of & implied sef. The quesbn is then whatthe
“meaning” is Of the caggory singular: Given the just mentioned meaning of
plural, an immediateconsequence would be that singular would mean ‘part’ —
without the notion of a set. However, the notion of part is meaningless without
the notion of a setso this cannot bthe correct conclusionWe shall therefore
look in another directiofor an answerWhat makes a part a part a sets that
it is distinguishable fronotherelements that make up the,sa&tbd a prerequisite

25 Note that there is no plural on the head noun in the portion or serving reading of substance
nouns: tv@Esl/*Sler, (two beer/*beers) VELZ*tZr (two tea’*teas). Within the proposed
framework thiswould presumably be because it is the servings that make up the implied set,
henceit is the servings that cape pluralized. A consequence of this analysis is that the
alleged “head nouns” ($/ ‘beer’ or tZ°tea’) are not truly heads in constructionsn question
insteadwe have to assume the presence of a null classifier or quantifier corresponding to the
portions: ivdPORTIONER kaffe(two [PORTIONS coffee) ‘two portions of coffee’. These
“classifiers” are the true heads of the noun phrase&or more dscussion on the head noun in
expressions of this kd, see Delsing (1993, chap&r
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for this is that it has boundarieBor this reasgn propose that the meaning of
singular is the feature BOUNDEDThe morphosyntactic featurgingular is
usually not marked morphologically on nosinbutthe feature is visible on e.g.
determiners such agveft ‘a’ or the numerals e@veft ‘one’. Since the feate
plural is visible as inflection on noung seems reasonable to assume that the
feature singulamay bepresenbn noundoo, as a zero inflectional elemei@ne
instance where the absengs. presence ohumber (visible ondeterminery
yieldsa more dviousdifference in interpretation is given iB@) below

(28) a Det var god glass.

it  was good.common icecream
"The ice cream was good.’

b Det var en god glass.
it  was acommon good.common  ice-cream
‘The ice cream was good.’

The difference in meaning betwee?84) and 28b) is that &1 god gl/assin (28b)
has a kind reading, ereasthe determinerlesgod gl/ass in (28a) has a plain
substance reading he ideais that a kind, as in2@b,) is a boundedentity —
maybenot in therealworld, but in the world of disourse. Therefore,ybusing
the quantifieren in (28a) the speaker imposdsoundaries.The readingthat
arises fromthe absence of number seems to be related to the lexicosemantic
features of the concept. Fornaun such agwnd ‘dog’, the omission ofen in
(29) below renders the exampkemantially ill formed, probably since the
conceptsnS/ ‘kind’ presupposes an individual reading of Aund dog’.

(29) Det var *(en) snSlI hund.

it  was #(acommon) nicecommon dog.
It was #(a) nice dog.

As already shown above, farconcept sucim@ing (paint.ING) ’painting’ the
article endisambiguates thEVENT reading from th& HING reading:

(30)a Det var snygg m&Elning.  (event reading)
it was good.common painting.
"The painting wasnice’

b Det var en snygg mCEIlning. (thing reading)
it  was acommon good.common  painting
‘It was a good picture.’
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The conclusion is that the morphological feature number indeed has a meaning:
+Number can have the value +singular, which corresponds to BOUNDARIES,
whereas +Number, +plural corresponds to PARTS of a SET. A noun phrase can
be devoid of the number feature, and in such cases I simply assume that the
NumP is absent. In cases where an UNBOUNDED quantifier, such as mycket
"#$%&' ()*+,",$-.+'-/+0" a +number, plural NP, as in mycket morotter (much
carrots), an AGGREGATED SUBSTANCE reading is obtained. For nouns, the
feature +Number, +singular is not visible on the noun itself, but e.g. on
determiners. In section 5, I elaborate on the idea that a similar state of affair
holds for the R-pronouns der 12(3%-""-45'12(&nd det 12(34+#(+05' B(@en
12(3%-""-45'12(&ias a number feature, but det 12(34+#(+05'1&(& this feature.
The number feature does not have a separate exponent, but the presence vs.

absence of number is signaled by an auxiliary feature, namely formal gender.

M"H#BR)*+,(-.$/ &)*+,(-$)01$230*,)-*45($-*,(-- $
We shall now return to anaphoric pronouns. A somewhat peculiar observation is
that R-features, but not S-features can be the source of contrastive focus.
Consider (31):

31) a Mannen och kvinnan satt framféor TVn. HON var blond.

man.the and woman.the sat in-frontof TV.the SHE was blond
17%+")4")48'(%+'9-") 4')('24":0-4(-'(%+'7;3'<=>'0),'"?@-483&

b Tigern och lejonet satt 1 etthign. DEN
tiger.common.def and lion.neuter.def sat in a cage I/T.common
var farlig

was dangerous.common
17%+'(2A+0"48'(%+' @2-4'))('24")'$) Aw3'Baigerous.common

c Tigern och lejonet satt 1 enbur. DET
tiger.common.def and lion.neuter.common sat in a cage IT.neuter
var farlig-t.
was dangerout-neut
17%+'(2A+0"48'(%+' @2-4'))('24")'$) Aw3'BiZhgerous-neut

The reference for HON in (31a) is unambiguous 6 the pronoun refers to kvinnan
Ithe woman& From the fact that DEN in (31b) is marked for common gender
one could expect that the pronoun would make reference only to the common
gender noun phrase @1 tiger!)'(2A+0&Ct2a#cording to my intuition this is not the
case; the pronoun DEN in (31b) can refer either to the tiger or to the lion.
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Likewise, DET "#3$3%&'#&()*iF'#31c) has to refer to the situation, a tiger and a
lion being together in a cage, not to the neuigamer +#-&*."/%Mosch (1988,
225), referring toCorbett(1991,246), notices a similar effect for German
(32) Wenn du die Mutter von dem Bolzen ISsen willst, muss
if you fem.def nut from masc.def screw resolve want,  must

du *IHN festhalten und *SIE nachrechts drehen.
you “*HIM  hold and *HER to right pull.

Neither the masculine gender &ér Boltzen +#-&*0/ .#,* %/ (*#-&* 1&2"%"%&* 3& %4 & (*
of die Mutter +#-&* %'#,* 5/((&67/%461th&*semantic genders AMLE and
FEMALE. The conclusion that Bosch and Corbett draw is thasemanticgs
2/(&* "27/(#8%#* #-8%* #-&* .&9"58.* 1:1/(28.;)* 3&%4& (* <-&%* "#* 5/2&6* #/* 7 &(6/%E
pronouns: Corbettoncludes#-8#*:#-&(&*8(&*"%o#& (&6#"%3*586&6*<-&(&*8*5.86-*<"}
the potential semantic conteot the pronoun is sufficient to make a sentence
'06855& 7#80.&;*1=/(0&H81, 246)7° In view of (31b and c) the problem with
(32)*4/&6*%/#*6&&2*#/[*0&*8*:5.86-*<"#-*#-&* 7 [#&Yo#"8 . *6 & 28%#"5*5/Y%o# & Yot ;*86*-
suggestsinsteadit seems as thoughf8aturesalone do not suffice to serve as
vehiclefor contrastive stress; contrastive stress requirgsaRires. This is why
(31a) is fine. In my view, the restriction in question is do¢he way reference
works: Per definition S-pronouns make reference to @receding linguistic
element, normally a noun phrase, (by picking op its formal gender).
Contrastive focus, on the other hangerates on discourse entities, aaduires
a presupposed set in the world of discourse, to which the contrasted element is
compared Direct access to the presupposed set seems to be unavailable for the
pronoun/HN in (32), since reference has to go by way of the noun phrase, i.e.
via Slinking to dem Bolzen in the preceding clause.
If contrastive stress requirésfeatures we predict that number cannot be

useal for contrastive stress either. (The underlyithga would bethat number is
an Sfeature.)

(33) Kungenoch alla prinsarna promeneradei parken. DE  var hungriga

king.def and all princepl.def walked in park.def. THEY were hungry
+>-8&*?"%36*8%4*8. *#-&*7("%5&6*<8.?7&4*"%*#-&*78(?$*>@AB*<&(&*-'%3(CS$

Theplural DE +>@Y, in (33) does not unambiguously refer back to piearal
noun phrased/la prinsarna +8..* #-&* 7("%5&8®$ showsthat number is ais-

%6 See also Bosch (198825).
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feature The only wayin which (33) would be well formed and have an
unambiguous referenceascontext wheréE ‘they’ getsa deictic reference.

"#86&"()*$(+,$-.+-/&01.+  $
The main points ofection 3are thatden (it.common) ‘it” and def (it.neuter) ‘it’
may be used as syntactic pronounspr8nouns which refer back to the
linguistic expressionusually a noun phrasa context The formal gender and
number features are the “vehicles” by which S-pronouns refer. The pronouns
han ‘he’ and hon ‘she’ establishS-links by means of number and-lithks by
means of semantic gender (MASCULINE/FEMININEY their discourse
referents Den and det (it.neuter) ‘it” are (or rather, may be used asye R
pronouns, whiclestablishonly R-links to their antecedents

What coriuses the picture is thaten (it.common) ‘it’ and der (it.neuter) ‘it’
can be used both aspgBonouns andR-pronouns.The state of affairs probably
not accidental- neuter as #rmal gender on nouns is typically associated with
features such as namimacy, mass readingand unboundedness. From a
theoretical point of view, however, it &ppropriateat this pointto view the two
instances otk (it.neuter) ‘it” as homonymslf we were to make an analysis in
terms of Distributed Morphologyve would prdably be able tdormulate rules
of insertion for the lexical iterdet, which would provide a unified account of all
instances ofpronominal det, including the use ofdet (theneuter) ‘the’ as a
determinerHowever,to formulate such a unified accounbsyondthe scope of
this paper.

I T"#3%& (#)&* "#$%&%'&"

One ofthe main poins in the previous sectiowasthat def (it.neuter) ‘it” as an
R-pronoun does not ihk to any morphosyntacticfeature in thepreceding
context, neither a formal gender feature asrumber featur@Vhatthe pronoun
does is toevoke or to impos an element of meaning a discourse gestailt
presentin the discourser possible to construe on the basis of the contaxt
this sectionl developthis ideafurtherand show howdifferernt cases of apparent
disagreemenacrosssententialboundariesand intopic doubling constructions
can be given a unified explanatidn 4.1, | discusscrosssententl pronominal
“disagreemerit and in 4.2‘disagreemetitin topic doublingconstructions
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4.1 Pronominal reference across clausal boundaries

An example of cross-sentential pronominal reference is given in (34):

(34) Bo har kopt en dansk cykel. Det
Bo has bought acommon.sing Danish.common.sing bicycle. it.neuter
vill jag ocksaha.
want | too have
I"#$%& '$(#ght a Danish bicycle*$+$,#)-.$-/01$2#$%&31$2%&2$0/4.$#5$(/676-1$2##*8

It is clear that et 9/2*41)21:;$!iR88e second sentence and én dansk cykél in the
first sentence in (34) are linked. However, the two nominal expressions differ in
their formal gender specifications: Cykel |(/676-18%/'$ &$ 6#<<#4$=14.1:$ 4#)4
(the common gender shows on the indefinite article, as well as on the adjective);
aet 9/2*41)21:;$iR8Buter. T%1$>)1'2/#4$/'$%#,$2%/'$?./'&=:11 1l &2@res
can be accounted for.

First of all, det 9/2*41)21:;$'/28fd be exchanged for the common gender
pronoun aén 9/2*6#<<#4,;$!/28

(35) Bohar kopt en dansk cykel.
Bo has bought acommon.sing Danish.common.sing bicycle.
Den vill jag ocksa ha.

it.common.sing want | too have
"#$%E& 'S (#)=%2P&SA&A %B(/676-1*$+$,#)-.$-/01$2#$%&31$2%&2$ (/6 76-1$2##*8

The difference in meaning between (34) and (35) is that den 9/2*6#<<#4,$!/28%
(35) has specific reference, i.e. refers to a TOKEN, the same individual bicycle
as én dansk cykel, whereas the pronoun adgt 9/2*41)21:;$!/28B4) refers to a
TYPE of bicycle, én dansk cykel \&$A&4/'%$ (/67618 have argued above that
the pronoun agn 9/2*6#<<#4;$!/28%35) is an S-pronoun, which means that it
refers back to the linguistic expression én dansk cykel by virtue of an S-link
being established using formal gender (common gender) and number. Hence, by
way of this noun phrase the pronoun aén 9/2*6#<<#4;$!/288rs to a referent in
the world of discourse.

" Teleman & al, (1999 part 2, 288) observe that det 9/2*41)21::$ /28$ have a TYPE
interpretation in sentences such as (34). See also Borthen (2003), who shows that this holds
for Norwegian too.

% As a matter of fact also denin (35) could have a TYPE meaning, This reading is marginal,
though. This is not important for the points I make in this paper; what is crucial for me is that
aet (it.neuter) cannot have a TOKEN or INDIVIDUAL meaning.
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It is clear that the TYPE meaning 18#$%& $'($)&*+$%& ,&-)./,01$$. Y2 &
3.#4%$5#$168s 7usRd as an anaphoric pronoun, but this is not the only
possibility. Teleman & al (1999, part, 38) point out that the choice betweger
3.#4%3$5#$16&8nd #Hhother anaphoric pronoun may convey otheaningsas
well. For instancethe nounrosenrabatt 71!/$&9%)8& ./& ,&:!;;1%& 0$%)$1& %!5%4 &
Nevertheless both 6&) and (8b) are appropriate answers to the questiad
tycker du om min nya rosenrabatt? 7<+#& )& =15& #+.%(& ,9!5#& ;=& %$*& 1!/$&
9%)>84

(36) a Den blev  snygg!
ft.common became nice.common

b Det blev  snyggt!
ftneuter  became nice-neuter.

The differencan meaningoetween 86a) and 86b) issubtle but in my view the
pronounden 3.#4:1;,1%6&7 .#8836a) conveys an INDIVIDUAL perspective on
the rose bedwhereadler 3. #4%$5#3$1 68 (368 makes reference to the rose bed
in a more HOLISTIC perspectivethe arrangementdf roses the whole setting,
the resultetc. It is possible that thelescriptionof the difference in meaning
between (8a) and (8b) could bemademore precisgbutwhat is crucial is that
the difference betweerBga) and 86b) could NOT be described in terms of
TYPE vs. TOKEN. Hence,we may concludehtat the TYPE vs. TOKEN
distinction does not capture the whole difference betwsentences with
-)./,01$$.%020 et 3. #4%3$5#$16Rd,#68-,01$$.9002&,%,?+!1.:&?11%!5%

Now consider §7), which provides two possible answers to the questien
ar mannen dar borta? 1<+'&./1&#+$&;,%&!"$1&#+$1$>8@

(37) a Han Srmin bror.
he is my brother

b Det Srmin bror.
itneuteris my  brother

The choice offian 7+$8& .%&3 conveys a clear INDIVIDUAL perspective on
#+3$&)./:151/$& 15 "$1$%#& T#+$& ;, % & 'S 1 &at pElsBARAE(it. neute in (37b)
1$$;/&#1&:1%'$=& ,& B5.#$&).""$1$%#& ?$1/?$:#.'$C& %, ;$D=& 7T#+$& ;, %0& 'S 1 & #+$1
topic of the conversa!%C& 7#+$§ $b6#i¢ spoken9!15#84&A+./&,0,.%&/+1*/&5/&

that the difference betweeafet (it.neute} on the one hanend other pronouns,
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hon "#$%&an '#$%len (it.common) cannot be capturawlely by applying a
TYPE ( TOKEN distinction. The examples in this subsection illustraéd!
)*+,-"#%"idea thatthe preceding linguisticontextcanbe viewed as arovider
of possible meanings f@ronounsthe pronounitself ./+*0-1$"'2#$"/$34$+'5-2#'
a subtle means of imposing, posteriori, a particular referential perspective
6/*,' 3' +$7$+$,2' 5#-8# #3™ 39+$31:" ;$3," $,2$+$1' -,2* 2#%' 1-"8*6+"$' <*1$9="'
(Cornish 1986251).

If det >-2?,$62%+@inN-284) is anR-pronoun we maysafely conclude that
there is ndrue disagreement betweea dansk cykel and det >-2?,$623+@343%
( the pronoun doesot refer back to theaoun phraséut to a discourse element
that is made availdd by thisnoun phrase

FH#80&'()$*&+,-(/$0(12$!"# B.*$&1245$'5&.&+.6%
Pronominaldoubling is a common phenomenon in SwediBbublingwhere a
clause initialnoun phrasas doubled by a pronourherereferred to as topic
doubling, seems to have many pepies in common with pronominal linking
across sentence boundarias discussed in 4.1 abové&xample (38) below
should thereforebe compared td3d) above:

(38) En dansk cykel, det vill  jag ocks&E ha.

a.common.sing Danish.common bicycle, it.neuterwant |  too have
IA'B3,-"#';-8:89%$&'C'2**'5*691'9-4$'2*'#30%$'*,$'9-4$'2#32?%'

It is possible thatn dansk cykel 13'B3,-"#';-8:89%%Ind der >-27?,$62%+ @1 {38
belong to different clagal domainsbut for my purposenerea more detailed
structure ofthe topic doublingonstruction is notelevant Now consider(39):

(39) a Mormors Sppelkakadet SrISckett.
I"#$%&#' () gople cake it.neuter is delicious-neuter

b Mormors Sppelkakaden SriScker
I"#$%&#' () gople cake it.common Is delicious-common

The head nourthpelkaka !3//9%' 834%$%' -" 3'8*<<*,' D$,1$+',*6,2The whole
sequencenormors Sopelkaka, det, in (39%) has aPROPOSITION+$31-,D'12*'$32'
D+3,1<3%" 3//9%' 834$%&' 5#$#%BBIMors Dpelkaka + den in (39%) makes
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reference to the INDIVIDUAL cake.” Again we find that the use of a
“disagreeing” det (it.neuter) ‘it” does not always convey a TYPE reading.

Now consider doubling with Aan ‘he’ and def (it.neuter) ‘it’, respectively, in
(40) below:

(40) a Rektorn, han &4 min hogsta chef.
vice-chancellor, he is my most.superordinate boss

b Rektorn, det 4r min hogsta chef.
vice-chancellor, it is my most.superordinate boss

The choice of the pronoun Aarnin (40a) implies that the intended reference is the
vice-chancellor as an INDIVIDUAL, whereas def (it.neuter) ‘it’ in (40b) refers
to the vice chancellor’s FUNCTION as a holder of an office.

Once more, we find that doubling with the “disagreeing” pronoun def
(it.neuter) ‘it’ does not yield a particular reading per se the exact interpretation
depends on which lexemes are used, which other pronouns are possible, and the
context in a broader sense. However, what seems to be clear is that the use of
han ‘he’, hon ‘she’, and den (it.common) ‘it’ yields an INDIVIDUAL
perspective. The use of déf (it.neuter) as a doubling pronoun provides a different
perspective. The most straightforward analysis therefore seems to be that the
contrasts in meaning that arises between an “agreeing pronoun” and dé, i.e.
between a pronoun that may participate in an S-link (be way of the number
feature), and def, which only establishes an R-link, is best stated in terms of
privative opposition: def (it.neuter) ‘it’ evokes a different meaning than would
have been evoked by an agreeing pronoun. Exactly which viewpoint that def
(it.neuter) ‘it” conveys depends on the context.

The proposed analysis does not imply that a speaker has to compare a number
of possible sentences in order to calculate the meaning of a sentence with a
doubling déf (it.neuter) ‘it’. In order to explain the reading of (40b) let us
consider the meaning of a non-doubled variant: Rektorn S min h3gsta chef “The
vice-chancellor is my most superordinate boss’. The noun phrase rekforn ‘the
vice-chancellor’ here encompasses the meaning of the vice-chancellor either in

PJosefsson (2006, 2009) discusses the €rfer & gott-construction (Peas-is-good.neut-
construction) which is akin to the construction discussed in this paper, the main point being
that the subject of this type of sentence is clausal. This analysis could presumably be carried
over to doubling with déf (it.neuter) ‘it’ as exemplified in (39a).
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his/her FUNCTION as holder of an office or as him/her as an INDIVIDUAL !

b"#$% &' ()*+"(,#-.% "Aspects of meaning are equally prominent. The choice of

han / hon promotes the INDIVIDUAL perspective and demotes at the same time

the FUNCTION perspective. The reverse holds if det (it.neuter0% 1(#2% (-% 3%$"-),4
What the R-pronoun det 5(#4,)6#)/0%d¢#R is to evoke another viewpoint than

do the other pronouns. Exactly what &7,"#%$)/.% 8)7,- scems to be a question

that is related both to the core meaning of the noun and to the context. For a

noun such as rektor 1'(3)-3$7,3)99"2#3$)% +)/-+)3#()% 1$"9:)/% ";% 7,% ";;(3)2% (- %
salient; for other nouns other perspectives seems to be possible. Consider (41)

for a different example:

(41) a Solen, den ar var ndrmsta stjirna.
sun.common.def, it.common is our closest star

b Solen, det ar var nirmsta stjirna.
sun.neuter.def, itneuter is our closest star

The pronoun den 5(#43"88",0% 1#2%d a) is an S-pronoun and it refers back to
the INDIVIDUAL entity by way of the NP solen 1#$)% -6,The use of det
5(#4,)6#)/0% Lf#& 1b) implies that the intended meaning is NOT that of an
INDIVIDUAL entity, but the sun in &-"8) other role. . In this case, the natural
interpretation would be the sun in its role as a celestial body, since this is
another prominent aspect of meaning associated with the lexeme so/ 1-6,2

The proposed analysis sheds more light on a construction that Josefsson
(1999, 2006, 2009) terms pronominal appositions. In this construction, an
unstressed pronoun precedes a definite noun phrase. An example is given in
(42):

(42) Han rektorn ar min hogsta chef.
he  vice-chancellor.common.def is my highest boss

The use of a pronominal pronoun in this construction seems to plays a role in the
discourse; in Swedish it appears to grant the DP that it precedes the status of a
topic. Another function is that it seems to disambiguate the referential
perspective in the same direction as described above for topic doubling. In (42),
the INDIVIDUAL viewpoint of the vice-chancellor is evoked, whereas a
different perspective is taken in (40b). Examples such as (43), where the head
noun rektorn 1#3$)%'(33%$7,3)99"/2%(-%+/)3)a}.%ell as followed by a doubling
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pronoun are fine, butthey aremainly associatedo spokenstyle (which is
probably the case for doubling more generally):

(43) Han rektorn, han Srmin h3gsta chef.
he  vice-chancellor.common.def, he (s my highest boss

As expectedit is not grammatical to have both a prenominal apposisoch as
han ‘he’ or hon ‘she’, and a doubling/et (it.neuter) “it’.

(44) ?*Han rektorn, det  Srmin h3gsta chef.

he vice-chancellor.common.det it.neuteris my highest boss

The reason why @ is not well formedis probably thatit simultaneously
conveys two differentand conflicting referential perspectiveshan as a
prenominal doubler conveys an INDIVIDUAL perspective whereas det
(it.neuter) ‘it” promotes a conflicting NOT INDIVIDUAL referential
perspective.

| have proposed that meaningnveyed by‘disagreeing” der (it.neuter) ‘it” as
a topic doublerarises due to a speaker NOT choosing to refest discourse
antecedent by an agreeipgonoun. In particular, if the prona det (it.neuter)
‘it’ is chosen in a position wheran ‘he’ or hon ‘she’ would be possible
alternativesthe listener has to construe a discourse antecedentat least a
referential perspective that is NOT that one that would have been conveyed by
han or hon. Whereashan ‘he’ and hon ‘she’ are specified as MASCULINE and
FEMININE, and, byvirtue of the number featurdOUNDED in space, the
antecedent referred to ket (it.neuter) ‘it’ is neither of this, and hence, as a
consequence construed asot MASCULINE and not FEMININE,and not
BOUNDED, but something differentBy the choice of“disagrecing” det
(it.neuter) ‘it’, which presumably lacks a number feature, the speaker does not
make the statemethat the entity to which he/she referauisboundedas such
but that the referential perspective taken is that of an unbounded element.

So farwe have only considered doubling of nominals. Before concluding this
section we shall take a brief looktapic doubling of a different kind: doubling
of VPs. Casider @5):*

30 Example (&c) is well formed with a comma, indicating a prosodic break befattar
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(45) a Springer, det gsr han.
runs, itneutgr does he
’Runs, that’s what he is doing.’

b Bakar, det gSr han.
bakes itneuterdoes be
’Bakes, that’s what he does.’

c  *Bakar, det gSr han bullar.
bakes itneuterdoes he  buns

Examples (45 and b)showthat not only noun phrases can be doubledadbsy
Example @5c) indicates that it is not the vepsr s¢ that is doubledbut the VP,
which in (%bb) presumably consists of verb + aphonologically null
representidon of the object Example (45c) is ungrammaticaélso without a
doubling dét (it.neuter) ‘it” probably because of improper movement of a verbal
head into a specifier position (45a and b)none of the otheB™ person
pronouns han ‘he’, hon, ‘she’, and den (it.common)‘it’, could be usedstopic
doublers. This means thatparticular referential perspectizé the typeargued
for abovedoes not ariseWhat doubling in (4a and b) conveyss just the
generalpragmatis of topic doubling the establishng of the noun phraseas
topic.

To conclude sectiod: Evidence fromcrosssententialpronominal reference
and topic doubling suppos the claim thata “disagreeing” dét (it.neuter) ‘it’
does not have any semantiokits own but contributes to the meangy of a
sentence bgtanding in contrast tother, more specified pronounsprovided a
more specified pronoun could have been udf®dusinga “disagreeing” det
(it.neuter) ‘it’ crosssententiallyor as a doubling elememt speakerpicks a
referential pespective that is different from the perspective that would have
been conveyed by an ‘“agreeing” pronoun. As a consequencehe use of
“disagreeing” dét (it.neuter) ‘it’ in the contextgliscussed in this papé not a
caseof disagreementThe antecedent fothis type ofdét (it.neuter) ‘it’ is an
antecedent that is natlinguistic entity, but a discourse element.

(i Bakar det gSr han, bullar.
bakes it  does he, buns
‘He does indeed bake, buns.’

In this case | will assume that the noun phiagéar ‘buns’ is right dislocated.
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USRI (Y +E-  ISEFICYARD
The proposed analysis raises the question of what gender really is and what role
it plays in the syntax. This is the topic of this section.

The first type of gender, formal gender, is a feature that is first and foremost
associated with nouns. By convention, a noun in Swedish is marked either for
neuter or common gender (even though some nouns seem to have a double
marking). In terms of structure, we may assume, as a first attempt, that the
formal gender feature is checked in a functional projection, a GenP, located in
the functional sequence of the noun, presumably above the NumP but below the
DP level.’! From the point of view of the lexicon, formal gender may be viewed
as a means of dividing the group of common nouns into two categories. From a
textual point of view, formal gender enables the tracking or coindexation of
discourse elements across sentence boundaries as well as clause-internally — S-
linking. One question remains, however, what formal gender is from a syntactic
perspective. I return to this question after a brief discussion on the nature of
semantic gender.

First of all, it is misleading to compare formal gender to semantic gender as
though they were two parallel categories. Formal gender is a value of a feature;
in Swedish it is binary: neuter or common gender; semantic gender involves
several feature dimensions. Semantic gender can be viewed from three
viewpoints: from the point of view of feature content, the lexicon, and meaning.
Let us consider these three dimensions in turn.

From the point of view of features, semantic gender is a bundle of features:
natural gender or sexus, formal gender and number. The bundle consists of two
features or just one. When it comes to natural gender two values are possible in
present-day Swedish: MASCULINE and FEMININE; for number only singular
is relevant in this paper (since the topic of this paper is third person pronouns in
the non-plural). However, the absence of a number feature is also a possibility.
(Recall that the feature number was assumed to be missing for the R-pronoun
aet (it.neuter) ‘it’). When it comes to formal gender, there is a choice between
neuter and common gender (for dérn/def). For present-day Swedish four
combinations seems to be available:

*! See e.g. Ritter (1991) and Picallo (1991) for a proposal along those lines.
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(46) Morphological feature bundles of 3" person pronouns
MASCULINE and NUMBER, singular
FEMININE and NUMBER, singular
NUMBER, singular and COMMON
NEUTER

From the point of view of the lexicon, each one of these feature bundles

corresponds to a lexical item, a pronoun:

(47) Lexical items, 31 person pronouns

MASCULINE and NUMBER, singular han

FEMININE and NUMBER, singular hon
NUMBER, singular and COMMON aen
NEUTER aet

"#PS %&'()*+$ ,-&"#./&*( s 0&1$ (&#.$ *&0$ 2#3*$ 0"30% 0"#$ /'&*&4*.$ '#/'H.#*0$
specific syntactic nodes carrying these features, only that these are the features
expressed by the lexical items in question.>

From the point of view of meaning only three of the genders seem to carry
any meaning, meaning taken to refer to the schematic meanings inherent in their
feature makeup. Han 5"#6@arries the meaning MASCULINE, BOUNDED (the
latter by virtue of the number specification), /0n5."#6BEMININE, BOUNDED,
and dén 7)08-&22&*9% SWOYNDED. The pronoun dét 7)08*#40#'9$ BOES
inherent meaning. It is reasonable that each of the four pronouns represents a
cognitive category:$3%$,-30#+&";$&<$0"&4hde it might be more appropriate
to talk about Aarrgender, hon-gender, dérnrgender, and déf-gender in Swedish,
provided we keep in mind that déngender and déf-gender refers to the R-
pronouns agnand déf, not the S-pronouns adénand aet.

A richer meaning may arise when the pronouns in question are used in actual
contexts. Crucially, this richer meaning is not inherent in the pronouns
themselves, but derived contextually. For instance, I have argued that dén
7)08-&22&*9%$5J06bnot carry the meaning -ANIMATE, but that such a reading

32 The lexical item dbt seems to be specified only for the feature NEUTER, but it can be
inserted in terminal nodes with the feature specification NEUTER, SINGULAR, following
the Subset Principle of Halle (1997).
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may arise from the fact that the speaker does NOT choose to use the ANIMATE
pronouns /an or hon in a certain context. The effect could be ascribed the
Gricean Informativeness maxim: We take for granted that speakers are
maximally informative, i.e. that the choice of wording is meaningful, and also
that a I"#" -$%#&S$'()#*)+,#&-+"$")sing a pronoun is meaningful too. Consider
(48) below:

(48) a Rektorn, den vill jaginte ta 1 med ting.
vice-chancellor.common.def it.common want | not take inwith tongs
10%"),&$-$%+"$'11#*2)3)4#51-"67) 7#5$%)%&8)4&7 %) +) 7" ##7) 9#1':6

b Statsradet, den vill jag inte ta 1 med téng.
minister.neuter.def, it.common want / not take in with tongs
10%")8&"&;7'*2)3)4#51-16dch him with a ten foot pole.

The derogatory flavor of den <&7:$#88#"=)/&#G}¥8a and b) may be derived
from the fact that the pronouns /an and hon would have been possible (and
natural!) choices.”® Note that the pronoun 06n <&7:$#88#"=)/&%6)be used also
when the antecedent is a neuter noun phrase, as illustrated in (48b). In practice,
the pronouns han/hon > den > det represent a scale; han/hon 1%'?;%'Gre used
for humans only (and human-like animals), 0én <&7:$#88#"=)/&i6) be used for
humans, but also for #7%'*)bounded elements(, whereas 0@t <&7:"57"*=)/&rfot
used for humans. Since han/hon [%'676;%'6) $#51-) @") $%#;"3&),) the use of

den <&7:$#88#"=) /&AB) is derogatory. However, to use 06t <&7:"57'*=) /&76

instead of den <&7:$#88#"=)/&Y6ven worse.

In other cases, the use of den <&7:$#88#"=)/&®66hnimates is clearly not

derogatory or degrading:**,”

(49) a Vill studenten lisa engelska s& gar det bra. Da
wants  student.common.def read English 0 goes it  good. Then
mdste den anmila sig genast.

must  it.common register refl immediately

13)7%);75-"7)4+"7:)T#);75-A)B"C1&;%)&76:).&")3")7%+T7)$+:)%6'}#+): %) Yo+:) T#)*' C&:

&88'-&+7'1A:6

b (Karin) log mot flickan med selen. > Det var en
(Karin) smiled to  girl.common.def with harness.! [tneuterwas a

33 The rest of the clause conveys a derogatory flavor.
34 (49b) is from Teleman & al. (1999, part 2, 281).
3% See also Tegnér (1962,140>141).
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liten skrutt. Den kan vSI inte vara mer Sn tre m@Enader?
small one. It.common can surely not be morethan three months?
"#$%&'()%*+,-.'-/[+'0%8ith the baby heness.1 Surelyit 2#&3-'4+").$+'

than -/$++').&-/(53

By using the pronoumen 6%-72.)).&8'1%-48" (49a and b, the speakefully
adheredo the Gricean Maximof Informativenesshaving no knowledge of the
natural genderof the referent (the studernd the baby)he or she is as
informative as possibjagiventhe situation Instead ofden 6%-72.)).&8'1%1Be
speaker could have chosen a periphrastic expressiore//er hon\/+'.$'(/+3".$'
similar. Howeverthis would bea choicels a matter oftyle 1 maybe depending
on the age of the speakkit seems as though young people are less reluctant to
use den 6%-72.)).&8''%-®hen referring to humans. In any case, it is not a
grammatical issu&®

Therole of formal genderin the distribution oR-pronownsin the syntaxhas
not been clarified so far in this papés a first attempt assumedabovethat
formal gender is hosted in a functional projection, a Gdna®&wever, he
question is ifthis really is a necessary conclusion. Itegidentthat there isa
difference in meaning between thepRonours den (it.commor8' !%-anhd det
(it.neuteB'!%- 8. (34) and @5) above, butthe question is if this is difference
in meaning that could be ascrib#e difference irformal gender. haveargued
abovetha the difference in meaning betwetire Rpronounsdenr (it.common)
1%-3and det 6%-7&+:-+$8tEetds toBOUNDARIES, more specificallythat den
6%-72.)).&8"%i8SBOUNDED, and that this islue to the presence of the feature
number singular, a featurg¢hat is absent irdet. From the point of view of
feature contentthe difference in meaningetween the Rpronouns den
(it.common) !%-&nd det (it.neuter)!%-3hus seems possible to derivantirely
from the number feature. The question is thehy do we have a difference in
formal gendetoo? Before answering this questiove shalltake ashortlook at
the phonological exponénf the number feature on nouns.

In Josefsson (1997, 1998)ave argued that the ndvead of compounds such
as bat '4.#-3'in bdt+hus 64 .#-;/.:(+8'14.4#-'.:(+39  bil 12#$3n bil+tak (car +
$..<8'12#%$'$..<391d dag | #=3'in dag+bok 6,#=";'4..>8'!,%#$=3Are bare roots

3 Whether a speaker prefers to uf (it.common) instead ofian eler hon \/+'.$' (/+3".$'
similar seems to be related to age. The usgenfor animates whose sex is unknown appears
to be morecommon and accepted by younger people.
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without a number featuréor any other featue Theovertphonological fom of
the roos, bdt "#$%8&H(/ )$*&'(dd dag '+$,&' is thusidentical to the singular
form of corresponding nounwiin bat!-,("#$%&' (min bil -, ($.+( min dag -,
+$,& The pluralforms of these nounare bat-ar ["#$%0123(!"#$S%ik&H (car.pl)
N$*4&'($.+dag-ar (day-123(1+$,4&0(54(66eherg the pural featurehasoftenan
overtphonological expongnwhereas the phonological exponent of singular is
. In other words for nounsthere isno overt differencebetween the exponent
of number singular, and no number featust all. The sameprinciple seems to
hold for the pronominal systenmthe difference in meaning between the R
pronouns den /8%0)#--#.3( '8%a%ad det /18%0.79%7*3 Bk be ascribed the
presence vs. absence of number, bt difference does not have any
phonological exporm# since the feature singular has no overt phonological
representationThis conclusionmight providea clueasto the role of formal
genderwithin the pronominal system, in particuldor the Rpronounsden
18%0)#--#.3( '8%aiad det /18%0.79%7*3( F8¥&al genderdoes not have any
meaningbut it rendersvisible the differencebetweennumber singular and no
number feature at allConsequently, drmal gender within the pronominal
system isan : auxiliary; featurethat makes the distinctidmetween singulaand
the absence of mumber featur@isible and henceossible to parse

The idea that formal gender is an auxiliary feataises the question whether
formal gender is part of the syntax propéall If we want to retainhe idea that
the syntax doesiot operate with more functional projections than necessary
(Bobaljik & Thrainsson 1998 together with the idea that functional categories
carry meaningPesetsky & Torrego 200,7/we cansimply discard the idea that
formal gender is a part of the syntaxhich, in turn, means thahere is no
GenP.Instead we may assume that formal gender is ins@astbyntactically
in the morphological module, before lexical insertion takes plate. syntactic
structure corresponding tothe Rpronouns den (it.common) !8%&hd det
18%0.79%7*3(t8%akihus be ashown in 60a and h below:

(50)a den DP b de¢ DP
D bP D°
+def | +def

Nb°

singular
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If we assume that the neuter and common gender features are inserted
postsyntactically maybe as dissociated morphemes (cf. Embick 1997), we arrive
at the model for suppletion of features specified in (51). Note that (51) refers to
an operation in the morphological module:

(51) +def, singular | common

+def I neuter

If formal gender is not a feature of the narrow syntax for pronominals, we
expect that it might not be a feature of the narrow syntax of common nouns
either. Since formal gender is spelled out on articles, determiners of different
kinds and on attributive adjectives we may assume that it is inserted in the
terminal nodes of the extended projection of the noun, and spelled out on

relevant heads, depending on the language-particular spell-out rules:

(52) a en rod bil
a.common red.common car
I"#$%&SB(

b den roda bilen

def.common red.def car.common.def
N*%#$%&H"$(

C ett rott hus
aneuter red.neuter house
I"#$%&HA*+,-%0(

d det roda huset
def.neuter red.def house nevter.def
N*%#S%&H*+,-%(

The assumption that formal gender is a phonological feature does not mean that
the feature in question is meaningless in a functional sense; it simply means that
it is a feature that is related to parsing. It is fully possible that formal gender
exhibited in agreement within the noun phrase, as illustrated above, can be fully
explained in terms of parsing.

If formal gender is a phonological feature, it must be different from the rest of
the phonological information inherent in the root of a noun. Consider a common

gender noun such as kaft!")(. Ignoring tone, the phonological matrix for katt is

/kat/. The inflected forms for the lexeme are shown in (53) below:
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(53) singular, indefinite Singular, definite Plural, indefinite  Plural, definite
kalt ""#3% katten %3$&#$% katter %0"#3(% katterna%$&")"#$(%
/kat/ /kat*n/ /kat*r/ /kat*rna/

As (53) shows, the formal gender feature®. common gendeis expessednly
on the form katten '$&") "#$%39nsideringnouns, it seems as though formal
genderis primarily related tothe exposition oflefinitenessFormal gender thus
seems to be involved in the spelit of different categories, but we would need
a more precise examination of different nominal expressions if we want to
describe the whole picture

The mainconclusion inthis section is that formal gender is not a syntactic
feature, but a feature that is inserted postsyntacticallthenmorphological
module. If this is on the right track raises ahostof new questions concerning
the nature ofpostsyntactic insertion into different types of determiners and
adjectival modifiers, as well athe interplay between formal amnskmantic
gender in a crosknguistic and diachronic perspective, issues that cannot be
addresseth this paper.

| HEUR()*$%"+96," %) &())*$%"
In section 1 | proposed three goals of this papén explain the use of
-.(#/0".1/,)2031341( , to make a detailed study of th& Berson nosplural
pronoun system in Swedishan '&'%%on |(&'%%)en 6.$+"377318)!.$%5)#4t-)
(it+1'4%$'08) .$%nNnd to explain the formal and semantic gender systems in
Swedish and how they interact.

9:.(#/0".1/,)2031341()$ urned out not to be disagreeing9disagreeing det
6.$+1'4$'08) 1.$%) 0';'0() <#"=) $3}HimdGiktic entity, a discourse entityilence
disagreement does natise. In such casgethe preceding text provides material
for the retrieval of an antecedent, but no linguistic antecedeptesent A
O-.(#/0".1/,) det (it.neuteB)!.$%5)4('-).1)"03Entential reference or as a topic
douler, does not have any inherent meaning, as opposéantt&'%)#1-hon
I(&'%+)>&") #"$4#7?) 7'#1.0f this pronourwhenused in a context where other
pronouns could have been used is explained in terms of privative oppasi@on
meaning idifferent fromthe meaning that wouldrise ifanother pronoun, such
as han '&'%%on 1(&'%) 3@en 6.$+"377318) . $8ereto be used) @)9-.(#/0".1/,)
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det "#$%& '#&()*allBws a speaker to take a different referential perspewiive
respect toa referent than what hdsken the case if another pronoun had been
chosen. The nature of this referential perspective is to a certain extent dependent
on the meaning structure of the head nafnthe referentwhat aspects of
meaning are available apdominent.

| haveproposed arethat there are twaon-plural S-pronouns in Swedishge.
syntactic & persa nonplural pronounsden !"#$-.//.%)*+"#,*0%fet (it.neuter)
+"#,$*238&48&*5(.%.'%4* 0(&* 4#("-#67*0%053.("-8* 4"%-&* #3& 7* (&9&(*:0-;*#.*0* 6" %
entity, in the usual casenmun phrase, where the head noun is a common gender
or neuter noun in the singular. The pronow@en !"#$-.//.%)* +"#,*and def
"#$%&'#&()* €&h also be used &pronouns, in which case they refer to a
discourse entity. As an-Bronoun def "#$%& #&(},#s deficient and has no
number feature. The pronouhan +3&,8n +43&,8*0Uar!"#$-.//.%)*+"#,*-0%*
participate in Rlinking by virtue of the number feature, which means that they
make reference to a linguistic entity in the discourse. The features
MASCULINE for han +3&,* 0%1* =>? @A@A>@1(*43&,* 0(&* 4"/'6#0%&.'467*
imposed on theliscourse referent that is identified via theun phrase to which
the number feature links. For example, in a sequence sudl&rasen sjsng.
Hon var glad. +23&* #&0-3&@&#®* B3&* C04* 30588 number feature ofon
+438&links to the NP/Sraren +#3&*#&0-3&(,8*CiI'tBrn identifies the discourse
referent of hon as being the same as the entity to whidvaren refers. The
feature FEMININE addsnformation aboutthe natual genderof this referent.
The pronourden "#$-.//.%)*+"#,*-0%*.&*'4&1*04*0*5'(@r@noun, for example
when it is used deicticallylitta pdden! +E..;*O#*"#F,$

Swedish has two gender dimensions: formal gender and semantic gender.
Formal gender is a &ure, neuter or common gender, thatlso associated
primarily with nouns. The semantic genders, on the other hand are four, and the
best way to describe this gender system igefer to them agarn-gender,horr
gender,dergender, andlei-genderSematic gender is a gender dimensidmat
Is associated with pronouns, abg choosingone of thee pronouns a speaker
Imposes a certain referential perspective upon a referent thalréadyentered
the discourse, either deictically or textuallfhe pronoa den "#$-.//.%)* +"#,*
does not carry the feature INANIMATE, but to use this pronoun in a context
where han +3&,*.(hon +43&,*C.'61* 30G&* :&&%* 5.44".6&* ;3N eSéferential
perspectiveINANIMATE is conveyed.In a similar way, the use otlef
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(it.neuter)‘it’ in a context where some of the other pronouns could have been
chosen implies that the speaker discards the meanings that would have been
conveyed byhan ‘he’, hon ‘she’, or den (it.common) ‘it’.
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Embedded V2 does not exist in Swedish

David Petersson

Lund University

"#$%&'$
“Embedded” V2-clauses are often analyzed as subordinate
clauses which contain a recursive CP. In this paper, I point at
three problems associated with a recursive CP-analysis:
Topicalization of and extraction out of an “embedded” V2-clause
yields an ungrammatical result in Swedish and an “embedded”
V2-clause does not have to be deictically adjusted to its
“matrix”. I present an alternative analysis, according to which
both the “matrix” clause and the “embedded” clause are main
clauses. I argue that the “complementizer” att (‘that') is not a
complementizer but a pronominal element which functions as an

argument in relation to the verb of the “matrix” clause.

1. Introduction

Main clauses and subordinate clauses are core concepts within grammatical
theory. They constitute two basic categories which form a dichotomy that often
serves as a point of departure for further generalizations. However, a closer look
at the two categories of clauses will show that this dichotomy is not necessarily as
strict and unproblematic as one initially might assume. There is a number of
clause types that, for different reasons, seem quite difficult to fit into the typical
division into main clauses and subordinate clauses. One of these problematic

clause types are the so called embedded V2-clauses, which are also the subject of

Working papers in Scandinavian Syntax 84 (2009), 101 — 149



102

this paper.

The purpose of this paper is twofold. Firstly, I point at some problems
associated with analyzing so called embedded V2-clauses as syntactic structures
containing a recursive CP (that is, assuming that there are two CPs: a lower one to
which the finite verb moves and a higher one which hosts the complementizer).
Secondly, I suggest an alternative analysis, which in my opinion accounts for
“embedded” V2 in a more straightforward way. I argue that there are good
reasons for analyzing sentences containing so called embedded V2-clauses as
paratactic constructions (however not coordinated), rather than instances of
hypotax.

The paper has the following outline: Section 2 deals with main clauses and
subordinate clauses in Swedish. To begin with, I give a brief description of the
syntax and semantics of prototypical main clauses and subordinate clauses
respectively. Then I describe the so called embedded V2-clauses and point out
how they deviate from typical subordinate clauses in Swedish. In section 3, I
point at three problems with analyzing “embedded” V2-clauses as subordinate
clauses containing a recursive CP: extraction out of the “embedded” clause is not
possible, the “embedded” clause cannot be topicalized and deictic adjustment is
not necessary. I argue that these facts are incompatible with a subordination
analysis, if the notion subordination is to be taken seriously. In section 4, I present
a proposal for an analysis in which the two parts of “embedded” V2-constructions
are considered to be two syntactically independent main clauses. I show that the
problems associated with a recursive CP analysis are solved within a paratactic

analysis.
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clauses, “embedded” V2-clauses express independent speech acts. They are
assertions and the explanation for them having a speech act value most likely lies
in the position of the finite verb. It is reasonable to assume that the finite verb of
an “embedded” V2-clause moves from V to Force®, giving the clause a positive

speech act value (cf. Julien, 2007).

Below, I will sum up the properties of “embedded” V2:

A) “Embedded” V2-clauses do not occur in isolation. They must be preceded by a
“matrix” clause. That means that we know that any given instance of “embedded”

V2 always involves a minimum of two clauses.

B) From a logical point of view, an “embedded” V2-clause seems to function as

an argument in relation to the verb of the preceding clause.

C) “Embedded” V2 always contains the word !""#that'$

D) The finite verb of an “embedded” V2-clause has moved from V to C. In a split
CP model, it is reasonable to assume that it has moved from V to

Force®.

E) Both the “matrix” clause and the “embedded” V2-clause express speech acts.

They are both construed as assertions.

If one considers the properties that are listed above it soon becomes clear that
it is in no way obvious how “embedded” V2 should be related to the categories
main clause and subordinate clause, nor is it clear how the relation between the

two clauses in a sentence containing an ‘“embedded” V2-clause should be

described.
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It is not a new observation that there are certain problems associated with
describing “embedded” V2 within a structural model containing one CP. A
solution that has often been suggested is a recursive CP, that is, an analysis,
according to which the “embedded” V2-clause has a syntactic structure
containing two CPs. The general idea of a recursive CP-analysis is, of course, that
each CP will host one of the two elements that otherwise would compete for the
same position. In accordance with the linear structure of the “embedded” V2-
clause, the head of the lower CP will then be occupied by the finite verb, whereas
the head of the higher one will be occupied by the complementizer (see Vikner
1995 and Holmberg & Platzack 1995).

The advantage of a recursive CP-analysis is that it seems to be able to explain
the coexistence of a complementizer and a verb in the second position. At a first
glance, it does appear as if a recursive CP-analysis can solve the problems that
follow from the contradictory properties of “embedded” V2-clauses: Firstly, it
seems to provide a satisfying account for the relation between the first clause and
the “embedded” V2-clause. The I""-clause holds the complement position of the
VP in the first clause and, consequently, it functions as an argument in the first

clause. Secondly the presence of the word I"" is given an explanation. It is a
complementizer which embeds the clause under the matrix. Finally, the analysis
accounts for the position of the finite verb. It has in fact moved from V to C; it
has moved to the lower C.

However, the recursive CP-analysis is in no way as unproblematic as it might
seem at a first glance. In fact, what assuming a double CP, actually boils down to
is an attempt to eat the theoretical cake and have it too. If one claims that a clause
displays V-to-C movement and has illocutionary force, and at the same time
claims that it is subordinated, then, in my opinion, the notion subordination has
become quite watered down.

In sections 3.1 - 3.3, I will show that there are empirical facts suggesting that

the recursive CP-analysis is not on the right track. In fact, it does not even seem
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adequate to analyze “embedded” V2-clauses as embedded or subordinate. Instead
the observations to be presented rather point towards an analysis according to
which the “matrix” clause, as well as the “embedded” clause, are main clauses.
The observations that are presented in sections 3.1 and 3.2 draw on de Haan
(2001) who investigates West Frisian. He argues that the complementizer "#$
('that") is in fact a conjunction and that the “embedded” V2-clause should be

analyzed as, in some sense, coordinated with its “matrix” clause.

3.1. “Embedded” V2-clauses cannot be topicalized

There are of course a number of possible ways to define the concepts main clause
and subordinate clause. One of the more common ways, however, is to apply a
functional perspective and define the two categories of clauses on the basis of
their interrelations. That is, for instance, what Teleman et al. (1999) propose.
They define a main clause as “a clause which is not a constituent of another
clause™ (Teleman et al., volume 4, 679). A subordinate clause, on the other hand,
is defined as “a syntactically subordinate clause’ (Teleman et al., volume 4, 462).
Now, one might of course say that the definition “syntactically subordinate
clause” is quite vague. But given their definition of the notion main clause it
seems reasonable to assume that the defining criteria, that Teleman et al. use to
separate the two categories of clauses, is whether any given clause constitutes an
element within an other clause or not.

No matter if one thinks that a functional definition as the one outlined above
is reasonable or not, it is clear that clauses that are regarded as subordinate
typically also function as constituents within a superordinate structure. So, for the
sake of the discussion, let us assume that a subordinate clause is a part of another
clause, as opposed to a main clause, which is not.

Now, as mentioned in section 2.1, one of the characteristics of a declarative

4 my translation
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sentence as a whole. Secondly, the finite verb I"#$ (#99"is in the present tense, as
opposed to the verb of the reporting clause which is in the past tense. This means
that the reported event took place at the time for the original utterance. Finally,
the adverbial of place &!$ refers to the place where the quoted clause was first
uttered.

In indirect speech, the quoted utterance has the form of a prototypical
subclause. Deictic expressions refering to person, space and time are related to
the matrix clause (cf. Teleman et al., volume 4, 850). The point of reference of the
reported clause is the ‘here’ and ‘now’ of the matrix clause. In (16), this is shown
in three ways. To begin with, we can see that the personal pronoun of the reported
clause &%’ (&# is coreferential with the personal pronoun in the matrix clause.
Secondly, we see that the tense of the verb !"#$ has been altered from present to
past. Thirdly, the adverbial of location has been changed so that it is related to the
place where the sentence as a whole is uttered.

The deictic differences between direct and indirect speech can be related to
the typical asymmetry between main clauses and subordinate clauses. The fact
that a quoted clause, in the case of indirect speech, is deictically adjusted to the
matrix clause, could be described and explained along the following lines:

Finiteness can be understood as a feature or property which gives a linguistic
expression a point of reference, to which grammatical and deictical categories
such as tense, person and location can be related. In effect, this means that
finiteness provides a kind of origo, which gives a value to the parameters ‘here’,
‘now’ and ‘I’. The finiteness feature is assumed to be located in the CP and in the
case of Swedish it is either checked by the finite verb (main clauses) or
lexicalized by a complementizer (subordinate clauses). A main clause has an
independent finiteness value, whereas a prototypical subordinate clause does not.
Instead, it would seem that a subordinate clause normally is anchored in its matrix
clause through the complementizer which links the subordinate clause to the

finiteness value specified in the matrix CP. This means that there can only be one
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b.) must be the original clauses, then the subjects of the “embedded” V2-clauses
also must be coreferential with the subjects of the “matrix” clauses. As far as |
can see this 1s not the case. The pronouns of the “embedded” clauses could just as
well have a third referent. This means that the original utterance and thought
respectively, may well have had the form of the clauses in (22) and (23), in which

case the “embedded” V2-clauses would not be adjusted to their “matrices”.

(22) Han hade inte ens  hunnit tinka pi OS.

'He hadn't even had time to think about the Olympics.'

(23) Det var ikke dette han skulle sagt.

'This wasn't what he should have said.'

The second problem with concluding that the “embedded” V2-clauses are
really embedded on the basis of the evidence presented in (20) and (21) is that the
same changes to the deictic categories could apply if the utterances and thoughts
were reported in a paratactic construction. In other words, these changes do not

necessarily have to indicate subordination. This is illustrated in (24) and (25).

(24) Han sa detta till GP: Han hade inte ens hunnit tainka pa
"HINSS+%IN ("5 (INT78ILAN"S% & (N#)#&N"$%* (+,#* (N ("+&-1$."/(
OS.
("#!012,3+45
'He said this to GP: He hadn't even had time to think about the
Olympics.'
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Nor does it seem to integrate the “embedded” clause as a constituent of the
matrix in the same way as a prototypical subordinate clause is integrated in its

matrix. Had this been the case, topicalization and extraction would be possible.

The functional definition, according to which a subordinate clause is a clause
that functions as a constituent within another clause, seems problematic to apply
to “embedded” V2-clauses. Certainly, from a logical point of view, the
“embedded” clause constitutes an argument in relation to the verb of the
“matrix” clause. But if it functions as a constituent of the “matrix”, then why
isn’t topicalization or extraction possible?

These problems can be solved if, firstly, the word att is not analyzed as
complementizer in the case of “embedded” V2 and secondly, if “embedded” V2-
clauses are not regarded as subordinate but rather independent main clauses,
syntactically as well as semantically/pragmatically.

In the following section, I propose an alternative definition of the notion
subordination and present a new analysis of “embedded” V2, according to which

“embedded” V2-clauses are regarded as independent main clauses.

4. “Embedded” V2-clauses are not embedded

4.1. Defining main clauses and subordinate clauses

To say that a subordinate clause is a clause that is introduced by a
complementizer means giving the notion subordination a formalistic definition.
For many purposes such definitions can be very useful. For instance, a
formalistic definition of subordination may facilitate the identification of
subordinate clauses in a specific language. There are however also certain
drawbacks to defining subordination in terms of formal properties. One is that
such a definition will exclude many of the world’s languages. It would seem
reasonable to assume that all natural languages would have some means of

expressing the semantic/pragmatic relations that in many European languages
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its subordination manifests itself through a complementizer which occupies a
position within the C-domain. The role of the complementizer is to anchor the
proposition of the subordinate clause in the higher CP, which in its turn, directly
or indirectly, is anchored in the context or discourse in which the utterance is
made. That is to say, a complementizer relates the clause which it introduces to a
superordinate origo, or point of reference (finiteness). This means that it
provides a kind of specification for finiteness value as well as speech act value.
If anything, these specifications are to be considered references to the values
given in a higher CP. They are not independent values. Thus, subordinate clauses
are, through their complementizers, specified for speech act value and finiteness
but these values are not independent. Instead, they are references to the
specifications that are found in the highest CP.

Put in syntactic terms, speech act value means that a clause has an
independent specification in ForceP and such a specification is, in principle, only
possible if the clause is the highest CP of the clause structure, and thus anchored
directly in the context and speech situation. Irrespective of whether they are
lexical elements or operators, the C-domain must be open and available to the
elements that can provide an independent, positive value in ForceP. In effect,
this means that a clause cannot have an independent speech act value if it is
subordinated. The reason for this is that the C-domain of a subordinated clause is
occupied by a complementizer that anchors the clause in a higher CP and at the
same time prevents the finite verb from moving to ForceP.

As mentioned, the speech act value of a Swedish clause is associated with
verb movement from V to C. More specifically, the finite verb of a clause that
expresses a speech act first moves from V to FinP (at least in questions and
assertions) and then on to ForceP. This means that the line of argument
concerning the connection between semantic/pragmatic status and syntactic
structure in Swedish can be summed up in the following way:

Within one clause structure, there can be no more then one given speech act
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)*+9642))+(%/28+%*7 1+D+(5%-)%, 7+8.H)%8++9%) 7%&./)-7.%28%2.% X3'9+.) <%k
8++98%)7%2,,% )*+% &+2)'(+% PQY% 6(7R-9-):S% 0:% 1*-/*%%-)% 92L +8YP)+%6 (+&-+
(+3'42(%6(7.7".%12) 26%7 (-/<%=>+%&"./)-T 9618%. %-)%-8%/790-.+,%1-)*%20 7)*+(
6(7.7".%-8%-44'8)(2)+,%-.%>?UA%M%>"IA<

L 96$.7)+(%,-&&+(+./+%0+) 1++.96)*+% 6(T TBH 286(+3'42(5%& 44%6(7.7'.8%-8%)*2) %) 986 D+(0%
&-(8)%/42'8+%92:%0+%8&2/)-D+%-&%2%2%(+3'42(%/2)26*7 (-/%6(7.7'.%-8%'8+,<%=*08%-8%'.3
6(7.79-. 28" %-8%'8+,<%=*+%, -8&&+(+./+%-8%-44'8)(2)+,%-.%>-A%2.,%>--AG%>-A%2. % F.3(:
- )+%60-4+.<%>XV+%(+3(+)8%)*-8GY%*+%, -, X)%0':%)*+%/2 (<X A%>--A%IV2.%F . 3(2(%68)) %*2.%
(+3(+)8%)*2)%*+%, -,. X)%0":9%6)*+%/2(XA<%



HEO6&™™™ (VR K- J0'12,/. 434 B6/T 6/ T+ 38+, +:4 <
I"HHHS YO8 HHHE (VI + B (" TV SHAYO-(+%0. [ O (HHH#-1&-1" $H##%, /12304
). *7-7/0'12,/.+*>/2%997"-@.,+=/'3*A.">37>6.+,*+?B@4.<=

#$C& Y- ML2,) 413456/ 7,6/ T+ 38+, +,4.<
"H#HSN& HH& (HHE (1Yo (HH*+B (" #H#!1Y%SH# Y- (+%. . [H###,0(##-1&-1" ,$#%,/23
=)."*7-'[3*'12,/.+*>[2*99?'-@.,+=/'3*A.">37>6.+,*+?'B@4.<=

"HDE Y 50'12, [+ B4 S6/T,6/M T+ 38+, i +:4 <
B HHHSYO& HH(1 &)+ S (" IV SHHYo- (+%0. /1 O(FHHE-18-1" $##%,/2304"
=).! *7-37,0'12,/.+*>/2%997"-@.,+=/'3*A.*+2'>37>6.+,*+?'B@4.<=

HI&M( Y R ]0'L2, ) A B BRG(T 6/ T+ 38+, D+ 4. <!
I"H$Y& Ht (|8 SHHH (16 +$(" HHHHYSHHYo-(+%0. . [H#, O (HHH-1&-1" $#%, 2
=).'/37,'/3*/0'12,/ +*>[2*997"-@.,+=/'3*A.">37>6.+,*+?'B@4.<=

E3." .+ +> 7T+ #$%&' >@+/*7+,' [F@' >9*20% 3 $%# " - *+$(",# 1%4¢
6%1(&S1(# &,("#!7,5# 8,88 4.*,@+'/3*'/37," ,.+/.+>.'7,'A.4?' @--'7,' /3*/' /3.
GA4@+@2¢ +@4B*99?' 3*,' *+*G3@47>'"#@4' ,@B./7B.,'-.7>/7>&' 4.5.4.+> <" H+'/37
. HA>1'3@F.A41'13.'4.5.4.+>."B2,/').">**G3@A47>'7T+ @4-.4'5@4'/3.",.+/.+>.'| @
J.";4*BB*/7>*9<'H5'F.">@BG*4.'"#$%&'F7/3'#$C&'F."+@/7>.'/3*/'/3.' @+97'-755.4.+>.
7,'13*I'13.'574,/'>9%2, ' T+'#$C&I'T+*--7T/7T@+'/@'/3.'4.;29*4'GA4@+@2+1"*9,@">@+/*7+
%E'E37,'>@BJ7+*/7T@+'?7.9-,"*";4*BB*/7>*9'4.,29/<'H'/[*6.'/37,'|@"7+-V&{{/.'/3*]
134@2;3'7/,'5.%/24.'"KL' G4A@M7B*9N'>3*+;.,'/3.'4.5.4 +>.' @5'/3.' G4 B4 @B+
*+*G3@47>'1@'>**G3@47><'O+.'F*?'@5'-.,>47J7+;' /137, F@29-'J. 9@ /37+6' @5
,G.99'@2/'@5'/3.'5.* /IRL'GA@M7B*9N<

E3.' @+97'-755.4.+>."J./F..+'[3." .+ 4> T+ #$%&*+-'#IC&I'@+'/3.' @+."3*+-I
*+'13@,.' 7+#"'D&™*+-'#"1&' @+'/13.'"@/3.41'7,'13*/'/3.' GA@+@2+I'7+'/3."9*/[.4'@+.,1'3*,



I"#

$%9%68& ()*&+%, L##$0)12'31%4,2'-)%' .55.21-%'6%274-/'8"9:;'<)1()".&43' (&-*1&2
)% 6%+74*6'56.8.7&' 12' (.=54%-%43" +6*==*-1(*4;' <)%6%*2' 8"1:' <)1()' (.&-*1&2"*
6%+74%6'56.8.78' SSFR.78,2'6%-)%6'.,,/'0)%' %>54*&*-1.&'12'56.$*$43'-)*-'-)%
56.8.7&!"##$' 1&'-)12' (*2082' (*-*5).61( -.'$%+1&'<1-)/'?, 1&+ *&##<)1()' 12
*42.'(*-*5).61(; @72-'6%274-2'1& *A1&, .B'-*7-.4.+3/

0)%' (&(4721.&" 12' -YSHH*& $%' 72%,' .&' 1-2' <&'.6' (=$1&%, <1-)'-)%
6%+74*6'*&*5).61('56.&.7&/' CB'1-'12'72%,' .&'1-2' .<&;'1-'12'*&"*6+ 7=0%&-'<)1()

)*2' 5)1DBY%*-76%2' *2' <%644' *2' -)%' 2%=*&-1(' B%*-76%' EF56.>1=*4G/'CB' 1-' 12"
(=$18*-1.&'<1-)-)%'56.8.78&"#;'1-'12'&.-'-) % *6+T=%&-'.B'-) % H%6$/ C&')*-'(*2%
1-2'&.=1&*4' B%*-76%2' *6%' .HY%661,,%8& $3'-).2%' .B'-)%' 6%+74*6' 56.8.7&/ C&2-
@72-,,2-)%'56.>1=*4'BY%*-76%; =*A1&+"-)%'6% BWEWE B1E'

C&'-)12'2%(-1.&;' C'*HY%' 56%2%8&-%, * &%<'*&*43212" .B' 1%=$%,,96,J' K#;' <)1(
(*&'$%' 27==*61L%, 1&'-)%'B.44.<1&+ <*3M'N%&-%&(%2' (.&-*1818&+ *&' 1%=$%, %
K#D(4*72%' (.&212-' .B'*'=1&1=7=".B'-<.'(4*72%2/ O.-)' .B'-)%="*6%"' 1&,%65%&, %&-
=*1&'(4*72%2/'0)%'<. G 2'&.-'*'(.=54%=%&-1L %6; $7-"*'56.&.=1&*4'%4%=%&-/'C-
B7&(-1.82'*2'*&' $@%(-'<1-)1&'-)%' B162-'(4*72%/'C-2',12-61$7-1.&',1BB%62'B6.="
6%+74*6'56.&.78&2'218(%'1-2'2%-" .B'&. =1&*4'B%*-76%2'12' 1&(.=54%-%/'?5*6-'B6
BY6*-76%2; C'*227=081H2"*'206=*8&-1('B%*-76%'EF'56.>1=*4G'<)1()'(*& %>54*1&
)% BH(-' )= 1-2' *&-06(%,%&-' =72-' B.44.<' 1==9%6,1*-%43/' 0)12' BY%*-76%"*42.' %&27
(*-*5).61('6%B%6%&(%/"

"IP['?6+7=%&-2'1&'B*H.6".B'-)%'56.5.2%,*&*43212
C&'-)12'2%(-1.&;'C'1&-%&,'-.' +1H%'* $61%B' 56%2%8&-*-1.8' .B'*6+7=%&-2'<)1() 27
)%'5*GH-*(-1(*&*A3212'-)*-<*2" 7-41&%, L& I#]
Q%-'72;-'$%+1&'<1-);".&(%*+*1&'(.&21,%6'-)%'B*(-2'(.&(%68&1&+'-. B1(*41L*-1.¢
*8 '0>-6*%(-1.8/'72'<*2'2).<&'1&'2%(-1.&2'P/I'*&, PI#;' &%1-)%6'-.51(*41L*-1.&;'&.6
06>-6*(-1.&' 31964, 2 ¥ +6*==*-1(*4' 6%274-'<)%& *5541%, -.'1%=$%, %, J' K#D(4*72%:
CB' 19%=$%,,%,J' K#' 12' *&*43L%,' *2' *&' 1&2-*&(%' .B' 27$.6,1&*-1.&' -)12' 12' R71-



I"#

$%&'()*+,-.%,/0,%1*,23".$*$,/(,', $*(%*(2*,24(%'/(/(),'(,5*67*88*89,:;<23".$*,:&*
'('3=>*8,'$,%74,/(8*@*(8*(%,6'/(,23".$*$A,/%,/$,*B'2%3=, 21'%, 4(*,?4.38, "B@*2%+
C,@&*&*D./$/%*,04&,74%1,%A4@/2'3/>'%/4(,'(8,*B%&'2%/4(,/$,%1'%,%1*,23".$*,21/
7*, %4@/2'3/>*8, 4&, *B%&'2%*8, 0846, /$, /(%*)&'%*8,'$, ', 24($%/%.*(%, 2/%1/(,", 6'Y
C22488/(), %4, 6=, '('3=$/$A, %1*, 5*67*88*89, ::<23".$*,/$, (,/(8*@*(8*(%,,6'/(
23'.$*+, E4($*D.*(%3=, /%, I$, (4%, ', 24($%/%.*(%, 2/%1/(, '(4%1*&, 23".$*,'(8, %1.$, /
2'((4%, 7*,%4@/2'3/>*8,4& ,*B%&'2%*8,0&46+

F1*,0'2%$, 24(2*&(/(), 8*/2%/2, '8G.$%6*(%, 2'(, 7*, *B@3'/(*8, '34(), %1*, $'6*
3/(*$+, C$, 2'$, @4/(%*8, 4.%, I(, $*2%/4(, #+#A, 8*/2%/2, '8G.$%6*(%, (4&6'33=, 84*$
'@@3=,%4,5*67*88*89,::<23".$*$+,1(2*%,) /(A %1/$,/$,', %1*4&*%/2'3, @&473*6,/0, %]
5*67*88*89, :;<23'.$*, /$, '(3=>*8, '$, ', $.74&8/('%*, 23'.$*+, -.%, /0, /%, 1%, '(
1(8*@*(8*(%, 6'/(, 23".$*A, %1*(, %1*, 47$*&J'%/4($, 24(2*&(/(), 8*/2%/2, '8G.$%6*(%
'&*,1(,246@3*%*,'2248&8'(2*, 2/1%1,?1'%, 4(*, ?4.38,*B@*2%+,C, 6'/(,23".$*,1'$, /%$
47(,/3342.%/4(&=,04&2*A,'$, ?*33,'$, /%$, 4?(, 0/(/%*(*$$, '(8, %14%$*, @&I@*&%/*$
1(246@'%/73*,2/%1,8*/2%/2,'8G.$%6*(Yo+

F1*, '('3=$/$, 84*$, (4%, 4(3=, *B@3/(, %1*, 02%$, &*)'&8/(), %4@/2'3/>'%/4(
*BY%&'2%/4(,'(8,8*/2%/2,'8G.$%6*(%+,C33,&44%, %&'($04&6'%/4($, ?1/21,'8&*,' @ @:
%4, 5*67*88*89, :<23'.$*$, 2'(, 7*, *B@3'/(*8, '34(), %1*, $'6*, 3/(*$+, K(, 4%1*&
24&8$A,%1* &*'$4(,%1'%,5*67*88*89,:;<23".$*$,2'(,8/$@3'=,&44%, @1*(46*(",$.21
'S, /(/%1'3, 8/$342'%/4($, 4&, $@*'L*&, 4&/*(%*8, /(Y*RGR Y MYB, %0 1*=,'&*,/(,0'2%
6'/(,23'.$*$A,4&,844%$+,M44%,@1*(46* (', @ @3=,%4,&44%,23".$*$+

C,0.&%1*&,'&).6*(%,/(,0'J4&,40,%1* @'&'%'2%/2,'('3=$/$,1'$, %4, 84,?/%1, ?1/2
$@**21,'2%$, %1'%, 5*67*88*89, ::<23'.$*$, 2'(, *B@&*$$+, K%, /$, 24664 (3=, '$$.6*8
%1'%,5*67*88*89,:;<23".$*$,2'(,4(3=,*"B@&*$$,'$$*&%/4($+,N4?*J*&A K, 1'J*,04.(8
$.8@&/%/()3=, 6'(=, *B'6@3*$, 40, $*(%*(2*$, 21*&*, %1*, 5*67*88*89, 23".$*A, D./%*
23%&3=A,/$,'(,/6@*&%/J*,23".$*+ K(,0":P,<,0"QPA,", $6'33,$*3*2%/4(,40,%1*,"' %1

,O/P,/$,'(,*B'6@3*,40,'(,9*67*88*89,:;<23".$*, /%1, (,/(1%/'3, 8/$342 Vi S(%6& " BRY%1'%, 2 &RP+
OlIP,I$,'(, *B'6@3*, 40, '(, 9*67*88*89, :;<23".$*, 24(%'/(/(),, S@*'L*&, 4&/*(%*8, /(%*&TBR/4(
ORS'6(, /%RP+, O/P, N'(, $', '%%, 8*(, 7/3*(A, 8*(, $L.33*, G'), '38&/), LS@'+, ORN*, $/8A, %1'%, 2'&A, ¢
24.38,(*J*&,7.=RP,0//P,N'(,$','%%,(.,1'&,G"),0'(,0T%%, (4)+ ORN* $'/8A,8'6(,/%A,KRJ* 1'8,/%RP+
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examples which I have found by googling is presented. The main verb of the

first clause, the pronominal element!" ('that') and the imperative of the

“embedded” clause are in bold.

(42)

Han hilsade mig vilkommen 1 united states och sa att drick
#$%%%&'$$"$(%%%%)$%%%*$+,-)$%%%./%%0/."$(%1"1"$1%!/(%1!.(%

inte for mycket sd& du hamnar i finkan.

%%%%%% %% %% %% %% % %%0/-"%%"-%%%)0,#%%%1-3"#!"%%4-0%%$/(305%

(43)

(44)

(45)

'He wished me welcome to the United States and said, don't drink to

much, so that you end up in jail.'

Min man sa att kop for guds skull ingen  firs
)4%%#017!/(%1!.(%%"#!"%704%%8-'%&-(91%%%1!2$%%%/-%%%%)./,9
%%, da vet man inte hur man mir 1 morgon

"#$'$:%0"#$/%2/-*%-/$%%%/-" %Yo #-*%-1$%%08$$+1%./%%)-' /&

'My husband said, for god's sake, don't buy any minced meat there, if

you do, there's no telling how you'll do tomorrow.'

ldkaren sa att Ak hem och nys ut den.
(-,"-3"#$%1!.(%"#!"%%&-%Yo#-)$% %!/ (%% 1/$$;$%%-0"%%%."

'the doctor said: go home and sneeze it out.'

Hon sa att “ligg 10 minuter var dag pd bon”.
1#$%% 1. (%" #!"%%<+!4%%%=>%)./0"$1%$?$'4%(14%%-/%%5"14$'<

'She said “take 10 minutes to pray every day”.'



I"#

$%&' () *+&' +-.- *&.10%/,0' ()' /12&.-*/3&' ,4-50&0" /0" *+-* *+&6' -%Y%(* T&
&178&88&8'9,):" ;14-*<- =" >' 2(0&%@.&%A IBBCA' IDCE:' F+/0' 1&-%0' *+-* 08%*&%¢
05,+'-0'*+(0&' /%' 9"GE'H' 9"H#E"- &' +-.8'%('-,,(5%*')(.'/)' *+&'1&17&88&8J' ,4-50&' /0
-%6-46<&8'-0'-%' [%0*-%,&' ()' 057(.8/%-*/(%: F(' -' 2-.-*- */,'-%-460/0A' (%' *+&' (*+&.
+-068A *+&6'-.&' %(*'-' 2. (T4&1L: F+&.&'-.& %(' @.-11-*/,-4' .&0*./,*/(%0" *( K5 (*/%@
-06'/12&.-*I3&' ,4-50&A' 76' 1&-%0' ()’ 2-.-*-L ;' F+-**+&' 08%*&%,&0'/%' 9"GE'H' 9"#E"-.&
1%")-%2-.%- ¥ ' (%0*.5,*/(%0' 1% M-+/,+*+&' M(B""/0'-'2.(%(1/%-4',(%0*/*58%*
M/*+/%'*+&')].0% [%88&28%688%*' ,4-50&' /0'0+(M%' 76'*+&' 2-.-2+.-0&' ()' O"HE' M+/,+'/C
@/38%'78&4(MA'/%'9"NE:

O'NE'  O(%0-"88**-P'4Q@@"R'1/%5*&.'3-.""8-@'2S" TT%U
HSYRH! (8&"$H) 8 &*I1+88&&,-&.'0" Yot &% 1% 2+& (1 +&3/8&A21+%2
VW+&'0-/8"+/0P"™*-=&'IR"1/%5*&0"*('2.-6'&3&.6'8-6V

F+&' 08%%&%,&' /%' 9"NEA' M+/,+' /0" -%' 5%-17/@5(50' 1%0*-%,&' ()' 2-.-*-LA' /0’ -
2--2+.-0&'()'9"HE'XO'M&',-%'0&&"*+&'2-.-2+.-0&'+-0"*+&'0-1&'1&-%/% @'-0'9"HE

Y/%-446A' Z' M(548' 4/=&' *(' 25* )(.*+' -' 2.(0(8/,' -.@518&%* /%" )-3(.' () *+&
2.(2(0&8'-%-460/0:'X,,(.8/%@" *(' ?(44' 9GRRBE'1&17&88&8J' [GH,4-50&0' 9+&' ,-440
*+81'\&17&88&8' 1-/%' ,4-50&0]E' 8/024-6' - 2.(0(8/,' 2.(2&.*6' *+-*' [0’ *62/,-446
-00(,/-*&8' M/*+' 1-/%" ,4-5080: "50* 4/=&' %' 2.(*(*62/,-4' 1-/%" ,4-50&0A *+&.&' 0" -
\48)*H&B@&'7(5%8-.6"*(%&]/%'1&17&88&8J[GH,4-50&0P"

1Z%' _&%*.-4' WM&ES/O+A' -' O' *(%&' /0" 2+(%&*/,-446' -00(,/-*&8' M/*+' *+&' 4-0*
0644-748&' () *+&').0% 2.(0(8/, M(.8' ()’ 5**&.-%,80' 90(.%&A" IBB"" O(.%&" &*' -4:A
GRRIE:'?(44'9GRR"A'GRRNE")(5%8"*+-*0'-22&-.0'/%'&17&88&8'1-/%' 4-50&0'75*¥
1%'057(.8/%-*&' ,4-50&0:'Z**+50'08& 10" +-**+/0'V4&) *HEB8@&'7 (5%8-.6"*(%&\V')5%
-0'-' 0/@%-4"*+-*' ' 1-/%' ,4-50&' /0" -7(5* *(' 7&@/%J' 9?(44A' GRRBA' a"E:"Y5.*+&.A'
M./*&OP' IF+&' 4&)*H&8@&' 7(5%8-.6' *(%&. 10’ 2.(7-746' -00(,/-*&8' M/*+' 14/%' ,4-50&
0*.5,*5.8'/% @&%&.-4' .- *+&.*+-%'02&,/)/,-446'M/*+'-00&.*/(%0A'0/%,&'/*':40('0&&10
-22&-.'1%'K580*/(%0J'9?(44A'GRRBA'A"E:



I"#

$%8&'(&)*+&%((,&-.//&*012(%& 34*3& 5(67(88(89&:;<)/*2%(%&8=>>(0&>0.6&0(1
att<)I*2%(%,& 0(1*08=+1& 34(=0& 20.%.8=)& ?0.2(03=(% @& $& 20.3.3A2%&)*/& %27)
+.38 4*B(& *& /(>3<(81(& 7.2+8*0A& 3.+(,& '4(0(*%& *+& 5(67(88(89& ::<)/R%(& 8.(%
C4(&7.2+8*0A&3.+(&=%&0(/*3(8&3.&6*=+&)/*29%(&%302)320(@& D& 3*B(& 34=%&
34(& 20.+.6=+*/& (/(6(+@,& 20.%.8=)*//A& 7(/. +1%& 3.8 34(& >=0%3& )/*28o(& *+8& +
34(&5(67(88(89&:;<)/*2%(@&&

F@&G266*0A
D+& 34=%& ?*2(0,& D& 4*B(& 8=%)2%%(8& 34(& 24(+.6(+.+&5(67(88(898&;& =+& G (
4*B(&%4.'+8& 34*38 5(67(88(89& :;<)/*2%(%& 8=%7/*A& 3'.8&=67.03*+3& ?8.?(03=(%!
06(?*0*3(&34(6&>0.6&20.3.3A7=)*/8%27.08=+*3(&)/*2%(%H& CA(A&A*B(& ;&' .08&
*+8&34(A&(170(%%&%?(()4&*)3% @

5J67(88(89& ::& 4*%& >3(+& 7((+& *+*/AK(8& =+& 3(06%& .>& *& &)20%=B(&
$)).08=+1& 3.8 %2)48& *+& *+*/A%=%,& 34(& 5(67(88(89& )/*2% (& =%& *& Bo27.08=+*
'4=)4&4*%8&*&8.27/(8&Y%(3&.>&LMUHE*&/.'(0&.+(&3.&'4=)48&34(&>=+=3(&B(07&6.E
4=14(0& .+(& '4=)4& 4.%3%& 34(& ).6?/(6(+3=K(0@& D+& 34=%8& ?*?(0,& 4.'(B(0,&
2.=+3(8&*3& 340((& 20.7/(6%& 0(/*3(8& 3.8 *& 0()20%=B (& LM<*+*/A%=Y8D & L .+30*
+(& '.2/8& (17()3& =>& 34(& 5(67(88(89& :;<)/*2%(& =%& =+& >*)3& W27.08=+*:
(130%)3=.+& .23& .>& *+8& 3.7=)*/=K*3=.+& .>& *+& 5(67(88(89& ::<)Q%(& A=(/
2+10*66*3=)*/& 0(%2/3% @& N2034(06.0(,& D& 4*B(& %4.'+& 34*3& *+& 5(67(88(8¢
)*¥2%(,& 2+/=E(&*& 20.3. 3AP=)IR%(,&8.(%&+.384*B(& 3.8 7(&8(=) 3=)*//&& *802%3
3.8=3%8&56*30=19&)/*2%(@&CA(&).+)/2%=.+& 34*3& D&4*B(&80* +&>0H& 34(%(&
34(&5).67/(6(+3=K(Q9&PQ34*3RS&8.(%&+.38&*+)4.0834(85(67(88(89&&<)/*2%(&:
080(/*3(&=3&3.,834(&>=+=3(+(%%&*+88%7?(()4&*)38&B*/2(%&.>&34(&56*30=19&)/

D& 4*B(& *?7/=(8& *& >2+)3=.+*/& 2(0%7()3=B(& *+8& 8(>=+(8& 34(8&8)*3(1.0=(
)*¥2%(&*+889627.08=+*3(&)/*2%(&.+&34(&T*%=%8&.>8%?(()48*) 3&B*/2 (@ 83&6*=+
)1*¥29%(& 34*3& (170(%%(%&*& %?(()4&*)3,& '4(0(*%6&*& %627.08=+*3(&)/*28o(&=%6&*&
8.(%&+.3@&N2034(06.0(&D&4*B(&*012(8&34*3&%7?(()4&*)3&B*/2(&)*+&7(&8=0()3
3.& <3.<N.0)(& 6.B(6(+3@& D>& 34(& >=+=3(& B(07& 6.B(%& 3.8 N.0)(M,&34(& )/*2%



I"#

$%&&'() *'+) ,*-.&/) 01) 234'&5) '36+*76$) *) '38%-8&8&6+798&4:) +(&) 1767+8&) ,&4;)
0648,86+8&<) 1438) 83,76=) +(&48&) *6<:) '36$&>.&6+-2)) +(&) -*.$&) -* @$) $%6&&E() *
&

23--3A76=) +(&) <&1767+736$) *:3,&:) 0) (*,&) '36'-.<&<) +(*+) ;3+() '-*.$&$) 76) *
$&6+86'&)'36+*7676=)*6)B&8:&<<&<C)DEF'-*.$&)8.$+);&)*6*-298<)*$) )6 <&6&6<
8*76)'-* $&$:) $76'&) +(&?) :3+() <7$%-*?) DE) A34<) 34<&4) *6<) &G%A&S$P) $%6&& ()’
H4.'7%--2:)0)(*,8)*4=.8&<)+(*+:) 76)+(&) *$&) 31) B&8; &<<&<C)DE: }rH{)8)AB4H L
7$)63+)%)'38%-&88&6+798&4);.+)*)%4363876*-)&-&8&6+)76)+(&) 1 74$+)'-*)$&/)M(7$)¢
+(*+)11)1.6'+736$)*$)*6)*4=.8&6+) 76)48-*+736)+3)+(&),&4:)31)+(&) 1 74$+)'-* $&/

M(&) %*4*+%+77) *6*-2$7$) A*$) $.%6%34+8&<) :?) +(&) & 7<&6'&) 4&=*4<7
+3%7"*-79*+736:) &G+A4%+736) *6<) <& 7'+7') *<N.$+886+/) 2.4+(8&4:) 0) (*,&) $(3A6) +(
*6)*'3.6+)134)+(&)3:$84,*+736)+(*+)+(&)B&S:&<<&<C)'-*.$&)"*6):&)*6) 79%&4*+7,&
% $&/)276*--2:)13--3A76=)03--) [IEPPQL:)0) (*,&)*4=.&<) +(*+)+(&) %43$337') %4 3%&
31) B&8;&<<&<C) DEF'-*.$&$) %376+) +3A*4<$) *6) *6*-2$7$) *'34<76=) +B) A(7'() :3+
"* $&$)*4&)8*76)'-*.$&$/)))))

MNMMMMM))

0&1&4&6'&$

R6<&4%$$36:) S*43FT.66*4) I'Q#IN) and function of subordinate clausel)
TW+&;34=V)X&%+/)31)-76=.7$+7'$:)Y67,8457+?)31) TW+&;34=/
Z&$+&6:) [*63:) <&6) I'Q\ILV) M6) +(&) 76+&4*'+736) 31) 433+) +4*6$13)18*+7 36!
-&G7'*-)<&-&+7,&) 4.-&BH Ok formal syntax of the Westgermania. Papers from
the “3rd Groningen Grammar Talks”. Groningen, January 1981. <[) &46&%}
R;4*(*8:)%%/)"#)F)!]//)R8%$+8&4<*8)*6<)5(7-*<&-%(7*V)a3(6)Z&6N*876%/
H47$+31*43:)b367*) IEBRAuMYination/)c&A)d34@:)"G134<V)"G134<).67)&4$7+?
%4&$$/



148

De Haan, Germen J. (2001): More is going on upstairs than downstairs:
Embedded root phenomena in West Frisian. In The journal of comparative
linguistics 4. pp. 3 - 38. Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Hagren, Kristina (2008): Hur mdrks infinitiven? Infinitivkonstruktioner i
svenska dialekter med fokus pa infinitivmdrket. Uppsala: Institutionen for nordiska
sprék.

Holmberg, Anders; Platzack, Christer (1995): The role of inflection in
scandinavian syntax. New York, Oxford: Oxford university press.

Julien, Marit (2007): Embedded V2 in Norwegian and Swedish. In Working
papers in Scandinavian syntax 80. pp. 103 - 161. Lund: Center of language and
literature.

Petersson, David (2008): Forhallandet mellan anforingssats och anford sats vid
direkt anforing. In Josefsson, Gunldg (ed.) Syntax i grinssnittet — Tre uppsatser i
grdansomradet mellan lexikon, syntax och semantik, pp. 57 - 110. Nordlund 29.
Lund: Lund University.

Platzack, Christer; Rosengren, Inger (1998): On the subject of imperatives: A
minimalist account of the imperative clause. In The journal of comparative
Germanic linguistics 1. pp. 177 - 224. Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Platzack, Christer (1998): Svenskans inre grammatik — det minimalistiska
programmet. En introduktion till modern generativ grammatik. Lund:
Studentlitteratur.

Rizzi, Luigi (1997): The fine structure of the left periphery. In Haegeman,
Liliane (ed.), Elements of grammar, pp. 281 — 337. Kluwer, Dordrecht.

Roll, Mikael (2009): The neurophysiology of grammatical constraints — ERP
studies on the influence of syntax and morpology in Swedish. Doctoral dissertation:
Lund University.

Teleman, Ulf; Hellberg, Staffan; Andersson, Erik (1999): Svenska Akademiens
Grammatik. Stockholm: Norstedts.



I"#

$%&'()**+),- .[*01231&- 456671885 %&'()*$ +,$ -.#/)'01L- ;<=>&(3?@9
:<=>&(3?@-1)(A@&*(BC-D&@**:

E<*@&,- F<G- 4#HI8B414. " HAS #H(&5+/+614."#4$ T89(#9:3) (3@2>@&?9- :<&2
JOB@&-K)(A@&*(BLB*A@&2<7?:-

E(0)@&,- MB@)- 41##918S+<#5# ($)'0$ #*=/#(1<#S$ 43:>#.(4$ 1'S ('#$ 2#95)'1.
1)'63)6#4 -N@O-P+&0,-QGR+&39-QGR+&3-K)(A@&(BC-D&@**:

J@**S),- T2(<*- A1#UNBYH 4@$ 4=9A@"14(+91)$ ---$ B$ 293'0/1'>#9$ (/B #'$ " 141
4&'()*C$1)39-W2=XA(*B-Y-J(0*@22Z[@>@&*-R/&2<7?:



151

Referential Null Subjects in Germanic Language®an Overview

Henrik Rosenkuvist

Centre for Languages and Literature, Lund University

Abstract

Based on the assumption that there are no referential null subjects in the Germanic
V2-languages, it has been claimed that the V2-property is universally in-
compatible with referential null subjects. However, in this paper it is
demonstrated that referential null subjects occur in several Old Germanic
languages as well as in a number of non-standard Modern Germanic vernaculars,
all of them V2-languages. Hence the assumed connection between V2-word order
and non-present referential null subjects can be refuted. It is also shown that the
referential null subjects in the two groups of languages (Old and Modern) display
different syntactic properties, in several respects. Hence it is plausible that the
referential null subjects in the two language groups belong to typologically
different types, which in turn leads to the conclusion that the referential null
subjects in the modern vernaculars are syntactic innovations, rather than remnants
of an archaic syntactic system.

1. Introduction?

In all of the Modern Germanic standard languages, referential null subjects
(RefNSs) are disallowed.

1.  Henne kinner *(jag) inte. (Swedish)
her know | not
'her I do not know'

2. Sie kenne *(ich) nicht. (Standard German)
3. Ekki!ekki *(¢g) hana. (Icelandic)
4.  Her *(I) do not know. (English)

This observation led Jaeggli & Safir (1989) and Rohrbacher (1999) to the
(erroneous) assumption that RefNSs are incompatible with V2-word order.
Although RefNSs do not appear in the contemporary standard languages,

"' I thank David Hékansson and Christer Platzack for valuable comments on this paper. All
remaining errors and inconsequences can only be blamed on me.
Working Papers in Scandinavian Syn&i(2009, 1519180
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RefNSs are attested in the Old Germanic languages (cf. Sigur! sson 1993, van
Gelderen 2000, Full 2005, Hakansson 2008 etc.) as well as in a number of
Modern Germanic vernaculars (cf. Hoekstra 1997 or Axel & Weil} to appear for
a discussion about RefNSs in Western Germanic). Here, RefNSs in four Old
Germanic languages and in six Modern Germanic vernaculars will be briefly
presented and discussed, focusing on the respective properties of the RefNSs.

However, in some cases (most notably in the case of Yiddish) there seem to
be considerable empirical gaps — there has as yet been no broad systematic
studies of RefNSs in Germanic languages, and the extant research is furthermore
to some extent contradictory.

In the recent contributions to the scholarly discussion about null subjects (e.g.
Holmberg 2005, Ackema et al 2006, Frascarelli 2007, Barbosa 2009 etc.),
Germanic RefNSs are conspicously absent, perhaps due to the influential
statements by Jaeggli & Safir (1989) and Rohrbacher (1999), perhaps due to the
lack of accessible data. Hence, this paper has two main purposes: to present and
discuss RefNSs in Germanic languages, from a syntactic viewpoint, and to point
at a field of research which, I think, has been insufficiently explored.

First, in section 2, I will present RefNSs in the following Old Germanic
languages: Old English (OE), Old High German (OHG), Old Icelandic (Olce)
and Old Swedish (OSw). In the following section, section 3, I turn to the
Modern Germanic vernaculars which allow RefNSs, discussing Bavarian (Bav),
Schwabian (Schw), Zirich German (ZG), Frisian (Fri), Yiddish (Yid) and
Ovdalian (Ovd). Each of these two sections is concluded with a summary of the
syntactic features of the RefNSs in the respective language group (Old and
Modern Germanic). The properties that are in focus are mainly syntactic
distribution, relation to verb agreement, and frequency (null v. overt subjects),
but also other relevant aspects, such as person reference, will be discussed. In
section 4, I discuss the syntactic properties of RefNSs in Old and Modern
Germanic in more detail, and the paper is concluded in the final section 5.

I do not discuss null subjects in coordinate structures or in topic drop-contexts
(diaries, postcards etc.) in this paper (cf. Mornsjo 2002 for a discussion about
topic drop in Swedish). Neither will the distribution and syntactic properties of
Germanic generic and/or non-referential subjects be addressed in the present
paper (cf. Sigur! sson & Egerland 2009).
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2. RefNSs in Old Germanic languagés

The Old Germanic languages are syntactically similar, and it has even been
claimed that Old English, Old Icelandic, Old High German etculshbe
considered to be mere dialects of one and the same language:

| am proposing in this book that it is appropriate to think of a single Old Germanic
language with dialects of Old English, Old Icelandic, Old High German and others.
(Davis 2006:15).

The survey of the properties of RefNSs in Old Germanic that is presented in the
subsections below gives partial support to the hypothesis presented by Davis
(2006); the resemblance between the languages is quite remarkable. A possible
reason why this has ndieen debated earlier may be that researchers have
focused on one single Old Germanic language at a time.

It should be kept in mind that all Old Germanic languages are not of the same
age; the earliest Old Swedish and Old Icelandic texts ateb800years gunger
than the earliest Old English and OIld High German texts. Thus, the differences
between the rate of null subjects in e.g. OSw and OE may depend oRn a pan
Germanic diachronic development that has just started in OE and OHG (in the
8th century) but isdding out in OSw and Olce (in the 13th century).

2.1. Old English

The presence of RefNSs in Old English (OE) is somewhat controversial. On the
one hand, Hulk & van Kemenade (1995:245) explicitly state that there are no
RefNSs in OE: OThe phenomenon &énentialpro-drop does not exist in OE.O

On the other hand, Mitchell (1985) discusses RefNSs in OE and comes to the
conclusion that O[...] a subject pronoun need not be expressed...O (Mitchell 1985
1:109) and that OThis n@xpression of a pronoun subj@dhich can be supplied
from a preceding clause must be accepted as idiomatic OEO (Mitchell 1985
1:633). Furthermore, there are a number of traditional linguistic studies
discussing OE RefNSs in various texts, such as Pogatscher (1901), Berndt
(1956) and Vsser (19681973). Drawing on these earlier works (among others),
van Gelderen (2000:149) concludes that RefNSs were relatively common in OE,
especially in the earlier stages of the language. The examples that are rendered

2 Parts of this sectionave been developed in collaboratigith David HEkansson.
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by van Gelderen (2000:12649), & well as her argumentation for the existence
of RefNSs in OE, are in my view convincing. Hence | will assume that there
indeed were RefNSs in OEgntraHulk & van Kemenade (1995).

Two examples of RefNSs in OE are presented below; both are taken from
Beowulf (van Gelderen 2000:127).

5. a p¥tpone hilder¥s hal gedige
that the battlestorm unhurt endure
'thatthey will withstand unhurt the heat of battle'

b.  Sonap%it gesawon
soon that saw
‘Soonthey saw that'

In neither of the examples incan the unexpressed subject be assumed to be an
instance of topic drop (cf. MSrnsjS 2002), since the clause initial position is
unavailable.

It is commonly assumed that the occurence of RefNSs in a given language is
due to OrichO or OstrongO verb agréemoephology (cf. e.g. the discussions in
Holmberg & Platzack 1995:67 and in Ackema et al 2006:chapter 1), the idea
being that agreement on the finite verb may provide supplementary information
concerning the omitted subject pronoun, which then may beidavad
redundant and remain unpronounédd. OE both singular and plural subject
pronouns appear as RefNSs, irrespective of the fact that person agreement only
was present in the singular verb forms: Oln common with Old Saxon and Old
Frisian, Old Englishdid not distinguish person in the plural of any verbO.
(Mitchell 1985 1:9). The fact that there does not seem to be any difference
between omission of subjects relating to number in OE is unexpected, if the
presence of RefNSs is assumed to be connectdd swificiently rich verb
agreement.

Rather than number, the distinguishing factor for OE RefNSs is person, as
pointed out by van Gelderen (2000): Oln summary, Old English hasqgmo
especially with third person [...]O (van Gelderen 2000:137). Hencsyects

% In the English translations of the examples, subjects that correspond to RefNSs in the source
language are in bold.
* In the generative syntactimmework this poposal was first presented by Taraldsen (1978).



15¢

are more frequently omitted than 1p and 2p subjects, and there are only marginal
differences between the rate of omission of 3p singular and 3p plural subjects,
although there is a distinct verb form for 3p singular (i.e, the OE verb form for
3psingular is unique in the agreement paradigm), but not for 3p plural.

In section 2.5, the facts about OE verb agreement and the frequency of
different omitted subjects are summarized and further discussed, in comparison
with similar data from OIld High Geran, Old Icelandic and Old Swedish.

2.2. Old High German

In her comprehensive study of Old High German (OHG) syntax, Axel (2007)
devotes an entire chapter to a discussion about the syntactic properties of OHG
null subjects (referential as well as naferntial), with a focus on verb
placement (Axel 2007:chapter 6).

RefNSs were most common in the earliest stages of OHG, i.e. in the eighth
and ninth centuries. Two examples are presented below, both from Axel
(2007:307, 310):

6. a. Druthin ist auh
Lord is also
'He is also the Lord'

b. uuanta sehente nigisehent
because seeing not-see-3pl
'‘Because seeirpey do not see'

OHG is similar to OE when it concerns the person reference of RefNSs; third
person null subjects are overrepresented:

Referental null subjects are attested in all persons and numbers. However [...], it is only
in third person singular and plural that the null variant is used more frequently than the
overt one. (Axel 2007:314)

Another syntactic feature that Axel (2007) obsergethat the RefNSs in OHG

are restricted to main clauses: O[...] OHG null subjects occurred in main clauses
and not in subordinate clausesO. (Axel 2007:299). Although some RefNSs can
be found in embedded clauses in OHG, these clauses display main cladise wor
order and hence they do not contradict AxelOs generalisation. All embedded
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OHG clauses with the finite verb in final position thus require an overt subject;

when the finite verb appears in second position, however, a RefNS is possible.
Unlike OE, the vdr agreement in OHG distinguished six different verb forms

in present tense indicati@ each verb form was distinctly marked for person

and number (see below). It thus seems to be possible to assume a connection

between OrichO agreement and RefNSs in Gld@ever, Axel (2007) notes

that the diachronic development of OHG appears to contradict such an

assumption:

Summing up, referential null subjects were largely lost in the OHG period even though
there was no substantial weakening of inflectional endingel(2007:323)

If the OHG RefNSs were dependent on or facilitated by distinct verb agreement,
it is surprising that they disappeared although the verb agreement paradigm
remained intact.

2.3. Old Icelandic

Also in Old Icelandic (Olce), RefNSs can be fouBtut sson (1993), drawing
on earlier work by Hjartard—ttir (1987), is careful to distinguish between topic
drop and Ogenuipeo-dropO, and presents a number of examples of the latter:

7. a. "% skar RSgnvaldr jarl [htr hans], eir&af i verit ceskorit
then cut R. jarl hair his but before had been uncut
Then R. cut his hair, bit had been uncut before'

b. ok kom hanriangat ok var Hoskuldr uti, er teitoen.
and came he there and was H. outdoors when rode into field
‘And he came there, drH. was outdoors whehie rode into the field'

Just as in OE and OHG, third person RefNSs were more frequent than other
types, as pointed out by Siggson: Odropping of first and second person
arguments was very rareO (1993:758hother apparent sinaitity is that the
Icelandic RefNSs disappeared (during the 18th and 19th centuries (Hr—arsd—tti
1996)) without any comcomitant changes in the verbal agreement paradigm:

> 1p and 2p pronominal subjects are frequent in Olce texts, as pointed out by David
HEkansson (pc). The low frequency of 1p and 2p RefNSs is hence not caused by a genera
lack of such subjects.
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Othis development did not relate to any weakening of the verb inflectionO
(Sigurdsson1993:248f).

Unlike RefNSs in e.g. OHG, it appears that RefNSs were quite common also
in Olce embedded clauses (cf. 7 b. above). 8&gan claims that Onull subjects
were frequent in subordinate clauses, especially in adverbial clausesO
(1993:262). Howeverthere are no quantitative studies of RefNSs in Olce which
may be compared with e.g. the OHG data provided by Axel (2007) or with the
OSw data provided by HEkansson (2008; see below). The numbers given by e.g
Hr—arsd—ttir (1996:130) are absolute; alihshuwg reports that she has found 13
instances of Olce RefNSs in her text sample from Y390, the number of
overt subjects in the sample is not presented, nor is the clausal context of the
RefNSs provided. Hence, the exact frequency and the syntadtibudien of
RefNSs in Olce are unknown, and the question whether Olce RefNSs actually
were frequent in subordinate clauses is as yet unansiered.

2.4. Old Swedish

In his dissertation about subject positions and RefNSs in OSw, H@Ekansson
(2008) presents aumber of examples of RefNSs in OSw:

8. a. par giebi kirchiu gra
there built church other
'Therehe built another church’

b.  py wildi ai landpula vtan brendu hana
that wanted not land stand but burned-3pl her
'that the land could not stahdtthey burned it'

Although there seem to be very few RefNSs even in the oldest texts (from the
13th century), HEkansson (2008) is nevertheless able to conclude that, as in OE
and OHG, third person RefNSs are by far the most frequent:

Omitted subjectshiat refer to third person dominate in all periods [...]. (HEkansson
2008:106; Old Swedish; my translation)

® There dori fact not seem to be any Olstudies at all in which the relative frequency and
syntactic context of RefNSs are accounted for, but in the near future it will be possible to
extract such data from the wélbsed Icelandic Diachronic Treebank (Eirikur Rsgdgson,

pC).
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Furthermore, singular RefNSs were more common than plural RefNSs in OSw,
although there was only one verb form for singular in OSw.” The OSw-data
accordingly suggest (again) that the hypothesis that there is an equivalence
relation between “rich” agreement and RefNSs is untenable, at least when it
comes to the Old Germanic languages.

The OSw RefNSs also display the same pattern as OHG concerning the
syntactic distribution; Hakansson (2008:101ff) concludes that RefNSs are most
frequently found in main clauses. Only 18% of the OSw RefNSs appear in
embedded clauses, and in only 2% of all embedded clauses can RefNSs be
found.

2.5. Syntactic properties of RefNSs in Old Germanic

The examination of some properties of RefNSs in OE, OHG, Olce, and OSw
leads to the observation that these Old Germanic languages display some
striking similarities.”

First, the distribution of RefNSs does not in any language depend on the
“richness” of verbal inflection. In table 1, the distinct verb forms (i.e, the verb

forms that unambigously may identify an omitted subject) are in bold.

Table 1. Verb agreement in Old Germanic.

num. | pers. | Olce OE OHG OSw
sg. 1 vaki nerie | nimu
2 . nerest | nimis(t) | kalla(r)
vakir
3 nere! | nimit
pl. 1 vokum nemem | kallum
2 vaki" neria! | nemet | Kkallin
3
vaka nemen | kalla
inf. nerian

" In some cases, 1p singular was marked by the suffix —r, however.

% A substantial part of the Old Germanic texts are translations from Latin, a classic null-
subject language, and hence the hypothesis that the Old Germanic RefNSs are instances of
loan syntax may seem plausible. This hypothesis is discussed and convincingly rejected by
van Gelderen (2000:132ff) as well as by Axel (2007:319fY).
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Had the properties of the agreement determined whether RefNSs were possible,
then we would not expect 3pupal RefNSs in any of the languages, since this
form is identical to the form of the infinitive (cf. the discussion in Vikner 1995,
1997) or since the person distinction is missing in plural (OE); still, 3p plural
RefNSs are attested from each languageaAnatter of fact, some of the ron
distinct forms allow RefNSs to a greater degree than the distinct fordsndo
OSw, 3p RefNSs are most frequent, and still none of the OSw verb forms for 3p
Is distinct.

Furthermore, the careful diachronic studies thawe been used as sources
above (van Gelderen 2000, Sigsson 1993, Axel 2007 and HEkansson 2008)
all suggest that there is no relation between the loss of RefNSs and the gradual
decrease of the number of distinct verb forms in the respective langapges,
in OHG and Olce, that the loss of RefNSs did not correlate with any significant
loss of agreement suffixes. It can accordingly be concluded that OrichnessO of
inflection was not a vital feature for RefNSs in the Old Germanic languages.

Another robusgeneralization is that 3p RefNSs were by far the most frequent
in all of these Old Germanic languages. Quantitative data from OE (taken from
Berndt 1956:65ff and summarized by van Gelderen 2000:133), OHG (Axel
2007:315) and OSw (HEkansson 2008:115) meemed in table 2. The
percentages for each language show how many of the respective subjects that
are nullBin the case of OSw, e.g., 5% of 3p subjects are omitted.

Table 2.RefNSs in Old Germani2person reference.
person| OE | OSw | OHG

1 3% | 2% | 21%

2 9% | 0% | 25%

3 8% | 5% | 57%

Widening the perspective, one may note that a similar observation has been
made for Old Dutch (de Smet 1970), another language in which 3p RefNSs were
more common than other types. Also Old French, which was-anfiage
(albat a Romance V2anguage), may be relevant in this context (cf. Adams
1987 and Vance 1995); it appears that third person RefNSs were the most
common type of RefNSs also in Old French (Barbara Vance, pc).
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The syntactic distribution of the RefNSs does rtofirat sight suggest any
possible generalization. van Gelderen (2000:128) notes that OE RefNSs may
appear Oafter finite complementizersO, although she does not examine the
syntactic distribution of the RefNSs in detail; several of the examples of RefNSs
rendered by van Gelderen seem to occur in embedded clauses, however.
Likewise, Sigursson (1993; cf. the quote above) claims that RefNSs were
common in Olce embedded clauses, despite the fact that no exact figures can be
adduced. On the other hand, Axel @2) as well as HEkansson (2008) clearly
state that the respective RefNSs were strikingly more frequent in main clauses.
In fact, Axel (2007:299) concludes that even if OHG RefNSs did appear in
embedded clauses, all of these seemingly embedded clauses/atisphain
clause word order, and all OHG RefNSs accordingly appeared in what must be
analysed as main clause contexts. The word order of the embedded clauses tha
allowed RefNSs in OE and Olce remains to be investigated; it is possible,
however, that a cker look at OE and Olce data will reveal that the distribution
of RefNSs in OE and Olce is reminiscent of the distribution of RefNSs in OHG
and OSw.

Another similar feature of the Old Germanic RefNSs is that they all seem to
depend on lexically realized t®ecedents in the preceding discourse. E.qg,
Sigur sson (1993:264) points out that Othose referential subjects that are here
analyzed apro were always coreferential with an NP in preceding discourseO.
As for OE, none of the examples provided by van Geild€2€00) occur in a
discoursanitial position, as it appear® many of the examples contain an
adverbial that requires a preceding context, suchza®then®) but she does
not remark upon this particular property of the OE RefNSs. Mitchell (1985
1:633) points out, however, that OE RefNSs only could be null if they were
Osupplied from a preceding clauseO (cf. the full quote in section 2.1).

There also seem to be neyntactic similarities between OE, OHG, Olce and
OSw that indicate that RefNSs in thessmduages differ from RefNSs in
canonical nulsubject languages such as Spanish and Italian. First, RefNSs in
the Old Germanic languages are relatively infrequent (cf. table 2), while a null
subject in Spanish or ltalian is the default chdi@nly in 3pand only in OE

% Cole (2009, to appear) shows that there are interesting differences between the use of null v.
overtsubjects that separatger alia Italian and Spanish, however. His hypotheses are further
discussed in section 5.



161

and OHG were null subjects more common than overt subjects. As for Olce,
Hroarsdottir (1996:130) found 13 RefNSs in her sample from 1730-1750, as
was mentioned above, and although the number of overt subjects is not
provided, the 13 RefNSs must constitute a small minority; the sample is made
up of 30 letters plus some shorter texts.

The second non-syntactic generalization that seems to apply to all of the four
Old Germanic languages in this survey is that there does not seem to be any
semantic/pragmatic difference between overt and null subjects in neither of the
languages. Again, this separates the Old Germanic languages from standard
null-subject languages, in which overt subjects trigger an emphatic/contrastive
interpretation. Axel (2007:324; cf. also p. 300) points out that in OHG, “the
overt realization of a subject pronoun does not trigger an emphatic or contrastive
reading”, and van Gelderen’s discussion (2000:chapter 3) indicates that there
was no systematicity in the choice of overt or null subjects in OE, other than that
3p subjects were more often omitted. OSw followed the same pattern
(Hakansson, pc); the low number of RefNSs in OSw also leads to the conclusion
that overt subjects could not have had an emphatic/contrastive meaning — more
than 95% of the subjects in a text are rarely emphatic/contrastive.

3. RefNSs in Modern Germanic vernaculars

As was mentioned in the introduction, a number of Modern Germanic
vernaculars, all of them V2-languages, also allow RefNSs. The majority of these
vernaculars are spoken in the southern parts of Germany, in Switzerland and in
Austria, but also in Frisian, a Low German language variety, Yiddish and
Ovdalian (which is spoken in Dalecarlia, Sweden) RefNSs appear. As for the
southern German vernaculars, Bavarian, Schwabian and Ziirich German will be
addressed here; however, RefNSs seem to appear in virtually all non-standard
varieties of West Germanic spoken in the southern part of the West Germanic
language area.

Hoekstra (1997) presents some of the similarities and differences between
RefNSs in Bavarian, Ziirich German, and a number of Frisian dialects, focusing
on the relation between RefNSs, agreeing complementizers and the “richness”
of verbal inflection, but otherwise, it seems, there are few studies of RefNSs
with a cross-Germanic perspective. E.g, in Koeneman (2006), a paper about so
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called partial pro-drop languages (like Bavarian etc. —see below), the sole
objects of study are Finnish and Hebrew, even though the author has been active
in a European dialect syntax project.

In this section, each of the Modern Germanic language varieties will be
discussed, with a focus on the same properties that have been on the agenda
above. A concluding discussion and summarizing tables can be found in section
3.7.

3.1. Bavarian

The syntax of Bavarian (which is spoken mainly in Bavaria and Austria) has
been studied in depth by e.g. Bayer (1984) and Weill (1998), and Ful} (2004,
2005) presents a detailed explanation of the emergence of RefNSs in Bavarian,
among other languages.

In Bavarian, 2p singular and plural RefNSs are possible, as illustrated in 9.

9. a.  ..obstnoch Minga kummst (Bayer 1984)
if-2sg to Munich comgsg
'whether you come to Munich'

b.  Hobbds khoa geld nimma. (Ful3 2005:159)
have2pl no money neanymore
"You have no money anymore'

In 9 a. the complementizer is inflected for 2p singular —the suffix -St appears on
both ob ('whether') and the finite verb. This type of double inflection is typical
for the West Germanic vernaculars that allow RefNSs, and, crucially, an
inflected complementizer is a prerequisite for RefNSs in embedded contexts in
most of these language varieties (Hoekstra 1997). The Bavarian verb forms for
2p singular and plural are distinct; the former has the suffix -Stand the latter -ts
(or -ds). As demonstrated by FuBl (2004:60ff), the agreeing suffix on the
complementizer is obligatory in Bavarian embedded clauses, but only in 2p
singular and plural, and, in contrast with e.g. 1p singular, the suffix on the
complementizer cannot be replaced by an overt subject. The contrast is
illustrated in 10 and 11, with examples from Ful3 (2004:60f).
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10. a. ...obst (du) noch Minga kummst
b.  *...ob du noch Minga kummst

11. a. ...ob'e (*i) noch Minga kumm
if-CL-1sg to Munich cane 1sg
‘whetherl come to Munich'

b. ...obinoch Minga kumm
if I to Munich comelsg
'if | come to Munich’

The Bavarian forms for 2p singulast and plural-ts on complementizers are
accordingly not clitic pronouns, but rather actual infleaal suffixes.

In Lower Bavarian, spoken in the eastern part of Bavaria, also 1p plural may
be null, in addition to 2p singular and plural. Interestingly, in this dialect the
verb form for 1p plural is distinctrfi@, in contrast with the Bavarian forran,
which is identical with the infinitive (see table 3 below). An example of Lower
Bavarian is presented in 12.

12. Fahrma noch Minga? (Bayer 1984)
travel1pl to Munich
‘Are we going to Munich?'

In Bavarian and Lower Bavarian the correlation betwebstinct verb
agreement, agreeing complementizers, and RefNSs is accordingly alBolute
only those inflectional forms that unambigously may recover the person and
number features of an omitted subject allow RefNSs.

RefNSs are, if possible, the default adwiin Bavarian, and an ovedu
('you"), e.g, signals emphasis. Wei8 (1998:125) remarks:

[...] da§ die predrop Version den unmarkierten Fall darstellt, dagegen -ddigling
[an overt subjecD my remark] nur unter spezifischen Bedingungen (Emphasa)herl
ist.

As was demonstrated above, the Bavarian RefNSs occur in main clauses as well
as in embedded clauses, and they are of course highly frequent, since an overt
(but possibly null) subject only is permitted when the speaker wishes to
emphasize the §ject.
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3.2. Schwabian

Schwabian (or Swabian) is spoken in an area west of Bavaria (with the city of
Ulm as a geographic centre), and it is traditionally categorized as a northern
Alemannic dialect.

The syntax of Schwabian pronouns is the topic of Christine Haag-Merz's
dissertation (1996); all Schwabian examples in the present paper are taken from
that work.

In Schwabian, 1p and 2p singular subjects may be null, as illustrated in 13.

13. a.  ..daB scho des Buch kauft hasch.
that already the book boughave2sg
'that you already have bought the book'

b.  Geschtern han-mr en Bobbel Eis kauft.
yesterday havésgmeCL a ball ice cream bought
"Yesterday | bought myself a ball of ice cream'

2p singular RefNSs seem to be acceptable in all contexts,' but 1p RefNSs are
restricted to medial positions in clitic clusters, as illustrated in 13 b. In these
positions, a clitic e ('I') is possible, unless the following clitic is realized as a
single nasal consonant (but the clitic mr allows a RefNS). In those cases, an
overt subject clitic is ungrammatical (Haag-Merz 1996:162f) (see 14 a. and b.).
On the other hand, the accusative clitics S ('it') and se('her') always prohibit 1p
singular RefNSs (see 14 c. and d.), and hence require the presence either of the

1p singular clitic e or of a 1p singular subject pronoun.

14. a.  *Geschtern han-e-m a bif3le gholfe.
yesterday hawdsgl-CL-him-CL a little helped
"Yesterday, I helped him a little'

b.  Geschtern han-m a bille gholfe.
yesterday havésghim-CL a little helped
"Yesterday, | helped him a little'

10 Haag-Merz (1996:155) underlines, however, that her syntactic intuitions do not always
coincide completely with other speakers' and researchers' intuitions.
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c.  *QGeschtern han-s ufgmacht.
yesterday have-1sg-it-CL opened
'l opened it yesterday'

d.  Geschtern han-e-s ufgmacht.
vesterday have-1sg-1-CL-it-CL opened
'T opened it yesterday'

Having established these distributional differences between the two possible
RefNSs in Schwabian, Haag-Merz proposes that the enabling conditions for
these two possible RefNSs are inherently different:

Zusammenfassend kann man fasthalten, da3 ich-drop phonologisch bedingt ist und nur
im Cluster auftreten kann. Du-drop stellt eine syntaktische Option dar. (Haag-Merz
1996:167)

Syntactic and phonological factors both seem to regulate the distribution of
RefNSs in Schwabian, accordingly. However, in both of the cases, the verb

agreement is distinct, as illustrated in table 3. below.

3.3. Zirich German

Ziirich German (ZG) is an Alemannic language variety, spoken in the Swiss
canton of Ziirich.

The distribution of RefNSs in Ziirich German has been discussed by Cooper
& Engdahl (1989) and by Cooper (1995). 1p and 2p singular subject pronouns
may be null in ZG. The examples below are taken from Cooper & Engdahl
(1989:33, 38).

15. a.  Hader das nod scho verzellt?
have-1sg to-you it not already told
'Haven't | told you that already?"'

b.  Wiénn nach Ziiri chunnsch, muesch mi bsueche.
when to Ziirich come-2sg must-2sg me visit
"When you come to Ziirich, you must visit me'

Both possible RefNSs in ZG are restricted by syntactic and/or phonological
factors, as discussed below.
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Unlike the situation in Bavarian (cf. 10 b.), a 2p singular RefNSs in an
embedded clause does not require an inflected complementizer:

16. ...8b nach ZYri chunnsch.
whether to ZYrich com2sg
'whether you come to ZYrich'

But on the other hand, an oteit du ('you') in an embedded clause requires the
presence of a preceding lexical element in the same embedded Elause
otherwise, a RefNS is not possible. Any lexical element seems to do: a negation,
an adverb or a clitical object, e.g.

17. a. *Es chunntaa wie frSgsch.
it depends on how as?sg
‘It depends on howou ask'’

b. Es chunnt aa wie mir frSgsch.
it depends on how me agkg
'It depends on howou ask me'

Cooper & Engdahl (1989) conclude that ridiin embedded clauses in ZYrich
German always requires a preceding lexical element:

Summing up, we can say thdirdrop is always ok if C is filled by a complementiser. If
C is emptydu-drop is only ok if there is some lexical material preceding the verb.

As in Schwabian, the 1p RefNSs re@guembedding in a clitic cluster (see 15 a.
above), with one exception: a position in front of the masculine detererimer
which is homonymous with a dative masculine clitic, is also possible (Cooper &
Engdahl 1989:39):

18. ...wil em BrYeder alli Artikieschicke.
because tdhe brother all articles sentisg
'‘becausé send my brother all the articles'

An interesting combination of syntactic and phonological prerequisites is hence
needed for 1sg RefNSs in ZG. The verb inflection is furthermore digtithcith
1p and 2p singular, meaning that a morphological condition also seems to apply.
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Frisian is spoken along the shores of the North Sea, mainly in the region of
Friesland and in the southwest part of Jutland (north Frisia). A small nihber
speakers can still also be found in Saterland (Germany). In each region, a local
dialect of Frisian is spoken.

RefNSs in Frisian were discussed by Hoekstra & Marfcz (1989), and later de
Haan (1994) as well as Hoekstra (1997) have explored Frisian RefNS

In Frisian, only the verb form for 2p singular is distinct, and only 2p singular
RefNSs are possible: OAn interesting property of Frisian syntax isstteain
license phonetically empty subjects (‘pro drop)O (de Haan 1994:88). The
examples in 19 araken from de Haan (1994:81).

19. a. Miskien moatst my helpe.
perhaps mus2sg me help
'Perhapyou must help me'

b. Ik tink datst my helpe moatst.
| think that2sg me help mugsg
'| think that you must help me'

As in Bavarian and ZYrich&man, an inflected complementizer is obligatory
whenever a RefNS appears in an embedded clause. However, Hoekstra
(1997:73) notes that in the north Frisian spoken on the islands FShr and Amrum,
this restriction does not seem to apply (cf. the Schwabiampbe in 13 a.
above).

20. 1k hssbe, dat ilang komst.
I hope that tonight comezsg
'l hope thatou will come tonight'

As pointed out by Hoekstra (1997:79), the clitic form for 2sg pronouns in this
dialect was't. Hence, the clitic may have merged quetely with the
inflectional endingstas well as with the complementiztat
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3.5. Yiddish

The presence of RefNSs in Yiddish is adamantly denied by Speas (2006:60):
OYiddish does not allow null referential pronounsO, and in the same volume
Koeneman (208:86) makes a similar statement. However, according to Prince
(1998:83), traditional Yiddish grammarians acknowledge that the second
person singular pronoun is deletableO and in his Yiddish grammar, Jacobs
(2005:261) provides some examples of RefN8&¥iddish, which are rendered

in 21. Du (OyouQ) is omitted in a main clause (21 b.) as well as in an embedded
clause (21 a.):

21. a. Trink nit di kave, vorem vest nit kenen slofn.
drink not the coffee because get-2sg not no sleep
'DonOt drink the cfafe, becausgou wonOt be able to
sleep’

b.  Efser volst mir gekent lajen a finf rubl.
maybe would-2sg me loan a five rubles
‘Maybeyou could loan med about five rubles’

The verb form for 2p singular is distinct in Yiddish. Given these and other
examples and the discussions in e.g. Prince (1998) and Jacobs (2005), it seems
unreasonable to refute the existence of Yiddish RefNSs, and | will assume that
RefNSs indeed are a feature of Yiddish grammar. It is however obvious that the
conflicting statemets need to be resolvé2imore research is required.

Prince (1998) recognizes the statements concerning omission only of 2p
singular subject pronouns by earlier Yiddish grammarians, but she claims that
all referential subject pronouns in Yiddish may be .ndbwever, it is evident
from her discussion that she does not separate RefNSs from topic dropped
subjects, and the syntactic properties of the omitted subjects that she investigates
actually suggest that the explored phenomenon is topic drop, and nds€kefN
E.g, according to Prince (1998:83ff) the omitted subjects must be clause initial
and they must have an antecedent in the preceding discourse. Most syntacticians
has separated these two forms of subject omission from each other at least since
Sigur sson(1993), who very clearly draws a line between topic drop, gesni
drop (of expletive subjects) and genuipeo-drop (Sigursson 1993:247).
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Hence, | do not find the argumentation in Prince (1998) fully convincing, but
again it must be stressed that furthesearch is essential.

Perhaps the different opinions about RefNSs in Yiddish are due to dialectal
differencesb Western Yiddish had a more prominent position in the 19th
century than it has now, for instance, and if traditional grammars reflect the
syntax of Western Yiddish (which possibly allowed RefNSs to a greater degree
than Eastern Yiddish), then it is natural that the contemporary speakers of
Yiddish do not immediately consent to the descriptions, since Eastern Yiddish
now is predominant in the ddish speaking community.

3.6. ...vdalian

...vdalian is spoken in the northwestern part of Dalecarlia, in central Sweden, by
about 2 500 speakers. Traditionally classified as a dialect, it displays linguistic
properties that differ from Swedish at all levelsd several scholars take it to be
a separate language (Garbacz to appear).

In ...vdalian, 1p and 2p plural may appear as RefNSs; the examples below
come from Rosenkvist (in progress).

22. a. ..dar wilum glEmE min wennanan.
when wantto-1pl chat wih eachother
'whenwe want to chat with each other.’

b.  Nulirid iema.
now are2pl. home
‘nowyou are home'

The two RefNSs obey different restrictions. While 2p plural may be omitted
from all positions, 1p plural require access to a positiofrant of the finite

verb, both in main clauses and in embedded clauses. The topicalization ef a non
subject in any type of clause will hence make a 1p plural RefNSs
ungrammaticat® Hence, in 22 a. and b, only a 2p plural RefNSs is possible.

1 Barbosa (1995:80) suggests that a postverbal position may be a general requirement for
RefNSs in Romance and Germanic languages. Interestingly, 1p plural RefNSs in ...vdalian
have exactly the opposite distributiBrthey must be preverba
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22. a. | StE&kk@Em/avi tjysSpt € .
in Stockholm have-1pl/2pl bought it
"*We/you bought it in Stockholm'

b. ...ati StEKkEI *amlatjySpt € .
that in Stockholm have-1pl/2pl bought it
'that *we/you bought it in Stockholm'

The ...vdalian verb forms for 1p angl @ural are distinct, and an overt subject
must be emphasized and/or contrastive. It should be noted, however, that an
overtwi!" (OweO) only is understood as emphatic/contrastive in those cases where
it could have been null.

In ...vdalian, there are wordrdervariations in embedded clauses (cf.
Garbacz to appear). The finite verb may appear after or in front of clause
adverbials. In the latter case, it is in general assumed that the verb has moved to
an intermediate position in the embedded clause (to T)ob Holmberg &
Platzack (1995) assume that this is one of the basic differences between e.g.
Icelandic (verb movement) and Swedish (varbiri). Recent studies show that
both of the ...vdalian RefNSs are restricted to embedded clauses with verb
movement; if the verb is preceded by a clause adverbial suchsa@g:
(Oactually®), then a RefNS is not possible. In this respect, ...vdalian is partly
similar to OHG (cf. above).

3.7. Syntactic properties of RefNSs in Modern Germanic

The exposition above shows thRefNSs (i.e, partial RefNSs) are a grammatical
reality in several nosstandard Modern Germanic vernaculars. In some cases
there have been quite extensive syntactic studies of the features of the RefNSs
(e.g. Bavarian), while other language varieties hawenb insufficiently
investigated; most of all, this applies to Yiddish. The data that have been
presented above must be judged accordingly.

None of the language varities discussed here allow all types of RefNSs; only
1p and 2p RefNSs are possible (in costtmaith the Old Germanic languages).

The direct connection between distinct verb agreement and RefNSs is
furthermore obviou®in neither of the Modern Germanic language varieties in
this survey are RefNSs possible unless there is a verb form that ynogurel
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identify the omitted subject. The relation between verb agreement and RefNSs is
illustrated in table 3, where the verb forms that allow RefNSs are in bold."

Table 3. The relation between verb agreement and RefNSs in Modern Germanic.

num. | per Bav LBav 7G Schw Fris Ovd Yidd
1 kumm kumm chume komm kom kum
sg. 2 | kummst | kummst | chunnsch | kommsch | komst kumb | kumst
3 | kummt | kummt chunnt kommt komt kumt
1 | kumman | kumma kumum | kumn
pl. 2 | kummts | kummts | chémed | kommet | komme | kumid | kumt
3 | kumman | kumman
kuma | kumn
inf, kemma | kemma chu komma | kommen

It is important to observe that a distinct verb form does not per se imply that
RefNSs are possible. E.g, 3p singular has a distinct suffix (-f) in five cases, but
3p singular subject pronouns must nevertheless be overt. One reason for this
(which rarely has been taken into consideration in the research about RefNSs —
cf. e.g. Rohrbacher 1999, the articles in Ackema et al 2006 or Frascarelli 2007)
— may be that 3p singular subjects in general are not fully identified solely by
person and number features on an agreeing element; it is common that 3p
singular pronouns also have gender features. Accordingly, in many languages a
3p singular RefNSs cannot be fully recovered by mere verb morphology, unless
the verb form for 3p singular is marked also for gender. In languages with
gender features on 3p plural pronominal subjects (such as Spanish), the same
applies to verb forms for 3p plural, of course.

In all of the Modern Germanic vernaculars, RefNSs are possible in both main
clauses and in embedded clauses, and there do not seem to be any differences in
frequency related to clause type — again, this is in sharp contrast to the
distribution of RefNSs in Old Germanic.

21 thank Ute Bohnacker for providing the inflection pattern of the Schwabian verb komma.
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Another possible generalization is that arem subject (which could have
been omitted) appears to trigger emphatic/contrastive interpretations in all of
these language varieti@but there are not clear data concerning the pragmatic
effects of overts subjects from all of the language varietidseisurvey.

Apart from these generalizations, the rich and very evident microvariation
concerning languagaternal restrictions for RefNSs in this set of closely
related languages is quite spectacular. In West Germanic, there seem to be
complex interdepadencies between agreeing complementizers, clitic pronouns,
and verbal agreement (cf. de Haan 1994, Fu8 2004), which indicate that the
licensing of RefNSs in some cases is dependent on syntactic as well as
morphological and phonological factors. It hascolirse not been possible to
include all details of these languageecific intricacies in the discussion in this
paper. Rich clitic systems and agreeing complementizers are however absent
from ...vdalian and Yiddist,two languages that nevertheless offariguing
problems regarding the distribution of the respective RefNSs. It can only be
concluded that more research is necessary. Much more, in fact.

4. Syntactic similarities and differences — Old Germanic RefNSs vs. Modern

Germanic RefNSs

Above, | have msented syntactic data from four Old Germanic languages and
six Modern Germanic vernaculars which all allow (partial) RefNSs. These data
falsify beyond doubt the recurrent assumption that RefNSs always are illicit in
V2-languages.

In the survey, the focusas been on a number of mainly syntactic features of
the respective RefNSs: the relation to verb agreement, person reference, the
distribution in different types of clauses, frequency, and the pragmatic
significance of overt subjects. Although | have neéib able to access relevant
data from all the language varieties, a general pattern emerges: RefNSs in the
Old Germanic languages and RefNSs in Modern Germanic vernaculars form
two groups, readily distinguishable from each other. In table 4. below, the

13 The idea that RefNSs always require an agreeing element in C (cf. e.g. Wei§ 2005) is thus
contradicted by the RefNSs in ...vdalian and Yiddish.
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findings are summarized; the abbreviations in the table are explained in the
accompanying key.

Table 4.Systematic syntactic differences between RefNSs in Old Germanic and in Modern

Germanic.
featuf
agr. type 3p. prag. | infreq.
language
Old Germanic
Old High Ger| - + + - +(?)
Old English - ? + - +(?)
Old Icelandic - ? + - +
Old Swedish - + + - +
Modern
Germanic
Bavarian + - - T )
L. Bavarian + - - + _
Z. German + - - + _
Schwabian + - - + -
Frisian + - - T 3
...vdalian + - - + _
Yiddish +(?) -(?) -(?) +(?) -(?)

key to table 4:

agr. = the person and number features of the RefNSs can
be reconstructed from verb agreement.

type = RefNSs are sensitive to clause type (they are more
frequent or only possibli@ main clauses).

prag.= an overt subject (which could be null) is understood
as emphatic and/or contrastive

3p. =  third person RefNSs are possible.

infreq.= RefNSs are less frequent than overt subjects.

The data in table 4 clearly indicateatliRefNSs in Old Germanic inherently had
other syntactic properties than the RefNSs in Modern Germanic, and,
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accordingly, a proposal that the latter have developed from the former must
account for this typological shift.

In section 5 below, I discuss this further, as well as some other implications
for general theories about RefNSs that the Germanic RefNSs bring about.

5. Conclusions

In generative grammar, the research about RefNSs has to a large extent
concentrated on the Romance languages, taking influential works by Rizzi
(1982, 1986) as a starting point. Eventually other languages and language
families have been included, such as Mandarin (Huang 1984), Hebrew (Borer
1986) and Finnish (Vainikka 1989). Data from these (and many other languages
— cf. Gilligan 1987) have influenced the theoretical development considerably.
However, the Germanic null-subject languages, spoken in central parts of
Europe, have not had any real empirical or theoretical impact on the ongoing
research. It is my conviction that further studies of the syntactic patterns of
RefNSs in Germanic V2-languages may contribute significantly to the research
about RefNSs, partly because V2-languages in general have relatively strict
word order regulations, and hence allow for meticulous and elaborate
investigations of which syntactic contexts allow or prohibit RefNSs.

In this final section, I will, in relative brevity, address two issues that the
survey above has brought to the fore: the diachronic relation between RefNSs in
Old and Modern Germanic, and which implications the syntactic features of
Germanic RefNSs may have for current assumptions about RefNSs.

5.1. The diachronic relation between Old Germanic and Modern Germanic

The traditional view of RefNSs in Modern West Germanic vernaculars is that
they are linguistic innovations. E.g, Full (2004, 2005) demonstrates how
universal principles of grammaticalization have transformed Old Bavarian
pronouns to clitics and clitics to inflectional markers, thereby laying the ground
for the Modern RefNSs in Bavarian:

[...] enclitic pronouns were reanalyzed as (dissociated) agreement morphemes on C.
This change forced the learner to assume that the subject position is occupied by pro,
giving rise to partial pro-drop [...] (FuB3 2004:89)
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Hoekstra (1997:78ff) assumes a similar point of view, and Bjorklund (1958)
reaches virtually the same conclusion when speculating about the possible
source of the 2p plural RefNSs in Ovdalian.

In a recent paper, Axel & Weil} (to appear) in stead propose that RefNSs in
Modern West Germanic are direct descendants of the Old Germanic RefNSs.
Their idea builds on the observation that RefNSs both in OHG and in the
Modern West Germanic vernaculars must be c-commanded by verbal
agreeement: “’[...] it is precisely pronominal Agr-in-C that licenses pro” (Axel &
Weil} to appear:13). When inflection started to appear on complementizers, they
argue, RefNSs were eventually licensed also in embedded clauses. However, not
all of the Modern Germanic vernaculars that have been presented in the present
paper have agreeing comple-mentizers. As for West Germanic, RefNSs are
possible in both Ziirich German and Schwabian, apparently without agreeing
complementizers (cf. examples 13 a, 16 and 18), and neither Yiddish nor
Ovdalian exhibit such elements. Hence RefNSs are possible without Agr-in-C in
Germanic, and the vital factor for the presence of RefNSs in embedded clauses
cannot be the emergence of agreeing complementizers. Another counter-
argument against the hypothesis presented by Axel & Weil} (to appear) is that
there is a cluster of other syntactic features (e.g, person reference, frequency
etc.) that must be included in a diachronic explanation of how RefNSs
developed in the Modern Germanic vernaculars (as was mentioned above).

5.2. Germanic RefNSs — theoretical consequences

Rich agrement and RefNSs seem to be tightly related in many languages, and
many linguists have argued that “rich” agreement is a necessary prerequisite for
RefNSs (cf. Taraldsen 1978, Chomsky 1981:240ff, Rohrbacher 1999 etc.). In
this vein, Borer (1986) suggested that the inflectional affixes may function as
pronominal subjects per se, being I-subjects. This has become a standard
analysis:

Indeed, the possibility of null subjects in a given language has been generally attributed
to the pronominal character of its agreement morphology. (Frascarelli 2007:692).

Similar ideas have been presented by e.g. Barbosa (1995, 2009), Platzack (2004)
and Koeneman (20006).
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The notion ofpro, a certain nofpronounced subject (or object) pronoun
identified by agreement, is on the other hand not tenable in current versions of
generative grammar (Chomsky 1995, 2001), since features that express phi
features only are interpretable in a NP/DP. The subject agreement features of the
verb must hence beiglinated in the syntactic derivation, and therefore the verb
cannot act as a subject identifier in overt syntax, as noted by Holmberg (2005).

The theory of pro [...] cannot be maintained in a theory making the distinction between
interpretable and unintgretable features that plays a crucial role in Chomsky
1995:chapter 4 and subsequent work by Chomsky and others. (Holmberg 2005:536)

The theoretical development has led to a revitalized interest for RefNSs, and
new analyses have been presented by e.gnib#ly (2005; Finnish, 2007),
Ackema et al. (2006), Barbosa (2009; Portuguese), Frascarelli (2007; Italian)
and Sigursson (2008). The new analyses depart either from BorerOs (1986)
notion of ksubject (e.g. Holmberg 2005, Alexiadou 2006 and Barbosa 2609),
from the assumption that RefNSs are identified through the discourse context
(e.g. Frascarelli 2007 and Sigjgson 2008).

The syntactic characteristics of the Old and Modern Germanic languages
suggest that there are indeed two fundamentally differeategtes for the
identification of RefNSs. In the Old Germanic languages, we have seen that
verbal agreement is of little importance and that RefNSs are rare in embedded
clauses. Furthermore, some authors, for instance !Sgpm (1993), explicitly
point aut that RefNSs in Old Germanic need an overt antecedent in the
preceding discourse, and HEkansson (2008) arrives to the conclusion that the
OSw RefNSs were directly dependent on a link to discourse antecedents (with a
few exceptions). On the other hand,flR&s in Modern Germanic are directly
dependent on verb agreement, they appear in all clause types and they do not
need overt antecedents but are in general the default choice of subject. Hence, it
seems to me that any explanation of how RefNSs in Old Gécraee identified
requires a clausexternal approach, while RefNSs in Modern Germanic are best
understood as being identified by a clairgernal mechanism. Typologically, a
similar difference may separate isolating languages, such as Mandarin, from
inflectional languages, such as Italian.

In two recent papers, Cole (2009, to appear) suggests that both reference to an
antecedent and subject verb agreement decide whether RefNSs are allowed in a
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language. The access to an antecedent is dependent oretterlantSsalience,
whereas OrichnessO of inflection is defined within separate languages, according
to Cole. If verbs may agree for e.g. person and number in a certain language,
then verb forms that express features for both person and number are
morpholaically maximal in that language, and will allow RefNSs. Cole (2009,

to appear) provides several examples of how data from Italian and other
languages may be explained by his theory. In Rosenkvist (in progress), | argue
that also ...vdalian may be a languagewhich RefNSs are identified by
different mechanismsThe distribution of the 1p plural RefNSs in ...vdalian
indicates that it requires not an overt antecedent, but some form of escape hatch
where access to the discourse context is provided, while thréodli®n of the

2p plural RefNSs suggests that it is identified within the clause; this is not the
place for a detailed presentation of ...vdalian RefNSs, however. Suffice it to say
that it is worth exploring the hypothesis that multiple mechanisms magtibe a

in the identification of RefNSs.

A remaining problem is however the phonological conditions for RefNSs in
West Germanic language varieties, such as e.g. Schwabian; it is not obvious
how such prerequisites for the occurrence of RefNSs are to benexpiai an
analytic model where only agreement and access to antecedents decide whethel
RefNSs are allowed or not.

In the near future, | intend to investigate RefNSs in ...vdalian (and in other
Germanic language varieties) further, in the research projeeNSHGermanic
Referential Null Subjectghat will commence in 2010. Some of the gaps in our
knowledge of RefNSs in Germanic will then eventually be filled.
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The Syntax of Surprise:
Unexpected event readings in complex predicatidn
Anna-Lena Wiklund

University of Tromsg
Lund University

Abstract

In many languages, the ‘light’ verbs take and go combine with another pred-
icate to yield a reading where the initiation of the event denoted by the main
predicate is in some sense focalized (inceptive). Some of these cases involve a
touch of surprise, unexpectedness, or suddenness to the event denoted. Look-
ing at data mainly from Swedish but also from English, Yiddish, and Salish,
this paper seeks to identify the components that are responsible for this sur-
prise reading. It is claimed that surprise in the construction investigated is de-
pendent on three factors: the particular event structure(s) associated with the
predicates involved, choice of lexicalization of this structure, and pragmatic
inferences about the particular event involved. It is shown that the inceptive
reading in combination with punctuality is crucial to the emergence of sur-
prise in these constructions. Two different ways of deriving inceptive surprise
readings are identified that depend on whether punctuality is brought by the
light verb or by the embedded verb.

1 Introduction

In a wide variety of languages, including Swedish, the verbs go and take

may combine with another verb to produce certain aspectual readings:!

(1)  Peter gick och laste en bok. (Swedish)

Peter go.PAST & read.PAST a book
‘Peter went and read a book.’

* Parts of this work were presented at Grammatik i Fokus, Lund University, Feb. 6, 2009 and at
Grammatikseminariets Grammatikfestival, University of Gothenburg, April 25, 2009. Thanks to
the audiences at these events for comments and to Jennifer Hays for (American) English judg-
ments. Special thanks to Christer Platzack for comments and to Gillian Ramchand and Peter
Svenonius for discussion of an earlier version of this article (Wiklund 2008).

I Abbreviations: CAUS = causative, CIRC = circumstantial modal, DEF = definite form, DET = de-
terminer, ERG = ergative case/(transitive) subject, EXIS = existential, F = feminine agreement, INF
= infinitival form, M = masculine agreement, NOM = nominative case, PAST = past tense, RED =
redirective (relational) transitivizer, SG = singular, SUP = supine, PERF = perfective, SUBJECT =
(indicative) subject.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 84 (2009), 181-224.
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(2) John tog och ldste en bok. (Swedish)

JohntakerPAsT & readPAST a book
‘(%)John took and read a book.

The construction in (1) is present also in English (see e.g. Carden and Pe-
setsky 1977; de Vos 2005), and related constructions can be found in He-
brew (Idan Landau p.c.) and the Marsalese dialect of Italian, see (3) (from
Cardinaletti and Giusti 2003).

(3)  Vaju a pigghiu u pani. (Marsalese)
g0.1sG to fetch.BG thebread
‘I go to buy bread.’

The literal translation of (2), in turn, is fine in Irish English and certain
American dialects. Similar constructions are also attested in the Romance,
Slavic, Baltic, and Finno-Ugric languages (see Ekberg 1993) and in Hindi/
Urdu, see (4) (from Butt and Ramchand 2005).

(4)  nadya=ne xat IkP  li-ya. (Hindi/Urdu)
NadyaF=ERG letterM.NOM write takePERF.M.SG
‘Nadya wrote a letter (completely).’

Common to all of the above constructions is the fact that the predi-
cates involved are conceived of as making reference to one single (albeit
complex) event. Syntactically, the concept of a single complex event is
reflected for instance by the fact that the predicates involved cannot be in-
dependently tensed and higher level adverbial modification can only apply
to the event as a whole and not to its subparts. Semantically, the presence
of some kind of emphasis on the initiation/onset of the event denoted by
the second predicate is often mentioned in descriptions of the interpreta-
tion yielded.? Sometimes there is also a touch of surprise, unexpectedness,

or suddenness in the reading produced. To my knowledge, no systematic

21 is ambiguous between this reading and a reading of the embedded event as being in progress.
The progressive reading is irrelevant here, see Wiklund (2007) for discussion.
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investigation of the contexts in which sustrrprise readinggare presentin
the above constructions has been carried out. This papdrnst step, us-
ing data mainly from Swedish but also from English and Yidd@.) will
be labelledjo-V and (2) will be referred to aske-Vwhen they need to be
distinguished. Thanceptive constructiowill be used as a cover name for
both types.

In what follows, | will seek to identify the circumstancesdan which
the surprise reading is present and eliminate factors #gengrrelevant
to this surprise. It is argued that surprise is dependent@etfactors: the
particular event structure(s) associated with the preelsdavolved, choice
of lexicalization of this structure, and pragmatic infezes about the par-
ticular event involved. It is shown that an inceptive regdimcombination
with a punctuality is crucial to the emergence of surprisgnyg the frame-
work of Ramchand (2008), the inceptive reading requiredazastated as
a requirement that a light verb identibes the initiation porent of the
embedded event and introduces the event variable thaesarglto tense
anchoring. The punctuality condition, in turn, can be stae a require-
ment that the process component and the result state arédasienusly
identibed by one predicate. Depending on whether punttualbrought
by the light verb or by the embedded verb, surprise is derinddo dif-
ferent ways, both of which are dependent on syntactic stract

2 Background

In the literature on Swedish, tlgw-V andtake-V constructions (repeated
below) have been included in the classpskudocoordinationéleleman
et al. 1999: IIl; 902-909, Josefsson 1991, Wiklund 1996).

(5) a. Petegick och|Sste enbok. (Swedish)
PetergoPAST& readPASTa book
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b. Johntog ochlSste enbok.
JohntakePAST& readPAsTa book

Both verbs carry identical inRectional morphology (pasistein the ex-
amples above) and the elemath that appears in between the verbs is
pronounced the same as the conjunction elernehtOandO, the reduced
form of which is pronouncedJ (used in casual speech). Similar construc-
tions exist also in the other Scandinavian languages, egvégiang@E/ta
og V Ogoltake and VO (see L¢drup 2002 and Vannebo 2003); Icelandi
fara og VOgo and VO. Extensive arguments for treating the linkimgete
as a subordinating conjunction and for treating the mutgaicurrence of
infRection in terms of agreement (obtained via Agree) arsgied in Wik-
lund (2007). Argument and adjunct extraction is possilbeifthe second
OclauseO. The prosodic properties of the constructiempaith comple-
mentation structures and not with coordination structimebat the prst
verb does not bear phrasal stré3he doubling of inRection can be shown
to be top-down, subject to locality, and to involve some kafdeature
sharing. | refer the reader to Wiklund (2007) for a detailedew of these
and additional arguments. In what follows, the second pegdiwill be
referred to as thembeddegredicate and | will in large part abstract away
from the agreement between the verbs involved.

3Both verbs belongs to the same intonational phrase andaitstasss is on the bPnal phonological
word before a phrase boundary. On the relevant single eeadling of (5a) aboveReter and
bok carry phrasal stress, see (6a). The (irrelevant) indepereleent reading that arises from a
coordination structure has the prosodic bracketing in.(6b) this readinggick and bok carry
phrasal stress and argument and adjunct extraction is sifpegunless Across-The-Board).

(6) a. [Petefgick ochlISste enbok]].
Peter goPAST& readPASTa book

b. [Petergick [ochlISste enbok]].

Peter goPAST& readPASTa book
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3 Surprise, inception, distance, and (in)voluntariness
3.1 The surprise reading

In both (5a) and (5b) above, the superordinate predicate has — in coarse
semantic terms — the effect of emphasizing the initiation/onsetof the event
denoted by the embedded predicate. On top of this reading, (5b) also has a

touch of surprise, suddenness, or unexpectedness to it:

(7)  John tog och ldste en bok. (Swedish)

JohntakePAST & readPAST a book
‘I {Surprisingly, unexpectedly, suddenly} John read a book.’

Curiously, this reading is not present in (5a), despite the fact that (5a) seems
to share the crucial syntactic and semantic characteristics of (5b)/(7). Im-
portantly, the prosodic properties of the two are also identical; in none of
the examples does the superordinate verb bear phrasal stress. Moreover,
no reflection of the emotional state of being surprised is required in the
prosody of (5b)/(7) for the sentence to yield a surprise reading.* Obviously,
finding out why the surprise is absent in (5a) and present in (5b) will be a
key to identifying the ingredients required for the production of a surprise
reading.

Before we go on to look at what I will call the inceptive reading in
some detail, let me first point out that I have not found any distributional
difference between surprise unexpectednessd suddenneshat does not
bear on the context in which the examples are uttered. It is not even clear
that the three cannot be subsumed under the same reading, granted that
a surpriseis a suddenand therefore to some degree unexpectecvent.
For want of evidence to the contrary, I assume that surprise unexpect-
ednessand suddennessan be unified in the linguistically relevant sense
and I will therefore continue to use the term surprise readingo refer to

4The difference is subtle but is identifiable when the examples are seen as possible replies to the
question: What did they do then?
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the touch of suprise/unexpectedness/suddenness thalasinnestigation
here. | thus take differences between these to follow froagpratic infer-
ences. In the examples that follow, the relevant readingi{fspe marked
as [SURPRISH. | will brie3y touch upon potential cognate readings below
Finally, surprise readings are most evident in and sometirastricted to
past reference. All examples that follow will therefore behe past tense.
A discussion of this restriction is deferred until ©6.2 belo

3.2 The inceptive reading

Attempts to describe the readings associated with the Siwedie-V and
go-V constructions can be found in e.g. Ekberg (1993), Telemaal. et
(1999: 1V; 907), and Wiklund (2007), see also Vannebo (2008)Nor-
wegian. Prima facie, the reading looks very similar to thatrarting or
setting off to do something, the Swedish counterpart beidgrja att gora
ndgot (start to do something):

(8) a. HanbSrjade attspringa.
he start.PASTto run.INF

b. Hantog ochsprang
he take.PAST& run.PAST
Whereas a denial of the completion of a telic event selecyebdbja is
impeccable, see (9a), however, such a denial is not possitilera, cf.
(9b) (cf. Ekberg 1993).

(9) a. HanbSrjade attspringa20 km (menstannade efter halva
he start.PAST to run.INF 20 km but stop.PAST after half

vSgen).
way

b. Hantog ochsprang 20km (*menstannadeefterhalva
he takePAST& run.PAST20km but stop.PASTafter half
vSgen).

way
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Likewise, onlytake-V can be modibped with respect to the Pnal temporal
bound, cf. (11a) vs. (1115).

(11) a. HarbSrjade attspringa20km (*p@® timmar).
he startPASTto run.INF20km in 2 hours

b. Hantog ochsprang 20km (p@ timmar).
He takePAST& run.PAST20km in 2 hours)
In this sensetake-Vis similar to its counterpart without (henceforth

plain-V):

(12) Hansprang 20km (*men stannade efter halvavSgen).
he run.PAST20km but stopPASTafterhalf way

(13) Hansprang 20km (p@® timmar).
He run.pPAST20km in 2 hours)

The same results obtain wigtE-V

(14) Hangick och simmade 400 meter (*men simhallen
he goPAST& swimPAST 400 meters but swimming-hall
var stSngd).
wasclosed

(15) Hangick  ochsimmade 1000meter (p@0 minuter).

He goPAST& swimPAST1000metersin 20 minutes
Thus, wherea®srja-V restricts reference to the beginning of the event
denoted by the embedded predica#ke-Vandgo-V may include a bnal
temporal bound or aresult state while also adding empha#igtinitiation
of the event. For ease of exposition, | label the restriataxing imposed
by bsrja theingressivereading and the non-restrictive reading yielded by

5(11a) is marginally possible on the (irrelevant) iteratieading where the subject referent started
the habit of running 20 km on 2 hours, e.g every day:

(10) HanbSrjade attspringa20km p timmarvarje dag.
he startPASTto run.NF 20kmon2 hours everyday
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taandg@heinceptivereading. In the examples that follow, the latter read-
ing will be indicated by [NCEPT]. Note that this lack of restriction witta
andgdan not be derived from the presence of tense inf3ection ogethe
lected verb seen itake-Vandgo-V. In many varieties of Swedish, also the
verbbsrja can combine with an inf3ected verb and still keep the sensantic
of the inPnitival counterpart, not to be confused with threlevant coor-
dination reading involving ellipsis. Replacing the intrat form springa

in the examples involvingSrja by an agreeing past forsprangdoes not
change the acceptability of (9a), cf. (16), nor the unaaiafty of (11a),

cf. (17)8

(16) HanbSrjade ochsprang 20km (menstannade efter halva
he startPAST& run.PAST20km but stopPAST after half

vSgen).
way

(17) HanbSrjade ochsprang 20km (*p@ timmar).

he startPAST& run.PAST20km in 2 hours
Note also that the inceptive constructidake-Vandgo-V) does not im-
ply a resultative reading of the embedded event, even if thelevcom-
plex event seems to yield a momentaneous interpretatiobefigk1993).
Adding ta to an activity predicate (in the terminology of Vendler 1967
does not give rise to telicity in the event denoted by the aldbd verb,
see (18a). Also in this sendake-Vis similar toplain-V, cf. (18b).

(18) a. Hontog ochdansade i Rera timmar.

she takePAST& dancePASTIin severalhours
OfURPRISH[INCEPT] she danced for several hours.O

b. Hondansade | Rera timmar.

she dancerASTIn severalhours
OShe danced for several hours.O

6The irrelevant coordination reading of the sentences spamrds toHe started [something] and
ran 20 km...
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To the extent that (20a) below is possibié fvd minuter measures the time
up to the initiation of the event of dancing, cf. (20b).

(20) a. ?Hortog ochdansade p@vEminuter.

she take.PAST & dance.PAST on two minutes
OfURPRISHB[INCEPT] she danced in two minutes.O

b. ?Hondansade p@vEminuter.

she dance.PAST on two minutes
OShe danced in two minutes.O

Similar examples can be constructed wgh Although the above tests
seem to show thaid andra contribute to the aktionsart of the event in the
inceptive construction rather than function as aspeciwsdliaries, another
test demonstrates that there is a difference between thptine construc-
tion and theiplain-V counterparts:

(21) a. Hontog ochdansade klockan elva.
she take.PAST & dance.PAST clock.DEF eleven

b. Hondansade klockan klockanelva.
she dance.PAST clock.DEF eleven

Whereas (21a) implies that the subject referent did notelaatore eleven,
(21b) does not say anything about when the dancing stamégdilat there
was an event of dancing taking place at ele¥@ihis is a property that the
inceptive construction shares with the ingressive constn. Like (21a),
the sentence in (22) below implies that the subject refet@hhot dance
before eleven.

"This reading is yielded with durative events without a restdte and with punctual verbs. It is
relRected by the fact thati tvd minuter (in two minutes) can be replaced bfer tvd minuter (after
two minutes), cf. (Pi—on 1997):

(19) “?Hontog ochdansade eftertv@Eminuter.
she take PAST & dance.PAST after two minutes .
OfURPRISH[INCEPT] she danced after two minutes.O

8swedish present and past tense is vague between the pregeassthe habitual (generic) reading.
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(22) Hon borjade  att dansa klockan elva.
she start.PAST to dance.INF clock.DEF eleven

The above facts — taken together — seem to suggest that the inceptive con-
struction (fake-V and go-V) is a case where two partially separate event
structures still contribute to form one single albeit complex event. From
the fact that the inceptive construction but neither the ingressive nor the
plain-V construction involves an element of surprise, (23a) vs. (23b) and
(23c), we may conclude that whatever it is that yields the inceptive reading

must be partly responsible for the surprise reading.

(23) a. Hantog och sprang.
He take PAST & run.PAST
‘[SURPRISE][INCEPT] he ran.’

b. Han sprang.

he run.PAST
‘He ran.’/‘He was running.’

c. Hanborjade och sprang.

he start.PAST & run.PAST
‘He started running.’

The inceptive component can only be partly responsible, however, given
that za but not gd in the relevant contexts gives rise to an element of surprise

(in the absence of prosodic cues), (24a) vs. (24b).

(24) a. Hantog och simmade 100 meter brostsim.

He take PAST & swim.PAST 100 meter breaststroke
‘[SURPRISE][INCEPT] he swam 100 meter breaststroke.’

b. Han gick och simmade 100 meter brostsim.

he goPAST & swim.PAST 100 meter breaststroke
‘I [INCEPT] he swam 100 meter breaststroke.’

The readings yielded by (24a) and (24b) seem comparable to those pro-
duced by the English sentences in (25a) and (25b), respectively. The only

reading available for (25a) is one that involves a touch of surprise, sudden-
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ness, or unexpectedness (see also §7.6 below). (25b), on the other hand,
can also be felicitously uttered in contexts that do not imply that the event

1S surprising in any way.

(25) a. He up and swam 100 meter breaststroke.

b. He went and swam 100 meter breaststroke.

Summing up, the surprise reading seems to be a special type of inceptive
reading but the inceptive component alone is not enough to yield suprise
readings or, alternatively, there must be factors that override the suprise
reading in examples like (24b) and (25b). Obviously, we need to look for
potential differences between the verbs fa and gd that can account for the

facts.

3.3 The distantive reading

One fact that I have ignored in the discussion so far is that (24b) differs
from (24a) in that the subject referent actually has to walk away from the
reference location for the truth conditions of the sentence to be met.’ This
reading seems related to the distantive (or andative) aspect referred to in
Cinque (1999) and Cinque (2004). In principle, the distantive reading may
be the reason why fake-V but not go-V yields a surprise reading in the
examples we have seen so far. We will return to this difference between

the two below. Anticipating that discussion, I will assume that the distan-

9Swedish ga is more restricted than English go in that it can only refer to a walking event when
used with animates. Note that the feature encoding distinctness from the reference location must
be divorced from the motion and path involved in the above examples because the first feature can
also be present in stative contexts and thus without a path in Swedish, cf. (26). I abstract away
from this here. (26) means that the subject referent was away swimming. The inceptive reading is
absent in this context. See Ekberg (1983) for discussion.

(26) Han var och simmade.
he bePAST & swim.PAST
‘[DISTANT] He was swimming.’
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tive reading derives from semantic features that we infén gdln certain
syntactico-semantic environments. This assumption iecas the more
general hypothesis about the OlightnessO in these aad sériik as being
derived from their lexical-encyclopedic poverty (cf. Rdmaod 2008), an
issue to which we will return below. As we will see, the digtes read-
ing of g@&s in fact constrained also in the inceptive constructiorhel/
a distantive reading is available, this will be indicated[loySTANT] in
the translation. Thus, the reading of (24b) above is morecp@tely
rendered as in (27) below, including the distantive readiftte English
counterpart is given in (28). It also involves a distantigading.

(27) Hangick  ochsimmade 100meterbrsstsim.

he goPAST& swimpPAST100meterbreaststroke N
OPISTANT][INCEPT] he swam 100 meter breaststroke.O

(28) He went and swam 100 meter breaststroke.

3.4 The out-of-control reading

Returning to the surprise readings, | have concluded tlegtriust form a
proper subset of the inceptive readings. At brst sight, theatledout-of-
control circumbxka-...-ain StOftOimcets (Lillooet Salish) seems to yield
readings that are similar to the surprise reading of the &ki¢ake-Vcon-
struction in contexts like (29) and (30) below (from DaviO8Qcited in
Davis et al. 2007), the latter involving an Qaccidental @&of surprist.

(29) gwagwx-m’n=lhkan ta=scwelflhp=a,
nightmareRED=1SG.SUBJDET=ghOSt=EXIS
ka-cwik=kana aylh. (StO1tOimcets)

CIRC-wake=1sG.suBJCIRCthen N
Ol had a nightmare about a ghost, then | woke up suddenly.O

10st&+tOimceets is a Northern Interior Salish language sipakensouthwestern interior of British
Columbia, Canada. | am indebted to Gillian Ramchand for grguny attention to this language.
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(30) ka-sZkOw-s-as- ta=nkOwancestenQaatwZwwOet=a.
CIRC-breakCAUS-3ERG-CIRC DET=WIiNndOW=EXIS DET=bOY=EXIS
OThe boy broke the window accidentally.O

However, no inceptive reading is reported wka-...-g the onset of the
event referred to does not appear to be focalized. Secdkattly,-anever

yields a deliberate-but-sudden reading. It produces amfcaidental read-
ing where an agent B who could in principle be in control ofahent b
does not have a choice or has no control over what is happeserdavis
et al. (2007). The fact that there may be (in some varietiestrne) an

agent involved that has control over the event in the Swezhsistruction,

cf. (31) below, enables us to distinguish timseptivesurprise reading from
the out-of-controlsurprise readings attested in Salish.

(31) Petettog och|Sste enbok.

PetertakePAST& readpPAsTa book
OBURPRISH [INCEPT] Peter read a book.O

In (31), the subject referent is responsible for bringingwhthe read-
ing event; it is the subject of the initiation expressedthy(tog in the
example). The Swedistake-V counterpart of (30) above makes the pic-
ture even clearer; it does not have an accidental readirlg,aoreading
where the boy broke the window deliberately and suddenlyt@xpect-
edly/surprisingly):

(32) Pojken tog ochkrossade fSnstret. (Swedish)

BoyDEF takePAST&  crushPASTWINdOWDEF
OfURPRISH[INCEPT] the boy broke the window.O

Finally, the StOttOimcets circurklx..-ahas additional readings that the
inceptive construction lacks, includirog able toandmanage toThis has
led Davis et al. (2007) to hypothesize that the morphemedexoircum-
stantial modality and that its various meanings reduce ttzeeian exis-
tential (ability) or universal (involuntary action) readi. Not surpringly,
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Swedish uses the modal rdka in order to yield an unambiguous reading of

the even as accidental (involuntary), cf. (33).

(33) Pojken rCEkade krossa  fOnstret. (Swedish)

Boy.DEF happen.PAST crush INF window.DEF
“The boy accidentally broke the window.’

The modal construction in (33) has no inceptive reading but admittedly
there is a touch of surprise to it. The potential surprise involved in (33),
however, is arguably derivable from pragmatic inferences about acciden-
tal events; accidents are most often sudden or surprising in some sense.
This is what Davis et al. (2007) proposes for the suddenness reading of
ka-...-a that arises in similar contexts. The surprise reading of the inceptive
construction, on the other hand, does not seem to be reducible to conver-
sational implicatures alone, at least not as transparently. There is no im-
mediate way to derive the surprise or suddenness of an event taking place
from the mere emphasis on (or reference to) its onset, cf. the discussion
of borja (start) and fa (take) in §3.2 above. As we have seen, the inceptive
reading is not even enough for surprise to arise, cf. (24a) vs. (24b) above.
In order to find out more about how the surprise involved in the inceptive
construction comes about and why it is not present in all of these, we need
to return to differences between take and go. Before we do, I will intro-
duce my assumptions about how thematic properties and event types are

derived.

4 Creating surprise; thematic properties and event types

I will assume that event structure is directly represented in syntax as ar-
gued in Ramchand (2008). Ramchand’s proposal is that vP/VP is split in
the same spirit that Pollock (1989) splits up IP and Rizzi (1997) splits up
CP. In this spirit, event-structure syntax contains three subevental compo-

nents, each represented as its own projection, hierarchically ordered as in
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(34); a causing subevern(tP), a process-denoting subeveRt@cP), and

a subevent corresponding to a result st&tesf). These are linked by a
rule of event composition; a generalized Oleads-toO seOaalation, see
Ramchand (2008) for details.

(34)  [InitP [ProcP [ResP ]]].

InitP licenses the external argumeititfator), ProcP licenses the entity
undergoing the change or procesadergoej, and ResP licenses the entity
that comes to hold the result statequlteg¢. There are no thematic roles
in this system. Specibers are interpreted systematicgllthé® semantic
component as initiator, undergoer, and resultee and aesamgbment may
be in more than one position simultaneously, yielding arganhvariabil-
ity in a systematic and predictable form. The selectionatien is shared
between the strict ordering of projections and categoriufea on lexical
items. Through the latter, lexical items associate withasad the syntactic
structure. In the verbal domain, the category featurefmitg, [proc], and
[res], which associate to the corresponding heads of the projecin (34)
above. One lexical item may thus multiply associate to ceifié syntactic
heads within the same phrase. The Vendler (1967) clagstfitiescor-
responds to the class of verbs that have [init, proc] or [patane in their
lexical specibcation, (35 ccomplishmentsorrepond to verbs that are
[init, proc] with an incremental theme or path object, (3&fhievements
are [init, proc, resj or [proc, res], (37).

(35)  [inite She ran procp<she> <ran>]]
(36)  [initp She bakeddrocpthe cake <baked>]]

(837)  [initp She arrived grocp<she> <arrived>gesp<she> <arrived> |[]]

Three additional assumptions are noteworthy for the dsousthat fol-
lows. These concern causativization, telicity, and unskyaiation of syn-
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tactic category features. Ramchand pursues a causativization approach to
the causative-inchoative alternation. Unavailiability of causativization is
used as a diagnostic of presence of [init] in the lexical specification of verbs
in English. The [init] feature is absent when causativization is possible (as
e.g. with the verb break); the transitive version contains a null causative
suffix in the [init] head built on top of the event structure to which the verb
associates. Turning to telicity, there is no feature [+telic]. Telicity, in this
system, derives from several interacting factors. (36) is telic because the
DP argument cake is a definite bounded path, which produces telicity en-
tailments with creation (and consumption) verbs. (37) is telic because the
presence of ResP gives rise to telicity. Telicity can also arise from result
augmentation; the merging of a ResP with an [init, proc] or [proc] verb.!!
Finally under certain circumstances, a verb may leave features unassoci-
ated in syntax. Ramchand labels this underassociation. In the specific case
where a verb is underspecified for conceptual content (light verb), the sys-
tem allows this verb to identify unassociated features of a second verb in
a complex predication (light verb construction). This is what I will assume
for the inceptive construction. The details of my analysis will be added as
we proceed. For now, it is enough to say that in the inceptive construction,
the light verbs (take or go) identify the unassociated [init] feature of the
embedded predicate.!” Leaving the subordinating conjunction element and
the potentially bi-clausal nature of the construction aside for the moment,
the simplified structure that I will assume for the inceptive construction is

given in (39) below.

(39) [mitp subject light verb [procp Verb2 [resp <verb2>1]] (Inceptive)

HThe resultative secondary predication below involves result augmentation in this sense:

(38) [Initp she painted [pocp the wall <painted> [Reqp <the wall> red]]]

121f the embedded predicate has no [init] in its lexical specification, the inceptive construction will
essentially have a causative structure.
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The inceptive reading arises (partly) from the fact thatlitpet verb iden-
tibes the initiation component of the embedded predicatehiat follows,
we seek to identify the additional syntactic ingredientst tare respon-
sible for the surprise reading. Recall that the inceptiadieg alone is
not enough to create surprise. In particular, we will iniggge hypotheses
based on the thematic properties of the verbs involved amévbnt types
that are constructed when the verbs associate to syntaciatige.

4.1 Surprising initiators

Suppose that the difference betwdake-Vandgo-V with regard to dis-
tribution of surprise readings derives from the Othemptiogerties as-
sociated with the matrix (light) verbs involved. Using tleeminology of
Ramchand (2008y@&liffers fromta (at least in their OlexicalO use) in that
theinitiator of the event is identical to thendergoer the initiator of the
walking event is also experiencing the change of locatidve patient-like
role associated with the subject@icould in principle be responsible for
suspending the surprise reading in inceptive construstiovolving this
verb. Another difference betweda and gd&concerns animacy. The lat-
ter requires an animate subject in this particular consbucwhereas the
former allows inanimate subjects in some varietieExamples like (41a)
and (41b) below, however, tell us that thematic differermssveerta and
gCare not likely to be responsible for differences betweentie with
respect to surprise readings:

(41) a. Hamgick  ochvann tv@Emiljoner dollar.

he goPAST& win.PASTtwomillon dollar
OfURPRISH[INCEPT] he won two million dollar .O

L3weather predicates can participate in the inceptive coctibn in some variants:

(40) %Dettog ochregnade.
it takePAST& rain.PAST
[SURPRISE[INCEPT] it rained.O
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b. Hangick  ochdog.

he goPAST& diePAST N
OfURPRISB[INCEPT] he died.O

The picture is now complicated by the fact that the surpeseliing indeed
canbe present also withgEThe same is true for the English counterparts:

(42) a. He wentand won two million dollar.
b. He went and died.

One way in which (41a) and (41b) differ from e.qg. (27) abowethat
the subject referent in the former two cannot be said to caugeerhaps
rather) have control over the events of winning and dyingtag he causes
the event of swimming in the latter example, repeated in p&Bw. The
English counterpart is given in (44).

(43) Hangick ochsimmade 100meterbrsstsim.

he goPAST& swimPAST100meterbreaststroke N
OPISTANT][INCEPT] he swam 100 meter breaststroke.O

(44) He went and swam 100 meter breaststroke.

Suppose therefore that the surprise readings in (41) ana(®2 from the
clash between the initiator and the eventuality of the erdbddredicate;
e.g. from having the initiator be identical to the undergoethe context
of a verb that does not have an [init] feature in its lexicaa@pcation but
with which a causativization would for some reason yield mnfuresult.
Swedishwin anddie are like their English counterparts in that they do
not causativize. Recall, however, that according to Ramd@a diagnos-
tics they must thereforieavean [init] feature in their lexical specibcation.
If | am correct, this [init] feature is unassociated in theaptive construc-
tion, identibed by the matrix light verb. A closer look at therpretation
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yielded reveals that this analysis is on the right track. ids&ling yielded
in (41a) and (41b) is one where the subject referent is in ssubde way
involved in the force leading up to the events of winning agahd. Im-
portantly, however, (41a) does not mean that the subjeeteef has any
control over the event of winning (besides having undertdke purchase
of a lottery ticket or the like) and (41b) does not refer to misie, which
we would expect if the structure would be one involving céiugation.
Moreover, the surprise reading of (31) above, repeatedSa)(delow, re-
mains unaccounted for on the quirky causativization hypsith

(45) a. Johriog ochlSste enbok.

JohntakePAST& readPAsTa book
OfURPRISH [INCEPT] John read a book.O

b. JohnlSste enbok.

40hnreadPASTa bogk
OJohn read a book.O

In (45a), there is no clash between the existence of an tmit@nd the
eventuality of the embedded predicate. The subject refé@ndrates the
book-reading event also in the absenceapfcf. (45b), yet there is an el-
ement of surprise in (45a). In fact, surprise readings @(mo not seem
to be different from those wittakein this respect, as shown by examples
like (46a) below.

(46) a. Hamgick  ochgifte sig medhenne.

he goPAST& marriedPAST REFLwith her
OfURPRISH[INCEPT] he married her.O

b. Hangifte sig medhenne.

he marriedPASTBEFLwith her
OHe married her.O

In (46a) above, the subject referent cannot be sambtdave control over
the (wedding) event that results in him being a married manth@ con-
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trary, the reading yielded is one where the subject referent is responsible
for the fact that he got married, a reading that the sentence shares with
the corresponding sentence without gd in (46b). Nevertheless, (46a) has a
touch of surprise to it. Again, the same is true of the English counterpart

given in (47).

(47)  He went and married her.

The above facts enable us to conclude that the surprise reading itself cannot
be derived from some kind of unexpected causativization or clash between
the existence of a controlling initiator and an event over which one cannot
have control.!* Note finally that focalizing the onset of the event of reading
in (45a) above is not ‘unexpected’ in any sense. Therefore, the surprise
reading cannot be derived from the mere expression of the initiation of an
event (by the light verb). Crucially, the inceptive reading does not always

give rise to surprise, as we have learned from examples like (43).

4.2 Surprising initiations of punctual events

The task in front of us at this point is twofold. First, we need to find the fea-
ture that unites (41a), (41b), and (46a) and that makes these different from
examples like (43). This feature must be responsible for the uneven distri-
bution of surprise readings within the class of go-V constructions. Then we
need to investigate how take-V fits that picture. There is an obvious sense
in which (41a), (41b), and (46a) above differ from (43). The embedded
predicates of the former are Achievements in Vendler’s (1967) terminology,

whereas the embedded predicate of the latter denotes a bounded Activity.

14The surprise readings of (41a) and (41b) seem slightly stronger than that yielded by (46a) and
examples given earlier. This ‘extra’ surprise, I do take to be due to the clash between fake and go
on the one hand, which are events of which we normally infer control on the part of the subject
referent, and win and die on the other, which are events of which we infer non-control on the part
of the subject referent. Although there seem to be degrees of surprise readings, this is a topic that
I need to leave for future research.
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At this point, we may hypothesize that a punctual event isces®ary in-
gredient for the surprise reading to arise. The intuitiohibe the proposal
Is that an emphasis on the initiation of an event that doe®aa¢ much
of a duration is surprising, yielding the touch of surprisattis present in
examples like (41b), repeated below:

(48) Hangick  ochdog.
he goPAST& diePAST N
OfURPRISH[INCEPT] he died.O

If this is correct, then something more needs to be said aadet\V. As
noted above, there is nothing unexpected in emphasizingriset of a
reading event, which can be taken to last more than a cougeaunds,
see (49). Yet there is an element of surprise.

(49)  Johntog och|Sste enbok.

JohntakePAsT& readPAsTa book
OfURPRISH [INCEPT] John read a book.O

So far, we know that whatever it is that yields the incepteading is partly
responsible for yielding surprise. We also know that wahsurprise is
always present, whereas wigldEan embedded punctual event is required.
Suppose then thaa andgiffer in that the former but not the latter has
the effect of producing a punctual reading of the embeddedigate on
its light verb use. Only the former yield surprise readindgwcombining
with events that are not Achievements. On this hypothelses presence
of an Activity in (49) would only be illusory. However, thedathat the
OaktionsartO of the embedded predicate does not chanipeaddition of
the relevant light verbs, falsibes this hypothesis. Rebatithe addition of
tato an activity predicate does not give rise to telicity in dvent denoted
by the embedded vers:

15There is variation regarding what kind of eveatcan combine with. In some varieties, all kinds
of eventive predicates are possible, also certain Ostegj®| stative predicates (given the right
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(51) Hontog ochdansade | [Rera timmar.

she takepAsT& dancepAsTin severalhours
OfURPRISHE[INCEPT] she danced several hours.O

At present, we have a hunch that punctuality or a featureishaesent in
the lexical specibcation of punctual verbs must in someesbasnvolved

in the creation of surprise readings. Nevertheless, famisarning the ak-
tionsart oftake-Vdo not yet bt this picture. | ask the reader to keep this in
mind as we proceed to investigate one more difference bettede and
g@&hat will lead us further.

4.3 The survival of the distantive killing the surprise

The attentive reader may have noticed that (41a), (41b)(46a) above
differ from (43) not only in yielding surprise readings. énéstingly, the
distantive reading that was claimed to be presengarV is lost in the
examples referring to events winning dying andmarrying, cf. (52) in-
volving die vs. (53) involvingswim below. The English counterparts are
given in (54) and (55), respectively.

(52) Hangick  ochdog.
he goPAST& diePAST _
(QsURPRISE][INCEPT] he died.O

(53) Hangick ochsimmade 100meterbrsstsim.
he goPAST& swimPAST100meterbreaststroke N
PDISTANT][INCEPT] he swam 100 meter breaststroke.O

(54) He went and died.

context), see (50).

(50) %Hontog ochvar sur.
she takePAST & bePAST grumpy 3
O$URPRISE[INCEPT] she was grumpy.O
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(55) He went and swam 100 meter breaststroke.

The sentences in (52) and (54) above do not make reference to walking
events (or other events of motion); the subject referent does not have to
walk away from the reference location before he dies for the truth condi-
tions of the sentences to be met. In contrast, the only reading available for
(53) and (55) 1s one where the subject referent went away from the refer-
ence location and then swam. Taking this fact into consideration, we may
hypothesize that the survival of the distantive reading kills the surprise or
alternatively that whatever is responsible for the absence of the surprise
reading rescues the distantive reading. As will become clear, the latter hy-
pothesis seems to yield the correct predictions.

I take the distantive reading that survives in (53) to be parasitic on the
existence of an embedded event that involves more than a single transition.
That is, in the presence of an event with some internal duration, the manner
component of Swedish gd (walk) and the concomitant distantive reading
are inferred. This is why the distantive reading is absent in (52) and other
examples involving punctual verbs. That this proposal is on the right track
is supported by the fact that punctual events that can be perceived of as tak-
ing place iteratively (so-called semelfactives) enable the distantive reading

to survive:

(56) Han gick och hoppade pa soffan.

he go.PAST & jump.PAST on sofa.DEF
‘[DISTANT ][INCEPT] he jumped on the sofa.’

As soon as an episodic interpretation is available, as in (57a), the reading

produced approaches that yielded by take-V, cf. (57b).

(57) a. Han gick och hoppade 1 sjon.

he go.PAST & jump.PAST in lake DEF
‘[SURPRISE][INCEPT] he jumped into the lake.’
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b. Hantog ochhoppade i sjsn.
he takePAST& jumpPASTIn lakeDEF _
(QSURPRISE][INCEPT] he jJumped into the lake.O

The distantive reading fades away and a surprise readingiishble. Again,
punctuality seems relevant to surpride.

5 Punctuality

We are looking for an explanation for the fact that surpressdings with
go-V are more restricted than surprise readings take-\V. We have seen
that thematic properties of the verbs involved seem to hditke to say
about the distribution of surprise readings. Event typehef émbedded
predicate seems relevant fgo-V but nottake-Vin that the former require
an embedded punctual verb for the surprise reading to em&ligeg with
the emergence of a surprise reading in these goes the desapge of the
distantive reading. The question that we are posing at thist s what it
Is thattake-V possesses regardless of embedded predicatgakdtonly
has when a punctual event is involved. | propose that thisashcoding
of a result state; i.e. a [res] feature in the lexical speaiiea of the light
verb.

5.1 The presence of [res]

Using the [res] diagnostics of Ramchand (2008), the warbut not the
verbg@ an take locational state prepositions to describe thelbcation

of the undergoer of the process involved. The sentence®a) @nd (59b)
show that both Place PPs and Path PPs can describe the Fatairiagith

ta.l’

16(57a) also has an irrelevant locative reading similar t9.(&6 that interpretation, the distantive
reading survives and the jumping takes place iteratively.
17An additional example of a Place PP describing the Pnalimtatith ta:
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(59) a. Harog hennda sinfamn. (PP =goal)

r]e takepAasTher in his arms
OHe took her in his arms.O

b. Hantog henndill sinfamn. (PP = goal)

r]e takepAasTher to his arms
OHe took her into his arms.O

With g&a Place PP can not alone describe the bnal location; (6Gay be
only has a locative reading. In order for a resultative jtetation to be
available, a Path particle is required, cf. (60b).

(60) a. Hamgick i rummet. (PPE goal)
he goPASTINn roomDEF N
OHe was walking in the room.O

b. Hangick ini rummet. (PP = goal)
he goPASTto in roomDEF
OHe went into the room.O

| take this to mean that Swedisa but notg@has a feature encoding the
result state of the event in its lexical specibcation: [rége semantics of
the res head will enable a goal reading of a locative PP in)(59a

(61) ...[InitP hantog [ProcP <tog> [ResP <tog> [PP henne fann]]]]

The hypothesis that [res] has to be present on either of tHesva the
inceptive construction in order to yield surprise seemsedhg one that
yields the correct predictions regarding the distributodrsurprise read-
ings.

(62) a. ta:[init, proc, res]
b. g&linit, proc]

(58) Ta saltet [i vattnet] ochrsr om. (PP =goal)
t?.kelMP saltDEF in waterDEF andSEiI’.IMP about
OPut the salt in the water and stir.O



206

Take-Vwill always yield surprise readings, since the light véabhas a
feature [res] in its lexical specibcation. In Swedish,js the only light
verb that | know of that qualibes for this purpose but we potetthat e.qg.
throw andfall in languages where these verbs can be used as light verbs
should be capable of producing similar readifigjg/e have seen that with
g&which does not encode a result state, an embedded punetibelike

win, die, or marryis required to yield a surprise reading. These verbs have
[res] in their lexical specibcation. They are independeallle to identify

the result state of a process. As will become clear below,irt this sense
that these verbs are punctual, along with the takie Before we proceed,

a note on Englislgo is warranted. To the extent that a PlacePP is capable
of describing the Pnal location with Engligjo, in examples like (63a), |
assume that there is a null Path head in (63a) andgihdbes not have a
[res] feature in its lexical specibcation.

(63) a. Hewentinthe room.
b. He wentinto the room.
c. He wentin to the room.

Thus, Englistgois like Swedishg@n lacking [res] in its lexical specibca-
tion (see discussion in Tungseth 2006) but differs from &teef in licens-
ing a null Path head (corresponding to the prepostioymn environments
like (63a)1°

18This is provided that these verbs are conceptually poorgimtabe used in a complex predication
where their [init] feature can identify an unassociated]fieature of the embedded predicate (see
below for details).

19The structure is roughly as given below:
(64) ...[InitP he went [procP <went> [PathP TO [PlaceP inrthmm]]]]

The locative elemerin moves to the Path head, as seen in (63b), which | take to befigtally
identical to (63a), albeit with an ovetid.
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5.2 Revisiting punctuality

We are now in a position to revisit the hypothesis that pusldiucounts
for surprise readings in the inceptive construction. Orexguuisite for a
punctual reading to arise is the presence of [res] in the&tsipecibcation
of the verb associating to event structure. | adopt the waljaut forth in
Ramchand (2008) that an achievement (punctual) intetpoets yielded
when a lexical verb simultaneously identibes both proceds@sult. Du-
ration, in this sense, requires a verb which does not simedtasly identify
both process and result. In this sengds a punctual verb, wheregd is
not (the latter has no [res] in its lexical specibcation)(62) above.

If I am correct in taking punctuality to be a crucial ingrealien the
creation of surprise, result augmentation should not beaeit; i.e. the
mere presence of a result state in the sentence should hdtaysirprise
reading. The feature [res] has to be present in the lexiadibgation on
either of the two verbs for there to be punctuality. This preon is borne
out and can be demonstrated by the addition of a resultaavec|e to
an accomplishment predicate ungér An accomplishment verb does not
itself encode a result state (Ramchand 2008). In (65) bdlmvparticle
upp is doing this job. As expected, the surprise reading is migsi this
case; the distantive reading is the only one available.

(65) Hangick  ochCt uppmackan.

he go.PAST& eat.PASTup sandwich.DEF
@DISTANT][INCEPT] he ate the sandwich.O

Since the verlear does not simultaneously identify both process and result
([res] is identibed by the particle), the eating event eteran extended
process. On the assumption that the distantive readingisndient on the
presence of an extended process to emerge (23.3), whereasirrise
reading is dependent on punctuality (identibcation of esscand result
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by one lexical item), the distantive-inceptive reading@f)follows?2° We
have added substance to our hunch that punctuality is relévaurprise.
When the light verb brings punctuality, astake-\, the event type of the
embedded predicate is not restricted. Surprise readingsange regard-
less of embedded predicate. When the light verb does naj bris ingre-
dient, as ingo-V, the embedded verb has to bring punctuality in order for
surprise to arise. Below, | present facts from Yiddish tlesns to support
the hypothesis that punctuality in combination with an pteee reading is
crucial to the surprise reading under investigation.

5.3 Surprise in Yiddish

In Yiddish, a light verb corresponding to Englislo may combine with
another verbal element to produce certain aspectual mganime con-
struction is referred to as trehtam-konstruktsi@he stem construction),
see Diesing (2000) and references cited there:

(66) Makshot a geygetonaf foroys. (Yiddish)

Max hasago done forward
OMax marched forward.O

Prima facie, the Yiddish stem construction resembles tlghi&nlight verb
construction of the forniPeter did a danceHowever, it can be shown to
allow a wider range of complements. In addition, the "stegears to
be verbal rather than nominal (despite the presence of wbasllike the
indePnite articlef! The meaning of the stem construction is reported to
vary with the type of event denoted by the stem (main preéd)dq&iesing
2000). With activities, the stem construction has the ¢tbéeither reduc-
ing the event denoted to a singular action (in the case odlsactions) or

to an event with a diminutivized interpretation (non-itar@aactions). Telic

200n result augmentation with the light verb, see ©7.5 below.
21The stem can be modibed by adverbs but not adjectives. ltatirenbe pluralized, nor relativized,
see Diesing (2000) for details.



209

events receive a "sped up" interpretation. The teemelfactives recur-
rent in descriptions of the aspectual interpretation ofdbestruction, see
Aronson (1985) and Taube (1987). In essence, these desosippear to
mean that the stem construction yields a punctual inteapogt. Interest-
ingly, an inceptive reading is also available, a fact whinhldes us to test
our hypothesis that the inceptive reading in combinatiah ywunctuality is
what yields surprise in the relevant construction type. Wéver the incep-
tive reading is available in the Yiddish stem constructiere should be
an element of surprise, assuming the stem constructiowodvmthe rele-
vant kind of complex predication. Looking at the data préseimn Diesing
(2000), the prediction seems borne out. (67) and (68) belmtiv bave an
inceptive reading and both are reported to involve a toucsudilenness
or unexpectedness; in other words what is here referredgarasise

(67) Zi hotanefn getondi oygn. (Yiddish)

shehasan opendone theeyes N
OShe (suddenly) opened her eyes.O

(68) Es hotadoner geton. (Yiddish)

therehasa thunderdone N
O(Suddenly), there was a thunderclap.O

In support of our hypothesis then, punctuality in combio@tvith an in-
ceptive reading yields a touch of surprise, unexpectedoessiddenness
to the event denoted.

6 Deriving surprise

Before we investigate how the simplibed analysis proposediican be
modibed to capture the more pPne-grained facts, | wish to aumenthe
situation and make a brief note on the tense restrictionsrobd.
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6.1 Surprise ingredients

The present investigation suggests that surprise readings in the construc-
tions that we are concerned with require the following ingredients in order

to be available:

1. Inceptive reading: emphasis on the onset of the embedded event

2. Punctual reading: a punctual verb

In terms of event structure syntax, (1.) is a requirement that a light verb
identifies the causation/initiation component of the embedded predicate;
the feature [init], which remains unassociated to syntax on the embedded
verb. (2.) in turn is a requirement that one of the verbs involved identifies

both [proc] and [res].?

A natural question to ask at this point is where the
surprise comes from given these facts. Recall that ta is punctual, whereas
g@&s not. This means that we can take the surprise reading yielded by
take-Vto derive directly from the punctuality of the light verb. Since the
light verb expresses the onset of the event denoted by the embedded pred-
icate and since it is punctual, the onset will be interpreted as suddemand
in this sense also unexpectegyielding what I refer to as surprise With
go-V, surprise must be derived in a slightly different fashion, where punc-
tuality plays a more indirect role. This is so because g(Hs not a punctual
verb. Instead, punctuality needs to be brought by the embedded verb in
this construction. I propose that pragmatic inferences about the nature of
events with no duration is a third ingredient in these cases. The idea I wish
to pursue is that the surprise perceived with go-V is inferred from the fact

that a punctual event is not readily compatible with an ‘emphasis’ on its

225 punctual evenhere refers to an event that can be linguistically represented as having no dura-
tion. As far as I can see, nothing hinges on this particular assumption. For an alternative view, see
Engelberg (1999), who proposes that punctual events are events that do not last longer than two
to three seconds, an interval that he labels a ‘cognitive moment’ because it seems to play a crucial
role for perception, behaviour, and speech production. Durative events are in this sense events that
exceed the three-second interval.
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onset; it hardly begins before it ends so to speak. A paraétlindicating
this incompatibility is that aspectual verbs likeginandstopcannot em-
bed punctual verbs unless special readings are availapleam iterative
reading, as in (695°

(69) He began to win (local contests).

Summing up, in bothake-Vandgo-V, the combination of the inceptive
reading and punctuality is responsible for the productibsuwprise. In

the former, this combination yields a sudden (punctualebrsading (in-
ceptive) of the event denoted by the embedded predicatkellatter, this
combination yields an onset reading (inceptive) of an ewdhtno internal
duration (punctual), which is funny from a pragmatic pecipe, yielding
surpris€?® In the absence of an embedded punctual event, as we have seen,
go-V does not yield surprise.

(70)  Surprise readings:
a. S1: Sudden onset reading take-\V)
b. S2: Onsetreading of an event with no internal duratgmV)

A third way of deriving surprise was attested in Salish (¥3céntrasting
with the inceptive constructions under investigation herénat it seemed
totally independent from event structure syntax, beingvddrsolely from
pragmatic inferences about events over which one cannetd@wrol.

6.2 A note on tense/mood restrictions

As mentioned earlier, past tense seems to be a relevant factsurprise
readings. Although a detailed investigation of this factalt have to be

23The fact that there is no surprise reading available for (§%he absence dbcal contestss
expected on the present analysis, given that ingrediehtiginissing. That ispbegin does not
identify the [init] feature ofwin (inceptive reading) but rather restricts reference to theebof the
event (ingressive reading), cf. ©3.2 above. The lattekd ta be a case of external aspect.

24This reading is also available take-Vwhen the embedded verb denotes a punctual event.
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left for the future, I wish to present some facts from Swedish. Consider
take-Vfirst:

(71) a. Han tog och laste en bok.
he takePAST andreadPAsT a book
b. Han hade tagit och ldst en bok.
he had takesur andreadsur a book
c. Han tar och laser en bok.
he takePRES andreadPRES a book
d. Ta och las en bok!

takeiMP andreadiMP a book

In the past tense and in the perfect, as in (71a) and (71b), the interpreta-
tion yielded is one involving a sudden onset of a reading event (S1 above).
The sentence i1s felicitously uttered in a situation where the subject refer-
ent suddenly started reading a book or e.g. when we have the background
knowledge that the subject referent dislikes reading and the onset of a read-
ing event is therefore unexpected. (71c), in turn, involves present tense and
seems to have two readings. On one reading, the speaker is either using
present tense in the report of a past (real or putative) event or is reporting
on ‘hot news’.2> A surprise component seems to be present in this case.
On the second reading, the subject referent is going to read a book in the
immediate future. If a surprise component is present at all, it is far more
subtle than in (71a). Finally, (71d) involves the imperative, and is a call
for the onset of a reading event to be brought about. There is no surprise

involved in this example. Consider, go-V in turn:

(72) a. Han gick och gifte sig.
he go.PAST andmarriedPAST REFL

b. Han hade gatt  och gift sig.
he had gosup andmarrysSUP REFL

25These readings are variously referred to as historical-, hot news:dramatic- reportive and voyeur
present.
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c. Han gar och gifter sig.
| JOPRES and MmarryPRES REFL
d. Ga och gift dig!

goIMP andmarryIMP REFL

In the past tense and in the perfect, (72a) and (72b), the interpretation
yielded is one involving an unexpected event of marrying; the initiation is
perceived as emphasized (S2 above). There are at least two readings avail-
able for (72c) involving present tense. The first reading is one where the
so-called historic or ‘hot news’ present is used, which involves a surprise
component. The second reading is the immediate future reading mentioned
above, where surprise appears to be absent or at least less available than in
(72a).%° Finally, (72d) involves the imperative and is a call for the onset of
a marrying event to be brought about. It involves no surprise component.
To the extent that these descriptions of its distribution is correct, the sur-
prise reading seems unavailable in irrealis environments. This may be due
to some pragmatic incompatibility between irrealis and surprise and/or the
behaviour of punctual verbs in irrealis environments. I need to leave this

restriction for future research.

7 The syntax of surprise
7.1 Restructuring at the event structure level

The fact that the aktionsart of the embedded predicate does not change in
the inceptive construction forces a bi-clausal structure or minimally par-
tially separate event structures that the verbs involved can associate to.
Recall that an activity predicate embedded under tais still compatible with
durative adverbials (§3.2):

260n progressive readings with go-V, see Wiklund (2007) and references cited there.
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(73) Hontog ochdansade | [Rera timmar.

she take.PAST & dance.PASTin several hours _
OBURPRISH[INCEPT] she danced for several hours.O

Therefore, the analysis proposed in (39) will have to be ncoraplex. A
bi-clausal structure for the inceptive construction andtesl constructions
has been argued for in Wiklund (2007) for independent remsAlong
with Wiklund (2007), | shall assume that the complement efltght verb
in the inceptive construction is a restructured Oclauselhature of this
restructuring lies beyond the scope of this paper and | thexdeave it
open whether we are dealing with a full clausal CP where teguetured
functional heads of the embedded clause unify (via Agre#) thie corre-
sponding heads in the matrix, as proposed in Wiklund (20@7ANhether
the complement reduces to event structure syntax (which ayerefer to
as VP). The former proposal captures the agreement betWweemibs in-
volved, which appears to be proportional to amount of stmécin the non-
restructured inbnitival counterparts, where these exister the reader to
Wiklund (2007) for a more detailed discussion of restruciyiand agree-
ment in the relevant construction. The latter approach i with the
VP-analysis of restructuring proposed in Wurmbrand (2001)

For ease of exposition, the embedded predicate will be septed as
reduced to event structure syntax here and | will leave thtustof the
subordinating conjunction aside, representing it&® Gelow. In Wiklund
(2007), this element is argued to be a complementizer thedissput a re-
structured G/ In essence, my proposal is that the embedded predicate is
merged as a rheme of mati®xoc in the case ofo-V, (74), and as a rheme
of matrix Res in the case ofake-V, (75); recall thatgd is an [init, proc]
verb, whereasuke is an [init, proc, res] verb. A rheme consists of material
that further describes a subevent or a state, relevantlyegsoand result

27Similar proposals have been made for Engligid in related constructions (Faraci 1970, Aboh
2004).
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respectively (see Ramchand 2008). Since the [init] feature of the embed-
ded predicate remains unassociated to syntactic structure in inceptive con-
structions, an issue that we will return to shortly, the size of the embedded
predicate (labelled v2 in the structures below) will always be ProcP and
never InitP. A ResP may but need not be present; it is included in the struc-
tures below. In effect, the inceptive construction instantiates restructuring
at the event structure level; the initiation component of the embedded verb

is restructured by virtue of being unassociated to syntactic structure.

(74)  ...[mmitp &4 [Procp <€4> & [ProcP V2 [Resp <V2> ]]]]
go-V

(75) ...[mnitp @ [ProcP <ta@> [Resp <ta> & [procp V2 [Resp <V2>]]1]]
take-V

Below, we will see how constraints on underassociation restrict this re-

structuring.

7.2 Lightness and underassociation

In the context relevant to us, Swedish ta and gd appear to have a status
in between that of auxiliaries and lexical verbs. They resemble auxiliaries
in that they do not bear phrasal stress. They are also semantically light;
less specified compared to other verbs within the same semantic domain.?3
In the inceptive construction, as we have seen, the verbs seem to have a
‘functional’ rather than a ‘lexical’ use, especially with za this is very clear.
As we have seen though, manner of motion survives with gd (walk) in cer-
tain environments. In these cases a distantive reading is present, whereas

the surprise reading in unavailable. Moreover, unlike modal verbs and the

28They may both be used with inanimates and abstract expressions in other contexts. Examples
include: TV-tittande tar tid (TV-watching takes time) and Tiden gdr fort (Time goes by quickly).
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auxiliary ha OhaveO used to form the perfecindgd inRect for all forms
in the inceptive construction, event though surprise ispmesent in all of
these. Another indication that these verbs are not auxdian the standard
sense is the fact that they do not modify the Aktionsart ofdhdedded
predicate (23.2), which we would expect if they were funaiig as aspec-
tual operators higher up in the clause. Based on these fdtave taken
ta and ga to be light verbs in a complex predication in the constructio
that we are concerned with here. In this sense, | follow Wikl§2007).
However, | do not assume that light verbs necessarily as&oto syntac-
tic structure in a different fashion on their Ofunctiona&han they do on
their OlexicalO use. | have argued that these verbs lexihtategory fea-
tures (event components) in their lexical specibcatioallbdv Ramchand
(2008) by debning thBghtness of these and similar verbs from a semantic
viewpoint; the lexical-encyclopedic content that thesebsgqua lexical
items) contribute is non-specibc and abstract. This ismeay that this
lightness has no syntactic repercussions. Itindeed has, also in te@iive
construction. It is this property that enables underassioci to take place.
Ramchand (2008: 98) proposes that underassociation ibfessly if the
following conditions are satibed:

(76)  Underassociation:
If a lexical item contains an underassociated categoryfeat
() that feature must be independently identiPed withinghase
and linked to the underassociated feature by Agree;
(i) the two category features so linked must unify theiride-
encyclopedic content.

Given that it is the embedded verb and not the light verb thatehfeature
that remains unassociated to syntactic structure, comdiij is met in the
present analysis. The unassociated [init] feature of theeslted verb is
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identibed by the same feature of the light verb, via Agreexditmn (ii) in

turn can only be met in cases where one of the two bearers o¢kineant
category feature has a fairly general meaning comparedhter d¢xical
items within the same semantic domain. This enables a utidpcaf the
lexical-encyclopedic content of the poorer item with therenoontentful
item. In the inceptive construction, the matrix verbs bodaldy for this

purpose. The vertakeis poor compared to e.gteal The verbgois poor
compared to e.dumber.

7.3 The inceptive reading revisited

The present proposal captures the difference noted abdwede (21a)
and (21b), repeated below. Whereas (77a) implies that thedueferent
did not dance before eleven, (77b) does not say anythingtaidoen the
dancing started, only that there was an event of dancinggagiace at
eleven. The same fact holds fgo-V.

(77) a. Hontog ochdansade klockan elva.
she takePAST& dancePASTclockDEF eleven

b. Hondansade klockan klockanelva.
she dancepPAsT clockDEF eleven

Because the two verbs involved in the inceptive constrachiave (par-
tially) separate event structures, the event variable ticlwtense will be
anchored is the one introduced by the light verb. A tempadegebial will

therefore modify the event expressed by the light verb. Mmecibcally,
since the [init] feature of the light verb identibes the wwuasated (in this
sense restructured) [init] feature of the embedded verd Agree), the
temporal adverbial will be interpreted as specifying timeetiof the initia-
tion of the event denoted by the embedded verb. These twarfatiargue,
are crucial to the inceptive reading. The perception of apremis on the
initiation of the event denoted by the embedded verb defroes identib-
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cation of embedded [init] by the light verb in combination with tense being
anchored to the event variable introduced by the light verb.

Note that the facts presented here cannot be accounted for by assuming
the light verb to lexicalize [init] alone in a mono-VP structure, unless we
postulate two versions of go and take, respectively. We would then have to
say that these verbs do not possess any other feature apart from [init] on
the light verb version. If we did not, we would incorrectly predict verbs
that lack a [res] feature in their lexical specification to be banned from
combining with rake in the inceptive construction. This is so, because the
[res] feature of take, which would have to remain unassociated to syntactic

structure on that analysis, would be left unidentified in these cases:
(78) <. [mitp light verb & [procp V2 ]

In the approach pursued here, there is but one lexical item go and one
lexical item take, the former an [init, proc] verb, the latter a [init, proc,
res] verb. Because these verbs have a fairly general meaning, they enable

restructuring at the event structure level in the embedded predicate. >°

7.4 The surprise reading revisited

Regardless of the verb type in the complement, fake-V will yield a sud-
den onset reading (surprise reading 1) because the light verb is punctual
by virtue of lexicalizing both [proc] and [res] (in addition to [init]). An

embedded punctual verb is therefore not necessary for surprise to arise:

(79) ... [mitp ta [ProcP <ta> [Resp <ta> & [procp V2 ]]]] (take-V)

29 As Christer Platzack (p.c.) points out, there is a punctual reading of gd in Swedish, corresponding
to English leave: Han gick (ivig). (lit. He went away; ‘He left.”) The contrast in (60) and the
difference between ta and gd with regard to surprise readings, however, makes an analysis of gd as
a [init, proc, res] verb problematic. I therefore hypothesize that there is a null Path head present on
the punctual reading of gd, which is unavailable in the inceptive construction. This analysis seems
to me to make the correct predictions for the data presented here. It is of course possible that there
is variation to be found.



219

In contrast, surprise readings with go-V are dependent on a punctual em-
bedded verb because the light verb go does not have a [res] feature in its
specification. When a punctual verb is present in the complement of the
light verb, as in (74) above, the reading yielded is one where the initiation
of the embedded event — which lacks internal duration — is emphasized,
producing surprise (surprise reading 2). When v2 does not lexicalize both
[proc] and [res], as in (80), punctuality is missing and a surprise reading
is not available. The structure yields an inceptive-distantive reading (as in

Han gick och ldste en bok ‘He went and read a book’):

(80) .. [1nitP gd [ProcP <g(fi> & [procp V2 111 (go-V)

It remains to be shown how the surprise readings investigated here are re-
lated — if at all — to the so-called (ad)mirative mood that can be used to
express surprise in the form of verbal inflection or particles in e.g. Alba-
nian, Aromanian, and Western Apache, see e.g. Friedman (2005) and De-
Lancey (1997). Rather than expressing an unexpected event, however, this
mood appears to express unexpected or surprising information (and also
doubt and irony) along with information about available evidence (eviden-
tiality). Interestingly, this mood also seems to display tense restrictions in
that it cannot occur with non-past reference. This may be an indication of
at least a pragmatic overlap with the inceptive surprise reading, perhaps an
incompatibility between surprise/unexpectedness and irrealis as suggested

above.

7.5 The distantive reading revisited

The fact that manner of motion (walk) is under certain circumstances per-
ceived in the inceptive construction in Swedish, I have taken to derive from
semantic inferences that are dependent on the syntactic environment to
which ga is associated. In the case relevant to us, I have shown that man-

ner of motion and motion away from a reference location are features that
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seem dependent on internal duration in the embedded verb. Note that re-
sult augmentation with the light verb gd also prevents a surprise reading
in favor of the distantive reading, see (81) below where the particle ut is

combined with the light verb.

(81)  Han gick ut och gifte sig.
he go.PAST out & marry.PAST REFL.DEF
‘[DISTANT] he went out and married.

In fact, the inceptive reading also vanishes in the presence of the particle,
which explains the lack of a surprise reading. I propose that this is a local-
ity effect. An unassociated [init] feature of marry cannot be identified by
gd, due to the intervening particle. The two events of going and marrying
therefore remain separate, i.e. no restructuring can take place. The pres-
ence of the directional particle therefore forces a distantive reading under

which manner of motion can be inferred.

7.6 Surprise in English

Alongside with the go-V construction, English has a construction that seems
to be parallel to those investigated here except that the particle up is used

instead of a light verb (see Quirk et al. 1985):
(82)  She up and left him.

The up-V construction yields what appears to be an inceptive reading and
resembles fake-V in that it produces a surprise reading regardless of em-
bedded predicate.®® I propose that the particle does the job of the light
verb and is capable of identifying the [init] feature of the embedded verb.

Abstracting away from potential bi-clausality, we have:*!

(83)  [mitP Up & [procp left [Resp <left>]]

30There seems to be speaker variation regarding event types allowed in the complement.
31T remain agnostic about which feature of up is capable of lexicalizing Init.
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In fact, some speakers allow the particle to take on verlfiisdetional mor-
phology, supporting the present analysis (example fronmk(atial. 1985:
979):

(84) She upped and left him.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, | have argued that the touch of surprise, ureepness, or
suddenness that is produced in inceptive constructiorevimg go and
take can be derived from a combination of two factors. First, theep-
tive reading itself is a necessary ingredient; a readingravkige onset of
the event denoted by the embedded predicate is in some smEzdd.
Second, a punctual verb is required. This punctuality caddred from
the light verb (as inake-V), in which case surprise arises regardless of
embedded predicate, or from the embedded verb alone (gs-Vj, in
which case surprise is absent with durative verbs in the temgnt of the
light verb. In the case dBke-\, the surprise reading was argued to derive
from the punctuality of the light verb expressing the irtiba (sudden on-
set reading). In the case gb-V pragmatic inferences about the particular
event encoded in the syntactic structure was argued to bigpnb@duces the
touch of surprise. An emphasis on the onset of an event witimteonal
duration yields a quirky twist to the event, as it were. Thaeagalizations
presented in this paper can be taken to offer support for RandOs 2008
proposal concerning the decomposition of verbal meaniugntestruc-
ture is directly represented in syntax. From the more theaiegperspec-
tive, surprise readings were thus claimed to be dependethiegarticular
event structure(s) associated with the predicates indagenell as choice
of lexicalization of this structure.
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The force of the argument

Marit Julien
Lund university

Abstract

In reply to Wiklund (2009), this paper addresses once again embedded V2
clauses in Scandinavian: the behaviour of certain discourse oriented ele-
ments in these clauses, the possibility of topicalising embedded V2 clauses,
and the optionality of embedded V2. The conclusion is that the analysis
according to which embedded V2 clauses have illocutionary force can still
be maintained.

1. Introduction

Wiklund (2009) argues against the view that embedded declarative V2 clauses
differ from embedded declarative non-V2 clauses in Scandinavian in that the
former have illocutionary force — in other words, they are asserted — while the
latter are characterised by absence of illocutionary force.

The idea that embedded V2 clauses are asserted was defended in Julien
(2007) and Julien (2008), and consequently, it is only as expected that Wiklund
(2009) explicitly argues against these contributions. However, since Wiklund’s
short paper does not quite give justice to the arguments put forward by Julien, I
feel that a reply is in place in order to avoid further misunderstandings.

The following phenomena are discussed by Wiklund (2009) in connection
with embedded V2: discourse oriented adverbial elements, topicalisation of
embedded clauses, and the possibility of replacing embedded V2-clauses with
non-V?2 clauses. Here, I will deal with these phenomena in that order.

2. Discourse oriented adverbial elements

Wiklund (2009:33) claims that “according to Julien (2008), the V2 word order is
preferred with discourse-oriented swear words”, and she states that she and
many other speakers do not agree. She then gives the following examples of

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 84:225-232
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embedded noW2 clauses containing discoursaarkers(her examples (16d),
all in Swedish):

()a. Hon upptSckte att han ju inte hade rest.
she discovered that he you.know not had  gone

b. Honsa att han fasen inte hadegjort ett skit.
she said that he SwearWord not had done a shit

c. Honsa att han Srligt talat inte hadebetalat.
she said that he honestly speaking not had paid

d. Vi upptSckte att de nSmligen/minsann inte hadekommit.
we discovered that they you.see/indeed not had come

| completely agree that the above examples are &dbeptable, and thatany
discourse oriented elements are just as good iArvi2oarder as in V2 order in
Scandinavian. But note that the examples givedulien (2008) involved one
particular swear word phras@r fanden (Da)ffor faen (No)lfor fan (Swe)

which appears to have @doser affiliation with certain types of illocutionary
force than other discourse oriented expressions. It can streragtressertion or

an imperative, and even the force in a simple OyesO or OnoO. The Swedi
examples in (2), wibh were given as (62@) in Julien (2008), illustrate this:

(2)a. Jag kan fSr fan inte g&& och fika I mysbyxor!
I can for devil not go and have.coffee in sweat.pants 3
Ol can for fuckOs sake not go and have a coffee wearing sweat pants!O

b. Njut dE&E fSr fan!
enjoy  then for devil N
OEnjoy then, for fuckOs sake!O

c. Nej fsr fan!
no for devil

ONo, for fuckOs sake!O

My statement that Odiscourse oriented swearword phrasés lfkedenOwork

in this way was dedge, since | cannshy for certain that there are not other
expressions with the same effect. But it is nevertheless clear that none of the
discourseoriented adverbs in Ylhave exactly the same effect fas fanden.
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Although they are all acceptabie a declarative claudiée (2a), as shown in
(3), they arguably do not make the same semantic contributidor danden
(and variants):

(3) Jag kan ju [fasen /Srligt talat /InSmligen/minsann
I can you.know/SwearWord/honestly speaking/ you.see /indeed
inte gE och fika I mysbyxor!

not go and have.coffee in sweat.pants N
Ol can [insert adverb here] not go and have a coffee wearing sweat pants!O

And if we replacdsr fan in (2b) and (2) with thediscourse oriented adverbs in
(1), the result is iformed, atleast if the adverb is in the same intonational
phrase as the imperative or the ifgetion, as is the case witér fan in (2bc):

(4a. Njut dE #u [#fasen  [#Srligt talat
enjoy then you.know/SwearWord/honestly speaking
[#nSmliger#minsann
/you.seehdeed

b. Nej, #u  [#fasen I#Srligt talat I#nSmligen
no you.knowSwearWord/honestlgpeakingyou.see
[#minsant
/indeed

The tagSligt talat Ohonestly speaking® can combine with imperatives and with
OyesO and OnoO if it constitutesumteeimtonational phrase, which is an indi
cation that it is not structurally integrated with the rest of the utter&sScéan,
by contrast, can appear in the same intonational phrase as the imperative or
interjection, which indicates that it is struclly integrated into the utterance.

In addition,fSr fan can appear inside imperatives, as in (5):

(5) Rekommendera nu fSr fan inte din egenblogg

recommend now for devil not yourown blog
ODonOt you bloody recommend your own blog!O

This is @mpletely impossible for the other discourse markers under discussion:
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(6) Rekommendera nu #u /#fasen  /#idrligt talat
recommend now Yyou.knowSwearWord/honestlgpeaking
/#ndmligen /#minsann inte din egen blogg!
lyou.see indeed not your own blog

Hence, I maintain that fSr fan (and its counterparts in other Scandinavian
varieties) first and foremost serves as a strengthener of various kinds of illo-
cutionary force. In other words, it was not randomly chosen in the examples
given in Julien (2008).

A final point made in Julien (2008) was that fSr fan (and its counterparts) is
better in embedded V2 clauses that in embedded non-V2 clauses (example (63)
in Julien (2008)):

(7)a.  Hon sa att hon hadefor fan  inte betalat rdkning-en 1 tid.
she said that she had for devil not paid bill-DEF in time
‘She said that she had for fuck’s sake not paid the bill on time.’

b.?? Hon sa att hon forfan  inte hadebetalat rikning-en i tid.
she said that she for devil not had paid bill-DEF in time

The difference is subtle, and not immediately noticed by everyone, but it is
nevertheless there. If it is true that fSr fan is affiliated with illocutionary force,
the contrast between (7a) and (7b) suggests that illocutionary force is present in
the embedded clause in (7a), which has V2 order, in a way that it is not in the
embedded clause in (7b), which has non-V2 order.

3. Topicalisation of embedded clauses

Wiklund (2009) further claims that embedded V2 clauses cannot be topicalised,
1.e. moved to initial position in their matrix clause, and she suggests that this
may be due to whatever is responsible for their root status, and not necessarily a
consequence of their V2 order or their illocutionary force.

However, I showed in Julien (2007) that it is not completely impossible to
have a V2 clause in the initial position. The following minimal pair of
Norwegian sentences was presented as an illustration (example (51ab) in Julien
(2007)):
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(8a. At den gutten ikke var som andre glemte de alltid
that that boy-DEF not was like others forgot they always
OThat that boy was not like the others, they always forgot.O

b.? At den gutten var ikke som andre glemte de alltid
that that boy-DEF was not like others forgot they always
OThat thdtoy was not like the others, they always forgot.O

As indicated, | find (B) only slighly less perfect than &3 dthough (&)
involves a topicalised embedded clause with V2 order, whereaspitalised
embedded clause ingBhas no#V/2 order.

Furthemore, | proposed in Julien (2007) that the reason why embedded V2
clauses often resist topicalisation has to do with their discourse status. Let me
guote from Julien (2007:44):

Fronted constituents are often topics, and clauses that are topics must have
content that is given in the discourse. That is, the proposition that they represent
should be presupposed rather than asserted, and since V2 clauses are necessaril
asserted, they are normally not good as topics.

| then argued that some embedded \&usks, namely those that are embedded
under factive or semifactive predicates, are botsypposed and asserted. That
IS, whereas the proposition that the embedded clause represents has to be
presupposed by the speaker, it is not necessarily known he#rer, so that it
Is possible for the speaker to treat it as new information for the hearer (in fact,
this is very close to the characterisation that Wiklund (2009) gives of her
example (4)). It is its presupposed status thaites the embedded claus€8h)
acceptable in initial pgtion, while its V2 order ionnected to its asserted
status.

| also pointed out in Julien (2007) that if an embedded V2 clause is focused,
for example in the sense that it represents the relevant new information in an
answe to awh-question, it can appear in the initial positiof its matrix clause.
Thus, (9, with an embedded V2 clause in initial position, is a possible answer to
a question like OWhat did sbay?O (again the example is \Wegian).

(99 At poetkan du ikke bli var det hun sa.
that poet can you not become was it  she said
OThat you cannot become a poet was what she said.O
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My conclusion was that there are no structural difficulties with having an
embedded V2 clause in the initial position of itatrix clause. Instead, it is the
asserted status of embedded V2 clauses that in many cases prevent them from
appeaing in that positior{asFaarlund, Lie & Vannebo 199984 also suggest)

4.\/2 versus nonVv2

Wiklund (2009:3882) notes that neN2 order s always possible in Swedish
embedded clauses, even in those cases wheoedé? is an alternative, and that
it is not clear in what sense embedded clauses withv@oarder are not also
assertions. This is then seen as another problem for the apprbach been
defending, according to which only V2 clauses are asserted.

To illustrate her argument, Wiklund (2009) gives the following example of a
guestion, given here as (10), with four possible answers, repeated here as (11ab)
and (12ab):

(10) varfsr kom han inte pE festen?
why came he not on partyDEF
OWhy didnOt he come to the party?O

(11)a. Han pCEstod att han inte hadetid.
he claimed that he not had time
OHe claimed that he did not have time.O

b. Han p(Estod att han hadeinte tid.
he claimed that he had not time
OHe claimed that he did not have time.O

(12)a. NGEgon sa att dominte vile ha en idiot dSr.
someone said that they not wantedhavean idiot there
OSomeone said that they didnOt want an idiotQhere.

b. NEgon sa att domville inte ha en idiot dSr.
someone said that they wantednot havean idiot there
OSomeone said that they didnOt want an idiot there.O

As we see, the a) answers involve an embedded clause wiVinorder, while
the b) answers involve an embedded clause with V2 order. And as Wiklund
points out, the two versions are in either case equally acceptable, and moreover,
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they have the same properties with respect to the main asseriiorgl1a) and
(11b), the embedded clauspresents the main assertion, whereas in (12a) and
(12b), the whole sentence represents the main assertion. | agree with this, and |
am also not aware of any differences between the Mainland Scandinavian
varieties in this respect.

However, as | see it tr@milarities between V2 and nef2 noted by Wik
lund only demonstrate that embedded V2 cannot be accounted for in terms of
main assertion, contrary to the proposal put forward by Bentzen et al. (2007) and
Wiklund et al. (2009). The analysis according toacmhembedded V2 clauses
are asserted whereas A@8 clauses are not still goes through. On this analysis,
when the embedded clause has -N@norder, as in (11a) and (12ahe
proposition that the embeddedcuase represents is not in itself asserteid just
reported, while it is the whole sentence containing the embedded clause that is
assertedBut when the embedded clause has V2 order, as in (11b) and (12b),
both the matrix clause and the embedded clause are aSsertether words,
both clauses hava Force head. The pragmatic difference between the two
options is so subtle that it for many purposes can be ignored. It is there neverthe
less, and as | have shown, the discourse magikeyan is sensitive to it.
SpeakersO intuitions also tend to pointtie same direction. While | am
perfectly aware that more convincing tests would be desirable, | also think that
the lack of knockdown tests does not necessarily mean that the approach in itself
Is mistaken.

5. Conclusion

Embedded V2 clauses in Scandirmawvare pragmatically different from nig
clauses. One piece of evidence is that certain discoulsated elements that
are sensitive to illocutionary force are more acceptable in embedded V2 clauses
than in noRV2 clauses.

The fact that V2 clauses eft resist topicalisation, unlike n2 clauses, is
also a consequence of the asserted status of V2 clauses. However, if the clause it
also presupposed, which is the case if it is embedded under a factive or
semifactive predicate, it can be treated aspactand moved to initial position.
Movement to initial position is also possible if the clause is focused.



232

Finally, it must be noted that there is only a subtle pragmatic difference
between a construction with an embedded clause that is asserted in righlawn
and a construction where only the larger sentence containing the embedded is
asserted. As a consequence, the illocutionary force of embedded V2 clauses is
not easily paseived, and tests that unambiguously demonstrate its presence are
hard to find.
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May the force be with you: A reply from the 5th Roor’
Anna-Lena Wiklund

University of Troms¢,, University of Lund

The main aim of Wiklund (2009) was to bring together the ressof recent
contributions to research on the difference between thie second (1a)
and verb-in-situ (1b) word orders in embedded clauses, aftwthe work
by Marit Julien (e.g. Julien 2007) constitutes an imporfaart, with what
seems to be the common goal of understanding the differezteesbn the
two word orders.

(1) a. Ollesa att haninte hadelSst boken. (non-V2)
Olle say.Pasthathe not had read.Supook.Def

b. Ollesa att hanhadeinte ISst boken (V2)
Olle say.Pasthathe had not read.Sugook.Def

Another aim was to facilitate an identibcation of points gfeement and
potential disagreement, a sort of state-of-the-art repdnien terminologi-
cal issues were cleared up, the points of disagreement eetgvg. me and
Julien appeared to me to reduce to grammaticality judgesnErdm Julien
(this volume), | understand that my attempts were not sisfakand that
misunderstandings remain, which makes it difPcult to knowlazat level

to place the discussion. | fail to see where | state that endxel2 clauses
are not asserted. My point is that certain embedded clauiseshe verb

in-situ also qualify as assertions, given the debnitiornisaaid. | also fail
to see where |, or my co-authors, state that V2 can be acabdotan

terms ofmain assertior{or main point of utterance we spent half of our
paper arguing quite the opposite (Wiklund et al. 2009) amdaitgument
Is repeated in Wiklund (2009). Verb second and main assehnave the
same distribution but can occur independently of one amotieerefore,
this test does not single out V2 from non-V2 word orders. TWwea word

"1 owe many thanks to Marit Julien, whose work has inspired mey search for the force that we both
wish to identify, and to Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson fasatission of Icelandic.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syn& (2009), 233D236.
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test introduced by Julien (2008) is a brilliant follow-umIg it fails to dis-
tinguish V2 from non-V2 word orders in the varieties thatvaaonsulted,
in the very same way that our own once so hope-inducing MPtjagsd.
In many contexts, the non-V2 word order is even slightly muoatural to
my ear, such as in the examples below including the supppsedtial
swear wordsr fasen(other examples can be found on the internet).

(2) a. Hanblir fSrbannadochropar att hanfsr fa(se)ninte alls
he getsangry andshoutsthathe ! "#####HSt at-all
Srdoktor.

Is doctor

b. Hanblir fSrbannadchropar att hanSrfsr fa(se)nintealls
he getsangry  andshoutghathe is! "######& at-all
doktor.
doctor

(3) a. Dukundeha sagtatt manf3r fa(se)nintekanjSmfsra vin
youcould havesaidthatone ! "######$ cancomparenine
ochsil.
andbeer

b. Dukundeha sagtatt mankanfsr fa(se)nintejSmfsra vin
youcould havesaidthatone can! "####### comparevine
ochsil.
andbeer.

Now we can either try to convince each other who has the mps¢sen-
tative informants, or we can acknowledge variation. It ispble that the
presence ofdr fasenhas the effect of producing or identifying a OforceO
of some kind. But a force is also perceived in its presench thie V-in-
situ word order, as is the case with the other discourseyatueelements
exemplibed in Wiklund (2009: 33): O[a]lthough this factsinet preclude

a difference between V2 and non-V2 word order with respeclidou-
tionary force in the absence of the above elements, verb mentdoes
not appear to be obligatory in the presence of the purpolizutionary
force features.O If it was not clear enough, the differeeteden V2 and
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non-V2 in the absence of the above mentioned elements maelwes-
ence of a (perceived) force of some kind, which seems to baenwith
what Julien herself wants to argue. The perception of a amfdrce in
the presence of discourse-oriented elements but in thaedsé verb sec-
ond should be an interesting fact that arguably takes us tapefgrther.
Thus, | fail to see what is debated here, if the debate is abmuething
else than grammaticality judgements. | am ready to engagediscus-
sion about how the OforceO perceived can be derived wherowaniore
about it, if that is a matter of disagreement. But then theudision must
be raised to another level, one where there is at least agrédeam where
the points of disagreement lie and where the logics behincargymen-
tation are properly referred to. A constructive next steuldoe to pin
down what is meant bforce here. One immediate possibility that comes
to mind is that examples like (2a) and (2b) share assertoroefout differ
from each other ipoint of view-nessThe importance of swear wordsia
evaluative elements indicates that sentience/evidégtahy be relevant.
To me the point of view in (2a) seems associated with eithemtlatrix
subject or with the speaker (being responsible for evalgatie truth of
the embedded assertion), whereas the point of view in (3 axs associ-
ated with only the speaker (being responsible for evalgdhe truth of the
embedded assertion). Swear words fhrana facieseem to include refer-
ence to the speaker, suchfas i mig (devil in me) are thus compatible
with both word orders in my variety:

(4) a. HonsEgatt hanfan-i-mig inte hadelSst brevet.
she sawthathe devil-in-menot had readletter-the
b. HonsEatt hanhadefan-i-mig intelSst brevet.

she sawthathe had devil-in-menot readletter-the
Maybe there is intresting micro-variation in this respddte swear word
fSr fasen in turn, can be taken to identify assertoric force from kuaints
of view in my variant (as do other evaluative elements) buiaaently
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only the speaker-anchored point of view in the varieties reported on by
Julien. If T am on the right track, verb second has to do with the “very
fine” structure of the left periphery and encodes sentience/evidentiality, at
least in declaratives. The quasi-marked (parenthetical) status of embedded
verb second (vis-a-vis the canonical non-V2 word order) should then be
deriveable from the interference of the speaker’s point of view in environ-
ments where the subject of a verb of speech or propositional attitude would
be the most natural binder of the relevant role from a semantic point of
view but where it is prevented from establishing this relation due to the V2
clause being an island for such binding. A similar difference appears to be
present in Icelandic (or varieties of Icelandic) between the subject-initial
and non-subject initial verb second word orders in embedded clauses. The
subject-initial word order is ambiguous between the two readings, whereas
the non-subject initial word order yields speaker-anchored assertoric force.

All of this, of course, is the topic of a different paper.
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